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1. The Status of the Bulgarian Church and
its Organisation
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Bly Boris I's decision, Bulgaria, most likely in 866, became a part
of tite Christian otkoumene. The Byzantines, however, from whom the
Bulgarians received baptism, have not been willing to meet Boris’ demands
that the new Church is granted autocephaly. This forced the Bulgarian
ruler to take action which would lead him to achieve independence for the
Bulgarian Church organisation. After several years of struggle, in which
he involved Rome, Boris managed to gain significant concessions from
the Byzantines in 870.

An archbishopric, and along with bishoprics subordinated to it,
was created on Bulgarian soil'. Bulgarian Church received the status

"InContinuator of Theophanes(V, 96, p.312) we find a passage
presenting the moment of creation of the Bulgarian Archbishopric and the arrival of the
Greek clergy in Bulgaria: By repeated exhortations, splendid receptions, and magnanimous
munificence and donations, however, the emperor persuaded the Bulgarians to accept an
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of a ‘metropolitan autocephalic archbishopric™, and its dependence
on Constantinople was limited to dogmatic matters and, at least
at the beginning, an influence on the choosing of the new occupant of
the archiepiscopal see’. Kleterologion of Philotheos, from the end of the
ninth century, clearly attests to the exceptional rank of the Bulgarian
Church; according to its author, the Archbishop of Bulgaria occupied
the 13 place in the Byzantine hierarchy, just behind the synkellos of the
patriarch of Constantinople*.

archbishop and to allow their country to be covered with a network of bishoprics. Owing to
these prelates and also to devout monks whom the emperor summoned, from the mountains
and dens of the earth and dispatched to that land, the Bulgarians abandoned their ancestral
customs and became, one and for all, captives of Christ (transl. L. Sevcenko, p-313). Vassil
Gyuzelev (B.T'10 3 e e B, Cmyduiickusm manacmup u Goazapume npes cpednosexosuemo
(VIII-IX),3PBH 39, 2001/2002, p. 59) thinks that among the monks who arrived at that
time in Bulgaria were representatives of the Stoudios Monastery in Constantinople
who may have had Bulgarian and Slavic roots. This monastery had, it is thought, strong
links with Bulgaria even before its official Christianisation. Its representatives may have
participated in the first Byzantine mission to Bulgaria (863/864).

*W. Swoboda - Testimonia, vol. 111, p. 363, fn. 2. This view is accepted by i.a.:
B.Tros3eaes, Knuaz Eopuc 1Izpsu. boazapus npes 6mopama norosuna 1a ex, Cocl)ml
1969, pp. 413—414; id e m, Yompoiicmso na boazapckama yspxea, [in:] Hemopus na
boazapus s uemupimﬁecem moma, vol. 11, 11zpsa 6mmpc7m %pyimfm, ed. A.AHrearos,
Codust 1981, pp. 230—231; E. Pil t z, Kamelaukion et mitra, Stockholm 1977, p. 109.

* On the subject of status of the Bulgarian Church during the times of Boris-Michael,
see: W.Sw o b o d a, Lorigine de [ organisation de [ Eglise en Bulgarie et ses rapports avec
le patriarcat de Constantinople (870~919), BBg 2, 1966, pp. 67-8;; L. Anutaspum,
Beedenue xpucmuanmesa 8 Boazapun (IX — nauano X 8.), [in:] Ipunuamue xpucmuancmea
Hapodamu yenmpainoti u wzo-6ocmounoi Esponvt u xpeugenue Pycu, ed. i d e m, Mocksa
1988, pp. 30—67; b.HukoaoBa, J’[mpaﬂcmso uynpasierue Ha ﬁb/zmpcmma npasocrasHa
yopxea (IX-XIV sex), *Codus 2017, pp. 40—46; L. Sim e onova, Diplomacy of the
Letter and the Cross: Photios, Bulgaria and the Papacy §60s—880s, Amsterdam 1998,
pp- 268-269; B.T'103eaes, berewxu BBPXY UEPAPXULECKUSL CTRATNYC HA szzapcxama
YBPKBA 14 HETIHUS BBPXOBEH NPEICTROSINEN NPE3 NTPBUS BEK 0 NOKPECINBanemo 805—971,
(in:] Peanens u yoprea 6 boazapus. Coyuann u xysmypui usMmepenis 8 npasociasuemo
u nezosama cneyuuxa 8 boazapckume semu, ed. I. b ax a a 0 B, Codusi 1999, pp. 98-107;
W. b o x u A o B, boazapcxama apxenucxonus XI-XII sex. Cnucosxem na 57;/12/,zpacume
apxenucxonu, Codus 2011, pp. 17-32; MJ. Le szk a, K. M arin o w, Carstwo bulgarskie.
Polityka — spoteczenstwo — gospodarka — kultura. §66—971, Warszawa 2015, pp. 43-52.

*Philotheos,p.187 Other metropolitans and autocephalic archbishops are only
found in the s8® place (W. Sw o b o d a, Bulgaria a patriarchat konstantynopolitariski
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With time, however, the formula of the Bulgarian Church’s status
became worn out. The dependence on Byzantium, even limited one,
undoubtedly weighed on the Bulgarians. The one who finally severed any
form of control over Bulgarian Church by Constantinople was, according
to some of the contemporary scholars, Symeon (893-927). Not only is he
being attributed with this move, but he is also hailed as the one who had
led to, at the very least, having its head proclaimed a patriarch (if not cred-
ited with the outright transformation of the Bulgarian Archbishopric into
a patriarchate’. This view, however, has no basis in the source material®.
Despite this, it would seem that this claim cannot be entirely ruled out.
Symeon, having proclaimed himself in 913 a basileus of the Bulgarians,

w latach 870-1018, [in:] Z polskich studidw slawistycznych, vol. 1V, Historia, Warszawa
1972, p. 49).
s Cf. my considerations in the work Symeon I Wielki a Bizancjum. Z dziejéw
stosunkdw bulgarsko-bizantyriskich w latach 893-927,£6dz2 2013, pp. 248-258.
¢ In this matter scholars often refer to the fragment of a letter by Kaloyan, the
Bulgarian ruler, to Pope Innocent IIL. It speaks of the teachings of Greeks, who claim
that without the patriarchate the existence of the Empire would not be possible (quia
imperium sine patriarcha non staret — Innocent IIL p. 334. The use of this source
— written about 300 years later after Symeon’s reign — to substantiate the hypothesis
of the creation of the Bulgarian patriarchate is methodologically erroneous. I fully
accept in this regard the view expressed by Wincenty Sw o b o d a: (Bulgaria..., p. ss: tak
wigc dotychezasowe stanowisko nauki w sprawie patriarchatu buigarskiego za panowania
Symeona jest — jak sqdzimy — rezultatem powzigtego z gory, na podstawie (...) przckazu
z poczatkéw XII w., zatozenia, ktdre przewidywato, iz logicznym nastepstwem proklamaci
cesarstwa (carstwa) w Bulgarii byto obwotanie patriarchatu bulgarskiego | Therefore the
present position of the scholarship on the question of the Bulgarian Patriarchate during
Symeon’s reign is — we think — the result of an assumption made in advance on the basis (_...)
of an account from the early 13" century, which predicted that the logical result of proclaiming
an Empire (Tsardom) in Bulgaria would be the proclamation of the Bulgarian Patriarchate].
Recently, this argument was used by Ivan Bozhilov (M. b 0 x u a 0 B, baazapcxama
apxenuckonus..., p. 45), who also indicated that a patriarch was necessary to perform the
imperial coronation of Symeon. He reaches in this context for the example of Stephan
Dushan, who first proclaimed himself a tsar (1345), and subsequently took care to ensure
that the Archbishop of Serbia became its patriarch (1346), in order to perform the
imperial coronation (p. 46). We again find that in order to substantiate the discussed
view, there is a reference to events from a much later period. On the circumstances
of the imperial proclamation of Stephan Dushan, see: G.Ch. Soulis, The Serbs
and Byzantium during the Reign of Tsar Stephen Dusan (1331-1355) and his Successors,
Washington 1984, pp. 27-32.
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may have elevated the prestige of the Bulgarian Archbishop by proclaim-
ing him a patriarch’. Without the acceptance of Constantinople to this
act, it would have only had local significance®. It would, however, also
have been the most visible sign of breaking off any form of dependence
on Constantinople in the ecclesiastical sphere.

Many scholars associate the Byzantine agreement to the changes
in the situation of the Bulgarian Church with the peace treaty of 927.
None of the sources containing the information about the autocephaly
of the Bulgarian church and the elevation of the Bulgarian archbishop
to the position of a patriarch (I am referring here to the List of Bulgarian
archbishops’, Michael of Devol’s Gloss to the Synopsis of Histories by John
Skylitzes™ as well as to the text On Justiniana Prima’s canonical posi-
tion") link these facts with the treaty of 927. The three sources mentioned

"M.J.Leszka, Symeon..., pp- 130-132.

8 The patriarchal title for the Bulgarian Archbishop, and the prospective establishment
of the patriarchate, required an external agreement (from the Byzantine emperor and
the patriarch of Constantinople, and the Church Council).

o List of Bulgarian Archbishops, p. 102.18—23: Damian, in Dorostolon, the present
Dristra. During bis reign Bulgaria was honoured with autocephaly [or attained autocephaly

- MJ.L.] and the Byzantine Senate, following Romanos Lekapenos’ orders, granted him
the title of patriarch. He was then deposed by Jobn Tzymiskes. For more on the source see:
W.Swoboda,Bulgaria..., pp. 57-58; B. T x 0 Ba-3 a u M 0 B a, dwxanncos cnucex,
Pbg24.3,2000, pp. 21-49; 1. B 0 5 1 A 0 B, Beazapcxama apxuenuckonus..., pp. 93—10L.

©°John Skylitzes, p.365.8—11. Michael of Devol writes that emperor Basil IT
confirmed the autocephaly of the Bulgarian bishopric, which it had enjoyed already
during the reign of the old Romanos (I Lekapenos). This information was recorded
at the beginning of the 12% century. On the notes which bishop Michael of Devol
added to John Skylitzes’s work see: J. Ferluga, John Scylitzes and Michael of Devol,
[in:] i d e m, Byzantium on the Balkans. Studies on the Byzantine Administration and
the Southern Slavs from the VII* to the XII" Centuries, Amsterdam 1976, pp. 337-344-

" Cf. On Justiniana Prima’s canonical position, p. 279.37—42. The source states
that the Bulgarian Church was autocephalous and that the privileges it enjoyed were
not derived only from Basil IT and Romanos I Lekapenos, dating back to the period
during which the agreement with tsar Peter was signed. They also had their origin
in the old laws. On the source see: G. Prinzing, Entstehung und Rezeption der

Justiniana Prima-Theorie im Mittelalter, BBg s, 1978, pp. 269—278; T Kpbcranos,
Henancku benewcxu 3a translatio na Justiniana Prima ¢ 6sazapcxama yspxea npedu
1018 2., ITYEKIT.TKMB 6, 2004, pp. 80—84; idem, Tumaume eK3APX U NAMPUAPX
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above connect the autocephaly with emperor Romanos I Lekapenos

(920-944). In the last of these texts, the issue is placed in the context of an

agreement of which Peter was to be a party. The conferment of the title

of a patriarch on the Archbishop of Bulgaria is referred to only in the Lisz
of Bulgarian Archbishops, where it is linked with the autocephaly. Thus,
these religious issues can be assumed to have been dealt with in a peace

treaty signed during the reigns of Peter and Romanos I Lekapenos. It
so happens that the 927 treaty is the only such document that we know
of. According to some scholars, this is at odds with the information to

be found in the so-called Beneshevich’s Taktikon, a source contempo-
rary with Romanos I Lekapenos’s reign but variously dated — either to

921/927 01 t0 934/94 4. In this source, the head of the Bulgarian Church

is referred to as Bulgaria’s Archbishop (&pytemioxomos Bovkyapieg)™. Thus,
it appears that dating the Zaktikon to 934/944 — as per its publisher
Nicolas Oikonomides — would be tantamount to excluding 927 as the

date of Constantinople’s recognition of the Bulgarian Archbishop as

a patriarch®. However, other scholars claim that the Taktikon’s character-
isation of the issue in question may be inaccurate, and it seems that they
are closer to the truth™.

6 boazapckama mpadunus om 1X do XIX 6. Cs. Hoan Exsapx om Pum u nampuapx na
Gvazapckume semu, [in:] Asprcasa & Lopxsa — Lspxsa & Avpicasa 6 6sazapckama
ucmopus. Cooprux no cayvaii 135-200umnunama om yupedssanemo na beazapcxama
eK3apxuL, ed.I'Tanes, [.Bakaaos, M. Toaes, Codus 2006, pp. 79-80. The
source claims that the Bulgarian Church inherited Justiniana Prima’s church laws.
The issue of Justiniana Prima’s archbishopric established during the reign of Justinian
I was recently discussed by: S. Turlej, Justiniana Prima: An Underestimated Aspect
of Justinian’s Church Policy, Krakéw 2016.

© Beneshevich’s Taktikon, p. 245.17.

5Cf.B.HuxkxoaoBa, Yempoiicmeso..., p. 49.

“N.Oikonomides, Les listes de préséance byzantines des IX* et X siécles,
Paris 1972, pp. 237-238. Cf. V1. b 0k u A 0 B, boacapckama apxenuckonus..., p. 40;
I At awnaco s, Xpucmusnckusm Aypocmopym-Apscmasp. Aopocmosckama enapxus
npes KoCHAMA AHMULHOCI U Cpeﬁﬂoeekosuemo IV-XI1V . Hemopus, apxeonrozus,
Kyamypa u uskycmso, Bapna 2007, pp. 150-154). See also: B. TpnkoBa-3aumoBa,
Ipessemarnemo na [lpecaas 6 971 2. u npobaemume na boizapckama yspxea, [in:] 1100
200unu Beauxu ITpecaas, vol. I, ed. T. To 1 e B, Illymen 1995, p. 178; S. Pirivatrié,
Some Notes on the Byzantine-Bulgarian Peace Treaty of 927, Bslov2, 2008, pp. 44-4s.
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As should be apparent from the discussion above, the sources we have
at our disposal do not allow us to state categorically that the questions
of autocephaly and the title of the patriarch were dealt with in the 927
peace negotiations. Still, given everything we know about the Byzantine-
Bulgarian relations during the reign of Romanos I Lekapenos, it is logical
to assume that this was the case. What can be said based on the surviving
sources is that the issues were covered by an agreement signed by Peter
and Romanos I Lekapenos, that is, in the period between 927 and 944.
The point is that, as I mentioned above, we do not know of any other
arrangement made by these two rulers save for the 927 treaty. Lately,
Todor R. Todorov put forth the idea that the events in question may
have taken place soon after Theophylaktos Lekapenos’ rise to the posi-
tion of patriarch of Constantinople (933). Todorov links these facts
with the presence of papal envoys in Constantinople and Maria’s visit
to Romanos I Lekapenos’ court. To the Bulgarian scholar, the Bulgarian
Archbishop receiving the right to bear the title of a patriarch was the last
wedding gift for the couple ruling in Preslav*®. This is an interesting hypoth-
esis, but underlying it is the controversial view, to be found in Bulgarian
scholarly literature, according to which the Bulgarians were planning to
seize control of Constantinople and build a Slavic-Greek empire; this
plan was known as the great idea of 10™-century Bulgaria”. According
to Todorov, the project was championed by Symeon I and abandoned
by Peter in 931, after the death of Christopher — Peter’s father-in-law as
well as Romanos I Lekapenos’s son and co-ruler. This fact meant that
neither Peter nor his sons, whom he had by Maria, could lay claim to
Christopher’s power. Without engaging in a polemic with this view, it
is worth noting that to accept it is to make Peter fully responsible for

5T. ToaopoB, Beazapus npes emopama u mpemama wemsspm na X sex:
noaumusecka ucmopus, Codus 2006 [unpublished PhD thesis]. pp. 213-214.

1 Ibidem, p. 215. Papal legates were present in the city in connection with their
participation in the elevation of Theophylaktos Lekapenos to the patriarchal throne, but
they may have also brought Rome’s consent to the change in the status of the Bulgarian
bishop.

7 For a polemic with this view cf.: M.J. L e sz k a, Symeon..., pp. 236-247.
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the elevation of the Bulgarian archbishop to the position of patriarch
against the intention of his father, Symeon.

Regardless of whether we accept the option of year 927 (which appears
to be the more likely) or the 930s, it needs to be clearly stated that it was
Peter who was ultimately responsible for ensuring that the Archbishop
of Bulgaria became a patriarch®®. This was undoubtedly a success of the

— relatively young after all — Bulgarian Church, and it is of no signifi-
cance here whether it was an expression of Preslav’s abandonment of the
attempts at subjugating Constantinople or not.

From the above considerations, it is clear that during Peter’s reign the
Bulgarian Church was led by a hierarch bearing the title of a patriarch.
From the List of Bulgarian Archbishops one should conclude that this per-
son was Damian, who according to this source was deprived of the title

% It does not seem to be possible to positively verify the view that the granting
of the patriarchal title to the Archbishop of Bulgaria also meant the creation of the
Bulgarian patriarchate. It needs to be remembered that the fact that the head of the Bul-
garian Church had the title of a patriarch did not necessarily imply the existence of the
patriarchate. The patriarchal title could have been granted by an emperor to particular
person, and belonged exclusively to that person (and the emperor had the right to
make such a decision); the creation of a new patriarchate, in addition to other necessary
conditions, should have been done by the Council. Cf. W. Swo b o d a, Bulgaria...,
pp-56-60; L Tapvavidov, Hdaudpposi; rod avroxspaliov tijs BovXyapixis exxdyaiag
(§6.4-1235), Oeaoolovixn 1976, pp. 83-94. The idea of granting of a patriarchal title ad
personam is strongly opposed by some of the Bulgarian scholars (e.g. 1. Boxuaos,
Beazapckama apxenucxonus..., p. 38; I. At anac o B, Xpucmusuckusm Aypocmopym-
Apscmap..., pp. 152-153); B. Hux 0 A 0 B a, Yemposicmeo..., pp. so—s1 (see there for
more literature on the subject). For more information on the mechanisms of creating
patriarchates — E. P r z e k o p, Wschodnie patriarchaty starozytne (IV-X w.), Warszawa
1984 (esp. pp- 43-62).

» On Damian cf.: W. Swoboda, Damian, [in:] SSS, vol. VIII, pp. 13-14;
I''A\uTtas p u H, Xpucmuancmso 6 Eo/lzapuu 927—-1018 22., [in:] Xpucmuancmeo
8 CIMPAHAX BOCTNOUHOLL, 1020-80CIMOUHOL 1 yenmparvnoi Esponst na nopoze smopozo
motcsuesemus, ed. B.H. ®aops, Mocksa 2002, pp. 141-142; I. Atanacos,
Xpucmusnckusm Aypocmopysm-Apscmsp..., pp. 158—160; i d e m, [Tepsama boacapcxa
nampuapuecka xamedpa 8 Apscmep u nampuapx Aamsu, [in:) Hzcaedsanus no sazapcka
cpednosexosua apxeorozus. Coopuux 8 wecm na npop. Pauso Pauses, ed. T1.Teoprues,
Beauxo TppHOBO 2007, pp. 179-196. Cf. also S. Angelova, G.Prinzing, Das
mutmassliche Grab des Patriarchen Damian: zu einem archiologischen Fund in Dristra/
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in 971 by John Tzymiskes. Some of the scholars doubt whether Damian
bore the title of a patriarch for over forty years; it cannot, however, be
ruled out. Damian may have simply enjoyed a long life. This matter, at first
glance, is made more complicated by Boril’s Synodikon*, in which one may
find the names of other patriarchs, specifically: Leontios, Dimitar, Sergios,
Gregory. They are referred to as patriarchs of Preslav. We should be aware,
however, that this is a relatively late tradition (thirteenth century), and
what is worse, the earliest manuscript of the Syrodikon comes from the
fourteenth century (Palauzov). The information that the aforementioned
Church dignitaries were patriarchs of Preslav was added on the margin
of the manuscript. Notably, the list of the Preslavian patriarchs in the
Synodikon is partly concurrent with the list of the Preslavian metropolitan
Bishops — Stephen, Dimitar, Leo, Gregory [my underscore — M.J.L]*.
I have to share the sceptical view of Wincenty Swoboda regarding the
value of Synodikon’s information about the Preslavian patriarchs. It can-
not be ruled out that it is an interpolation included to raise the rank of
the patriarchate of Tarnovo, created in 1235, which called itself the con-
tinuator of the traditions of the patriarchate of Preslav**. It is worth not-
ing that the name of Damian does not appear in the Syzodikon. In this
situation, it would seem that any attempts at fitting the latter into the
most doubtful list of the patriarchs of Preslav are doomed to failure®.

Silistria, [in:] Cpednosexosuna xpucmusncka Espona. Hsmox u sanad. Lennocmu,
mpaduyun, 0bugysane,eds.B.T1oseaes, A. Muarenosa, Copust 2002, pp. 726-730.
Authors identified the remains found in the patriarchal church in Dristra as those of
Damian. A legitimate criticism of this view — I. Atanac o B, Xpucmusnckusm
Aypocmopym-Apscmasp..., pp. 158—160; id e m, Om enuckonus xom camocmotina
nampuapmus na Ilspsomo 6sazapcxo yapemso 6 Apscmasp (Cuancmpa). Hemopusma
Ha nampuapuseckus komnaexc, Codust 2017, pp. 64—6s.

*° Synodikon of Tsar Boril, 36a, p. 168.6-8.

* Synodikon of Tsar Boril, 372, p. 170.2. cf. The remark of W. Swob o da (Bu-
garia..., p. 62), who points to the three concurrences, since in both the case of the
patriarchs and the metropolitan bishops he mentions Leo.

»W.Swoboda, Bulgaria..., p. 63.

 Some scholars see e.g. in the Preslavian patriarchs those of the Bulgarian Arch-
bishops who bore the patriarchal title prior to 927 without the agreement of
Constantinople (e.g. UI. b 0 x u A 0 B, Baseapcxama apxenuckonus..., p. 50).
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It would appear logical that, before becoming the patriarch, Damian
would have been the Archbishop of Bulgaria**. His see as both the
Archbishop and the patriarch was Preslav. It is possible that for a brief
period, already after Peter’s death, he moved to Dristra®. We do not
know the details regarding the chancery working for the Archbishop/
patriarchs. It is thought that it was similar to the one had by the patriarch
of Constantinople. These suppositions are only very modestly confirmed
by the extant sources. Within them, we find traces of the activity of such
dignitaries as synkellos*, chartophylax’™ and exarch**. We also know of
the existence of a dignitary who was referred to as the ‘tserkovnik of all the
Bulgarian churches™, whose Byzantine counterpart would have most
likely been the Archon of the Ecclesiarchs; as with an exarch, we are
unable to say much about his role and position in the Bulgarian Church®.

** On Damian’s predecessors in the role of the Archbishop - M.J. Leszka,
K.Marinow, Carstwo..., p. 25s.

s The view that the Bulgarian patriarch’s see was in Dristra (e.g.: I[LMyraduues,
Codbunume na cpednosexosnus Apscmap, [in:]id e m, Cooprux om cmydun, Codust 1946,
pp- 293—30s; I. At anaco s, Xpucmuauckuam Aypocmopym-Apscmsp..., p. 1555qq;
idem, Om enucxonus..., p. 59sqq; see also I. D uj ¢ ev, Il patriarcato bulgaro del
secolo X, [in:]i d e m, Medioevo bizantino-slavo, vol. 111, Altri saggi di storia, politica
e letteraria, Roma 1971, p. 262, fn. 1) does not appear to be correct. Arguments against this
hypothesis: V1. B 0 x u A 0 B, Baaeapcxama apxenuckonus..., pp. 48—-49; 5. HuxoaoBsa,
Yempoticmeso..., pp. 135—136.

*¢ This dignitary was considered to have been an archbishop’s deputy in the
matters of organisation. We know of George, a Bulgarian synkellos, most likely active
at the turn of the ninth and tenth centuries. Cf. B. T'10 3 e a ¢ B, Yompoiicmeo..., p. 231;
b. Hu ko Ao Ba, Vempoidicmeo..., p. 206.

7 Chartophylax was the head of an archbishop’s chancery. Chartophylax Paul
contributed to the creation of the church of St. John in Preslav, which we know from an
inscription. Cf.: B.T'10 3 ¢ a ¢ B, Yempoticmeo..., p. 231 B.Hu x 0 a 0 B a, Yomposicmeo....,
pp- 205—206.

** The question of what was the role of an exarch in the structure of the Bulgarian
Church has been intensely debated, and is still far from having a clear answer. On
this subject: B. T'1o 3 ¢ a ¢ B, Yompodsiemeso..., p. 231, . Hu x o A 0 B a, Yompoiiemeo...,
pp- 202—205; T. K p b c T a 1 0 B, Tumanme exsapx..., pp. 73—86.

»Gregory Presbiter,p.117.

* The existence of the position of an archon of the ecclesiarchs in the Byzantine
Church is confirmed by the Novella of 935 (p. 246) issued by Romanos Lekapenos.
Unfortunately, we find no new information about this position/title therein. The



312 Part 2: The Structures

There have been functioning episcopal structures within the frame-
work of the Bulgarian Church®. We do not, however, have full knowl-
edge of where these bishoprics had been in Peter’s times, nor how many
of them there were. The process of building episcopal structure began,
of course, during Boris-Michael’s times. Theophylaktos, the Archbishop
of Ohrid, wrote thusly in the Life of Clement: this prince [Boris — M.J.L.]
encircled the Bulgaria subject to him with seven conciliar temples (xaBoh-
xolc veoic)®. The latter are understood to have been cathedral churches,
and claims are made that during Boris-Michael’s reign seven bishoprics
have been created, and as a result of this, attempts are being made to find
their locations. It would seem however that the aforementioned number
should be treated with care, with awareness of its symbolism. In this
context, it may be understood as information about the creation of an
adequate to contemporary needs number of cathedral churches”. What

ecclesiarchs/ecclesiastics were responsible for maintaining the order of the liturgy, and
we most commonly find them in monasteries (A.-M. Talb o t, Ekklesiarches, [in:] ODB,
vol. I, p. 682; M. Zivo jinovié, Crkvenjaci na Svetoj Gori i njihove duznosti, IC 56,2008,
Pp- 69-86; see also: Byzantine Monastic Foundation Documents. A Complete Translation
of the Surviving Founders’ Typika and Testaments, ed.J. Thomas, A.C.Hero,
G. Constable, Washington 2000, pp. 98, 225, 339, etc.). Protoiereus George,
a prominent writer and a translator, was said to have fulfilled the role of a tserkovnik
between 895 and 918 (B.T103caceB, Yempoiicmeso..., p. 231; T. CaaBosa, dpyeu
NPEBOOAYIL 1t MPENUCUBAYH 0T KHUNCOGHUS K2 0ko40 yap Cumeon, [in:] HBEC, p. 251).
Some scholars believe that the term ‘tserkovnik of all the Bulgarian churches” should
be understood as exarch, or some other high Church dignitary, cf. M. Aua pees,
Tpuzopus, [in:] idem, 1. Aaszapos, I1.ITasaos, Koi xoii ¢ 6 cpednosexosna
boazapus, 3Cocl)mx 2012, P.I53; See also: E.Teo prueB, Pasysemom Ha 55/12/,zpacﬂma
aumepamypa 6 IX—X1 6., Co(l)ml 1962, p. 300.

# On the subject of the bishoprics that existed within the framework of the Bulgarian
metropolis, the scholars’ opinions are divided. Among the more recent works devoted
to this subject one should take particular note of the works of Todor Sabev (T.C 5 6 ¢ B,
Camocmoiina napodnocmna yspxea 6 cpednosexosna boazapus. Xpucmusuusamopcxu
npoyec, 0cHo8ane 1 863x00, ABMOKEPANUS 1 MEHCDYYBPKOBHO NOLONCEHIUE, YBPKBA 1 OBPHCABA,
Beauko TrpHOBO 2003, pp. 254—260), and Bistra Nikolova (b. Hukoaosa,
Yempoiicmeo..., pp. 55-155), where the reader will find further bibliographic suggestions.

#»Theophylaktos of Ohrid,Life of Clement, XXIII, 67.

»MJ.Leszka, K. Marinow, [rev.:], Uzzniowie Apostotéw Stowian. Siedmiu
.S‘wigtycb Mezow..., BP 18, 2011, p. 195; K. Marinow, Ouwe sednvinc 3a nap. XXII1.67
om Tlpocmpanromo wcumue na Kaumenm Oxpudckn’ (in press).
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was this number? This question needs to be left unanswered. It might
appear that the information regarding the participants of the Photioss
council of 879 could be helpful in this regard. Among these, the schol-
ars seck the bishops of the Bulgarian Church. The problem herein lies
in the fact that it is certain that not all of them had been present (e.g. the
Archbishop of Bulgaria himself), and that some of the bishoprics that
are being associated with the territory of the first Bulgarian state were
undoubtedly not a part of the Archbishopric of Bulgaria (e.g. Ohrid)*.
It seems that among the first Bulgarian bishoprics one should count the
ones that had their sees in: Belgrade®, Morava (Branichevo)*, Devol?,
Bregalnitsa®®, Dristra®”. One should of course remember that the first

* On the subject of these difficulties: V1. b 0 5 u A 0 B, Bozapcxama apxenucxonus....,
pp- 29—30; cf. C. Hannick, Nowe chrzescijarnstwo w swiecie bizantyiskim: Rusini,
Bulgarzy i Serbowie, [in:] Historia chrzescijaristwa, vol. IV: Biskupi, mnisi i cesarze
610—1054, transl. M. Zurowskaetal, ed. G. Dagron,P.Riché A. Vauchez,
Polish ed. J. Ko czowski, Warszawa 1999, p. 745.

5 Its first bishop was most likely Sergios, of Slavic origins; ¢f. B. HuxoaoBa,
Yempoiicmeso..., p. ss.

3¢ From the documents of the 879 council of Photius we know the name (and name
alone) of its Bishop — Agaton. The centre of the bishopric was most likely moved after
879 to Branichevo; cf. B. Hu x 0 A 0 B a, Yempoiicmso..., pp. 67—70.

7 We know the name of one of its later Bishops, Mark, the student of St. Clement,
who in the First Life of St. Naum (p. 307) is called the fourth bishop of the Slavic peaple
(Bs caorenckT e3nikn) iz Devol; of. B.Hu x 0 A 0 B a, Yempoiicmeo..., p. 115. The Devol
bishopric was referred to by Theophylaktos, the Archbishop of Ohrid, as one of the
seven ‘Council temples’ established by Boris (Theophylaktos of Ohrid,
Letters, 22, p. 103).

¥ Tt was created prior to 88s. Some scholars think that it was previously called Ovche
Pole, and was represented at the council of 879 by Leo of Probaton. This, however, appears
unlikely; cf. B. Hu x 0 A 0 B a, Yempodicmeo..., pp. 89—93; V1. b 0 5x u A 0 B, beazapcxama
apxenuckonud..., pp. 29—31. The first mention of its existence comes from Theophylaktos,
the Archbishop of Ohrid (Martyrdom of the fifteen Tiberioupolitan martyrs, 37, p. 69).
It was most likely under the leadership of Slavic clergy from the very beginning. Later,
its centre moved to Moravitsa (on this ecclesiastical centre - K. Tpaiixoscku,
Cpednosexosnume ypxeu 6 2padom MopdoBisdos so Maxedonusia, TCY.HLICBITHA 97
(16), 2007, pp. 121-126; b. Hu x 0 A 0 B a, Yempoiicmeo..., pp. 93-9s.

# The bishopric with the see in Dristra (the Roman Durostorum) had ancient
roots (more on this subject: I. At a 1 a ¢ o B, Xpucmusuckusm Aypocmopym-Apscmap....,
pp- 15—112). Its first bishop, appointed as early as 870, was Nicholas. Cf. ibidem, pp. 139-147;
idem, Enuckon Huxoraii u gopmuparnemo na Aopocmosckama (Apscmapcxama)
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episcopal see (until 870) was Pliska. Of the more important bishoprics
that have been created or added later, one should list the ones with their
centres in: Sredets (Sofia)*°, Skopje, Strumitsa (Tiberioupolis?), Ohrid,
and the ones associated with the person of St. Clement, the Bishop of
Dremvitsa and/or Velika*. It needs to be clearly stated that the internal
structure of the Bulgarian Archbishopric was undergoing changes, caused
by the pastoral needs, as well as by the changes in the shape of the country’s
territory. We are not able to precisely delineate these changes, however
to give the Reader at least some idea of the network of the bishoprics,
we will cite the information from Basil IT’s times, according to which
the Archbishopric of Ohrid, covering the lands that were a part of the
Archbishopric of Bulgaria, included over thirty bishoprics*.

It is not impossible that the method used for creating of bishoprics
was based on the rule according to which the ecclesiastical structures
were tailored to fit the administrative structures of the state. Perhaps
the original episcopal sees were created in the locations that had been the
centres of the comitates®.

Our knowledge of the Bulgarian bishops in this regard is as scarce as
that of their superiors. It would seem that during Peter’s times, the bishops

enapxus npes 870 2., [in:] Xpucmusuckama xyimypa 6 cpednosexosna boazapus.
Mamepuarn om naynonaina nayuuna xonpepenyus, Illymen 2—4 maii 2007 200una
1o cay4ati 1100 200unn om cmzpmma na 6. Knss bBopuc-Muxaua (ox. §35-9072.), ed.
IT.Teoprues, Beauxo T’prOBO 2008, pp. 104-119; see also: B.HukoaoBa,
Yempoiicmeso..., pp. 106—111.

+*b.HuxoaoBa, Vempoiicmeo..., pp. 63—65.

#Theophylaktos of Ohrid, Life of Clement, XIX, 6o0. The debate
regarding this bishopric has been ongoing for a long time. It was recently summarised
by Iliya G. Iliev (VI.T.U aue B, Cs. Knuumenm Oxpudcn. 2Kusom u deao, I1aoBaus 2010,
p- 103), who, taking into account the research of his predecessors, concluded that the
title which Clement received — most likely in 893 — could have been the Bishop of the
Dragovits in the Veltka region, and its eparchy encompassed the area around Vardar, called
in the mediaeval period Velika, in the north-western part of the Thessalonike Plain.
It was most likely created in 893 or in the early 894 (ibidem, p. 96). It was recently written
about by A. D elikari, Kliment Velicki oder Kliment Ochridski? Die Diskussion iiber
Seine Bischofstitel und seine Jurisdiktion, Pbg 37.3, 2013, pp. 3-10.

+ Cf. W. Swo b o d a, Organizacja Kosciola (Bulgaria), [in:] SSS, vol. 111, p. 494;
W. b o x u A 0 B, baszapckama apxenuckonus..., p. 89.

#b. HuxoaoBa, Vempoiicmeo..., p. 146.
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were Slavs. Traditionally, the aforementioned St. Clement is thought to
have been the first Bulgarian bishop. He was undoubtedly an exceptional
person, however it is difficult to say how representative he was of the
contemporary Bulgarian episcopate. The case is similar with another,
relatively well known to us bishop — Constantine of Preslav. We do not
know where he served as bishop. Scholars most often point to Preslav or to
Pliska. We know his works better, since he was a writer and a translator++.

Some of the other bishops are known to us only by name, and they
served prior to Peter’s reign. These were: Isaiah (?)* and the previously
mentioned Nicholas of Dristra, Sergios of Belgrade, Mark of Devol and
Agaton, the Bishop of Morava.

Presbyters. The primary group of the Bulgarian clergy were the priests
(presbyters), much like was the case with other Churches. Also in this
case our knowledge is not particularly abundant. They were certainly
recruited from among the local populace, although in the years immedi-
ately following the baptism there had been among them both Greeks and
the Latin clergy. They had not always been well prepared for their service.
Theophylaktos, in the Life of St. Clement, wrote: many of the Bulgarian
priests were not doing very well with the Greek language**. This prompted
the bishop to prepare for all holidays ovations that were simple and clear,

++ For information about this hypothetical biography of Constantine, see i.a.:
E.Teoprues, Pasysemem..., pp. 161-168; E. 3 b x 0 B, K bnozpagun Koncmanmuna
Ilpecaascrozo, CA 2, 1977, pp- 74—101; M. Aasapos, Koncmanmun Ilpecaascru,
[in) 1. Anapees, M. Aasapos, ILI1asaos, Koi.., pp. 394—396.

# The seal with this bishop’s name does not have a certain date. There are
multiple suggestions. One of these proposes years 864—866. Isaiah would have been
therefore a member, or even the leader, of the mission sent from Constantinople
(I/I. Mo P AaH o B, barzapus npu Eapucl (X;z—XXg, 1907). Tpunocsm na cgpazucmuxa,
lin:] Xpucmusucxama..., p. 47). Recently, Ivan Bozhilov (M. B o 5x u A 0 B, beazapckama
apxenuckonus..., p. 27) proposed dating it to the period between 870-893, and considered
it possible that Isaiah may have been a Bulgarian archbishop. Both Ivan Jordanov, and
Ivan Bozhilov treat their suggestions as conjectures. The inscription on the seal is most
commonly read as: Lord, support Isaiab, the Bishop of Bulgaria (emoxémo Bovpyapjag).
On the subject of this seal and other suggestions for its dating — H. Mo PAQHOB,

boazapus npu bopuc..., pp. 44—47.
“Theophylaktos of Ohrid, Life of Clement, 66.
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not including anything deeper and contrived, but such, that they could be

understood by even the most simple among the Bulgarians¥ . It is also known

that Clement took care to prepare the cadre for conducting pastoral activi-
ty in the areas entrusted to him**. It is worth noting that Clement’s activity

began twenty years after Bulgarians officially accepted Christianity, on

the territories that have been only superficially Christianised. One might

suspect however that the situation was similar in the rest of the Bulgarian

state. The level of education among the parochial clergy was likely better
in larger centres. There was a group of well-educated people among the

priests, and the names of some of them have been preserved to our times,
with Cosmas the Priest, the author of an oration against the Bogomils,
in the lead. Notably, in his treatise Cosmas not only fought against the

heretics, but also pointed our errors to both the bishops and the clergy.
His remarks did not relate to education, however, but to excessive laziness

and devoting attention to temporal matters. Such accusations have been

levelled at the clergy in a variety of places and times. However, in some

sense Cosmas’ remarks towards the clergy may be considered to be an

indication that the Bulgarian Church reached a certain level of develop-
ment. It became a lasting element of the contemporary society, and closed
the period that could be called missionary.

Deacons. We know even less about the representatives of the lowest
level of Bulgarian clergy. In a letter by Pope Hadrian II to Ignatios, the
patriarch of Constantinople, we find information that the Byzantine
mission ordained lay people, unprepared to serve the role, to be deacons.
The Pope condemned this practice, as contrary to the teachings of the
Fathers of the Church, and to the provisions of the recent Council®. This
practice should not cause particular surprise. One might think that the
group of the Byzantine clergy who had undertaken missionary activity

¥Theophylaktos of Ohrid, Life of Clement, 66.

#Theophylaktos of Ohrid, Life of Clement, s7—59. The number of
Clement’s students — 3500 — appears to be exaggerated; however his teaching activity
is undisputable.

#HadrianIl XLIL p. 762. The letter was written in 871.
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needed men who could support its activity as soon as possible. For this
reason, at least some of the candidates who were included in the ranks
of clergy had joined them in contravention of the accepted procedures. On
the other hand, it needs to be remembered that this accusation was made
by the Papacy, which had just lost its influence in Bulgaria. It must have
caused bitterness and sometimes unfounded criticism of the Byzantine
rivals. The letter itself was written in 871.

Perhaps the only deacon we know of, even though he remains anon-
ymous, is the one mentioned in a tomb inscription from Dristra (now
being preserved in a museum in Ruse). It reads:

Here lies the monk and archdeacon of Bishop Nicholas, his uncle. He
passed away in the year 6379, 4 indiction, on October 5%, Friday, at the

time of Michael, the renowned pious and God-abiding archons°.

2. Monasticism

Jan M. Wolski

The monastic movement was developing within the Bulgarian Church
from its very beginning, marked by Boris’ baptism in 866°". Monasticism,
as one of the more important institutions of the new religion, enjoyed the
rulers’ support. There were numerous reasons for founding monasteries.
One of these was the personal devotion of a ruler, which at the same

° Transl. - . At ana c o B, Om enuckonus..., p. 135. Year 870. After the inscription’s
discovery, it was believed it came from the village of Cherven. However, further study
indicated that it should be associated with Dristra (on this subject: I. Aranacos,
Enuckon Huxoaai..., pp. 104-105 ). Nonetheless, some of the modern scholars still believe
that the inscription originated in Cherven (e.g. b. Hu x 0 4 0 B a, Yempoiicmeo..., p. 166).

* Dispersed centres of monastic life have likely existed on Bulgarian territory
even before this date, see L. D uj ¢ e v, La réforme monastique en Bulgarie an Xe siécle,
(in:] Etudes de Civilisation médiévale (IX~XII siécles). Mélanges offerts 4 Edmond-René

Labande par ses amis, ses collégues, ses éléves, Poitiers 1974, p. 256.
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time also had a public dimensions*. The monarch ought to have been
pious, and the conventional expressions of godliness served to legitimise
his rule. A dense network of monasteries likely had a positive influence
on the Church’s functioning. Monastic centres served as hubs of minis-
try, literacy, and schools for the cadre, much needed in the country that
recently adopted Christianity®.

The written sources, granting us a limited view of how Christianisation
progressed in Bulgaria, confirm the considerable participation of monks
in the process**. The significance and place of the monastic movement
in the contemporary political, religious and cultural life are highlighted
by the fact that among the exceptional figures from Bulgaria’s ninth and
tenth-century history we find numerous monks. These were predominant-
ly writers and their patrons: George the Monk, Dox, Hrabar, Theodore
Doxov and Peter the Monk®. Members of the ruling family also entered
monasteries: the aforementioned Dox (Theodore Doxov may have been
his son), the brother of Michael-Boris, and Eupraxia and Anna, the daugh-
ters of the Bulgarian khan. Some time in a monastery was also spent by
the subsequent rulers of Christian Bulgaria. The later tsar Symeon lived
in a monastery in his youth; the final years of Michael-Boris and the last
few months of tsar Peter’s life were also spent in a monastic environment*.
Michael and John, Peter’s brothers, should be listed separately, as they
found themselves behind monastic walls under duress, and only left them
to attempt reaching (as we know — without success) for the crown.

* Cf. R. Mo rris, Monks and laymen in Byzantium, 843—1118, Cambridge 1995,
pp- 139-142; C. Apusanosa, boacapume 6 azuozpagusma om XII-XIV sex,
ITaoBAUB 2013, p. 335.

$Cf.C.BakAuHOB, Dopmuparne na cmapobeizapckama xyamypa VI-XI sex,
Codust 1977, p. 178.

“Continuator of Theophanes,96,ed.I.Sevéenko,p.;u;Mz’mdex
ofSt. George, p. 143.

$L.Dujcev,La re'forme..., pp-260-261; P.ITa B A 0 B a, [lemasp Yepropusey,. Cmapa-
5z/tzapc7cu nucamen om X ek, CO(l)I/Iﬂ 1994; A.CTONKOBa, Yeprnopusey, Xpaézp, [in:]
HBCA, pp. 248-251; T. C aaB 0 B a, Apyeu npesodayu..., pp. 251-254.

*B.Tw3eaeBs, Kns Eopuc 11Izpsu. Eb/tzapu}z npes emopama nosouna na 1X sex,
Codust 1969, pp. 453—454; .LH. Hu x 0 a 0 B, baacapcxu yapuyu om Cpedrnosexosuemo
8 “anzeackn 06pas’, TCY.HLICBITHA, 12, 2003, pp. 299, 302—-303; M.J. Leszka,
Symeon..., £6dz 2013, pp. 34—41.
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The list of known archaceological remains of monasteries from the
ninth and tenth centuries is not long. The capital Preslav and its imme-
diate environs is the largest known centre of coenobia, having housed
at least three monasteries: of synkellos George (formerly called the
Mostich monastery)>’, and monasteries in Chereshetos* and Valkashina®.
Other suggested (and subject of controversy) locations are: Tuzlalaka®,
Patleyna®, Avradaka®, Golden Church® and Zabuite®*. Identifying them

7 P.K o ¢ 1o Ba, Manacmupem na Mocmuy u 65npocem 3a MaHacmupume ocHosan
om vacmuu suya 6 beaeapus npes X s., NAW 39,2006, pp- 271-28s; K.ITonkoHcTan-
tuHos, P. Kocrosa, Manacmupem na leopen, Cunxen 6sacapcxu 6 Ilpecras:
HUcemopusama na edna Eb/zzapcx/,z apucmokpamuyna pamuius om X 6., Hp.C6 7, 2013,
pp- 42-63.

*H.Yanesa-Aecuescka, oprsu u manacmupu om Beanxu Ilpecras, Codust
1980, pp. 107-109; T. To T e B, Cmapobzicapckume manacmupu 8 c6emiunama Ha
apxeonozuneckume npoyusanus, CA 22,1990, p. 11; C. b 0 51 A x u ¢ B, Hoso meaxysanue
Ha panHo0BA2apCKUS Manacmup 6 mecmHocmma “epeuemo” 686 Beauxu Ilpecaas, [TKIL
5, 2000, pp. 76—8s; b. H 11 k 0 A 0 B a, Monausecmeo, manacmupu u manacmupcxu s#usom
6 cpednosexosa Boazapus,vol. 1, Codus 2010, pp. 52, 106-107, 183. The monastery was
partly investigated during archacological works in 1905, subsequently its remains were
destroyed.

»H.Yanena-Aecuescka, [fapxsu u manacmupu..., pp. 123—125; Mamepuaiu
34 xapmama na cpednosexosna boarzapcxa 0spricasa (mepumopuima na Onemna
Cegepommafma Bz/lzapuﬂ), ed.PPames,IL.Teo prues, . Mo paanos,Illpe
7,1995, p. 187. The monastery was partly investigated in 1948-1949, for the results see:
A.OrnenosaC.Teo p T ¥ e B a, Paskonku na manacmupa 100 Boaxamuna 8 Tlpecras
npes 1948-1949, AU 20, 1955, pp. 373411

T. Tores, Manacumupsm 8 “Iyzrarsxa’ — yeHmsp na pucysana xepamuxa
6 Ilpecaras npes IX-X 6., CO(I)I/U[ 1982; . KoctoBa, Manacmupsm 7)3/1.41/15761,1,
Ilpecaas: o6 nozaed, Apxe 43.2, 2002, pp. 13—15.

“C.Bosaxues, Llspxeama 6 Ilamaetina 6 ceemaunama Ha Hosu dannu, Apxe
2.4,1960,pp.22—33; H.- Han e Ba-A e 4 e B c k a, [fopxsu u manacmupu..., pp. 140—143;
b. Hu x o A o Ba, Monamecmso..., pp. 80-82, 183.

©B. IBaHoBa, Paskonxu Ha Aepaﬁmm 6 Ilpecaas, PI1 3, 1949, pp. 13—-61;
H.YaneBa-AeueBcka, Lspxeu u manacmupu..., pp. 12s-136; b. Huxoaona,
Monauecmso..., pp. 79—80, 90-91, 99, 142, 183.

& Mamepuaiu 3a kapmama..., p. 184; P. Ko ¢t o B a, Ouge sednsnc 3a Kpserama
yopK6a th M. Hap. podos manacmup 6 ITpecras, [in:] Studia protobulgarica et mediaevalia
europensia. Buecm na«a. xop. npogp. Beceaun bewesanes,ed. K.ITonkoHcTaHTHHOB,
Codust 2003, pp. 284—303.

“T.Tores, Agopqow}zm manacmup 6 Ilpecaras, Cocl)nﬂ 1998; b. HukoaoBa,
Monauecmso..., pp. 49—52, 60, 130-131, 138, 183.
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as monasteries is premature. Somewhat further, ten kilometres to the
north-east, near the village of khan Krum, lies one other archacological
site hiding remains of monastic buildings®. Two coenobia from the dis-
cussed period were discovered in the vicinity of Pliska: in Kalugeritsa®
and in Sini Vir®. Further monasteries were located within a 25 km radius
from the old Bulgarian capital: in Ravna and Chernoglavtsi®. The capital
city itself has likely hosted at least one fraternity, although the most com-
monly suggested location for it — by the Great Basilica — is uncertain®.

The list of monastic foundations in north-eastern Bulgaria is com-
pleted by Karaach Teke located five kilometres to the east from Varna’s
centre’®, and by the rock monasteries: in Krepcha”, Murfatlar (in Danube’s

“B.AntonoBa, A.Aaapaxosa, Il ITerposa, Hosu apxeorozunecku npo-
yusanus npu c. Xan Kpym, Ulymencio, TMCD 7, 1981, pp. 65—-76; Mamepuaan 3a xap-
mama..., p. 287.

¢T.b a aa6an o B, [lpoyusane na cmapobeizapcxus xomnaexc ‘Kupuxa” xpaii c. Kary-
eepuyya, IIBA 1,1992, pp. 68—73; Mamepuaiu 3a kapmama...,p.214; L. MajicTtopcxy,
MU.Ba6aaxaunos, [I.Teo prues, Cpeﬁﬂoeem&eu MAHACTRUPCKU KOMPACKC
s.m. Kupuxa — HUAP “Madapa®, [in:] Apxeoroeuueckn omxpumus u pasxonxu npes 2015 2.,
ed. A. Anaaxos, Codus 2016, pp. 730-732.

“IL.ITerpoBa, apxsama npu c. Cunu sup, Llymencko, [in:] Apxeorozuuecku
omxpumus u pasxonku npes 1988 2., Kvpaxasnu 1989, p. 135; Mamepuaiu 3a xapmama...,
p-277.

“I1.Te o prues, Manacmupcxama wspxsa npu c. Pasna, Ilposaduiicko, IHMB
21,1985, pp. 71-97; T. b a a a 6 a 1 0 B, Cmapobeazapcku manacmup npu c. Yeprozaasyu
(npedsapumenno coobugenne), UVIMIII 8, 1996, pp. 263—272; I1. Teopruces,
Manacmupem om X sex npu c. Yepnozaasyu, Illymencka obaacm, TCY.HLJCBITHA
12, 2003, pp. 71-79; b. Hux o a o Ba, Monawecmso..., pp. 188—255, 259-262;
K. Popkonstantinov, R. Kostova, Architecture of conversion: provincial
monasteries in the 9" —10" centuries, Bulgﬂria, TT3 53, 2010, pp. 118-132.

“T. Tores, Cmapobeazapckume manacmupiu..., pp. 4-7; I1. Teoprues,
C.Butasuos, Apxuenuckonusma — manacmup 6 Iucka, Copus 2001; b. Hu x o-
&0 B a, Monauecmso..., pp. 13—40.

K.Popkonstantinov,R Kostova,drchitecture of conversion..., pp. 118—132;
b. HuxoaoBa, Monauecmso..., pp. 258-259; K. [lonkoHcTaHTHHOB,
B.ITaerusos,P.Kocrtosa, Cpedunosexosen xnsonecku manacmup 6 m. Kapaaumere

~ Bapua, [in:] Apxeonozunecxn Omxpumus u Pasxonxu npes 2010 2., ed. M.Trop o B a,
Codust 2011, pp. 497—-500.

7 P. Ko c o Ba, Ckasnusm manacmup npu Kpenva: Owe edun nozaed kom mona-
weckume npaxmuxu 6 boazapus npes X ., [in:] Ipodp. 0.u.n. Cmanwo Baxiunos
u cpednosexosuama bpazapcxa xyamypa, ed. K. ITonkoucTan TH H 0 B, Beanko
TspHOBO 2005, pp. 289-30s.
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delta)”, Ruyna, valleys of the rivers Suha, Kanagyol, and others™. Two
further monasteries operated on the south-western borderlands of the coun-
try: the monastery of Clement in Ohrid and Naum by the southern shore
of the lake Ohrid™ and at least one in Rhodope Mountains (near Batak)™.

The material remains of the monasteries present them to us as centres
of literary, educational and pastoral activity. The most interesting in this
regard is the Ravna monastery. Within its walls, numerous styluses and
elements of book bindings have been found, and the surviving ruins are
covered in around three hundred inscriptions and over three thousands
of drawings’. Diverse epigraphic and iconographic materials lift the veil
of secrecy hiding the colourful life of the monastery and its surround-
ings. The majority of drawings from Ravna depict crosses. A large part
of these were made on the church (which is the best-preserved structure).
Second in number are the graffiti depicting animals: horses, deer, peacocks,
cagles and others. The localisation of these indicates that the majority
of them were made not by the monastery’s permanent residents, but by
visitors: pilgrims and the local people making use of the spiritual ministry
of the monks”. The inscriptions were made in five alphabets: runic, Greek,

7 T. Atanacos, Oue 3a 0amuposkama 1 MOHAMECKAMA OP2AHUIAYUS 8 (KAAHA-

ma obumen do Myppamaap (bacapabu), (in:] Beauxomsprosckusm yuunsepcumem
“Ce. c8. Kupus u Memoduii” u 6pazapckama apxeaoeus, vol. 1, 2010, pp. 467-48s.

7 id e m, 3a xporosozusma u monameckama opeanuzayus 8 ckaiHume obumen npes
nwpsomo beazapcko yapemso, [in:] Csemozopcxa obumen 3ozpag,vol. 1ll,ed. B.Trosesen
etal,, Codus 1999, pp. 281-299.

*Dj.Stritevid, Eglises triconques médiévales en Serbie et en Macédoine et la tra-
dition de larchitecture paléobyzantine, [in:] XII' Congrés International des Etudes
Byzantines. Ochride 1961. Rapports VII, ed. Dj. BoSkovié; Dj. Stricevié;
LNikolajevié-Stojokovig, Belgrade—Ochride 1961, pp. 78-8s; R. Kostova,
St. Kliment of Obrid and his monastery. Some more archeology of the written evidence, SB
25, 2006, pp. 593—60s; I'l. Ky 3 M a u, Apxeosomxu ceedommea 3a dejuocma na Ceemu
Kaumenm Oxpudcxu 6o Oxpudcxuom peeuon, Slov s.2, 2016, pp. 136-178.

K. Meaawmea, Coemunuge u nexponon 00 panHoXpucmusnexus Manacmup Kpai
. Hosa maxanra, bamausko, Apxe 35.2, pp. 36—46.

7*K.ITonKOHCTaHTHUH 0 B, Pasuencku manacmup, [in:] KME, vol. 111, p. 423;
P. K o c T 0 B a, Manacmupckume ysuanma npes IX-X 6. 6 Boazapus (no mamepuan om
manacmupa npu c. Pasna), KMC 17, 2007, pp. s13-529.

77 P. Ko crosa, Henmsp u nepugpepus 6 Pasuenckus manacmup (no pucynxu-zpa-
Pumu), [in:] Ceemozopcka obumen 3ozpag, vol. 11, ed. B. T10 3 e a ¢ B, Codus 1996,
pp- 224—227; . Hu x o a 0 B a, Monamecmeso..., pp. 213—214.
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Latin, Glagolitic and Cyrillic’®. The names of the undersigned, as well as
the multitude of languages, attest that the visitors to, and likely also the
inhabitants of the monastery came from different ethnic groups. The way
in which the inscriptions were made and the nature of the texts betray
differences in the level of education of the writers. Some of them have
left only misspelt signatures — one may assume that this was the extent
of their literary skills. Some, in turn, were able users of two languages,
which is attested by bilingual, Bulgarian-Grecek inscriptions. A consid-
erable number of the graffiti from Ravna is directly associated with the
educational activity of the monastery — these are the ABCs, fragments
of the Psalms (which were being committed to memory at an early stage
of education) and decorative initials. We also find prayers (God have mercy
on Thecla™) and circumstantial inscriptions (I arrived on Monday at noon,
I entered the church and wrote*). Inscriptions, writing implements and
other remains confirming literary and ministerial activity of the monks
have been found in numerous other monasteries, for example in Karaach
Teke or Murfatlar®.

The numerous pilgrims arriving at monasteries, as we may guess, most
often asked for spiritual consolation, prayer for divine assistance in their
concerns or advice in life matters. The sick may have been drawn to the
monasteries by the fame of the miracles performed by the saints, many
of whom in the Eastern Christian tradition had a monastic background.
In the Old Bulgarian A Certain Father's Words to his Son for Profit to his
Soul, we read about monasteries:

PK.ITonKOHCTaHTHHO B, Paguencku..., p. 423.

7 Ihidem, p. 425.

S Ibidem, p. 426.

“K.ITonkoncrantuuos,P.Kocrosa,B.ITaerHbs 0B, Manacmupume
npu Pasna u Kapaaumexe 0o Bapua 6 manacmupckama zeozpagus na Beazapus npes
IX-X 6., AMV 3.2, 2005, pp. 107-121; G. Atanasoyv, Influences ethno-culturelles
dans L ermitage rupestre prés de Murfatlar, 2 Dobrudza, Bsl s7.1, 1996, pp. 112—-12.4;
P.Ko ¢ 1o B a, Ckasnusm manacmup npu becapabu s cesepna Aobpyorca. Haxou npobuesn
na unmepnpemayus, [in:) Boszapume 6 Ceseprnomo Ipuepromopue. Hscredsanus
u mamepuau, vol. VII, Beauxo ToproBo 2000, pp. 131-152; L. Holubeanu, The
Byzantine Monasticism in Scythia Minor-Dobruja in the IV?"~XV" Centuries, EBPB s,
2006, pp. 243—289; b. Hu x 0 A 0 B a, Monamecmso..., pp. 344—404.
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I will show you, my son, a true haven, [where you can take shelter]. It is
the monastery, a house of saints. Go there, and you shall receive conso-
lation, tell of your grief, and [the monks] will disperse your sorrows, for
they are sons of lightheartedness and can raise one’s spirits. If you have
something in your house that they need, bring it to them, for everything
that [you give them] you give into God’s hands and you shall not be left

without a reward!®

The gifts of the petitioners may have been an important position in
amonastery’s budget®. As we may guess, monks were called not only for
resolving spiritual matters, but also those of more material nature. Cosmas
the Priest, an author from the tenth-eleventh century, scolded monks who
set houses of the others in order, while thoughtlessly abandoning their own

— likely meaning their excessive involvement in the matters of life of the
faithful, not befitting the calling of those who renounced the ‘world’+.

The kind, size and layout of the buildings of the monastery were strictly
subordinated to their function. The central place was occupied by the
church, the main focus of the monks’ communal life. In the immediate
vicinity of the church were the refectory, or the dining room, and the
kitchen. Next to these were the monks’ cells. They were most often locat-
ed in a line alongside the wall encircling the entire complex. Within the
walls, we would also expect to find the workshops and storechouses, their
number and size depending on the type of economic activity taking place
in the monastery. The Ravna monastery is one of the more interesting
and better-known complexes of this type from the Old Bulgarian period,
and for this reason it will serve us as an example®.

% Izbornik 1076, ed. Mo A o 0 B a H, pp. 183-184.

% Interesting observations on the value of individual gifts for the monasteries based
on byzantine hagiography can be found in D. Krausmiller, Take No Care for the
Morrow! The Rejection of Landed Property in Eleventh- and Twelfth-Century Byzantine
Monasticism, BMGS 42, 2018, pp. 45—57.

“10.K. b eryuos, Kosma Ipecsumep 6 crasanckux aumepamypax, Codpus 1973,
p- 36s.

% Plan after: K. Popkonstantinov, R Kostova, Architecture..., p. 118, fig.
2; the legend was created on the basis of the above publication, and of: P.KocToBa,
Lenmasp..., pp. 222—223; b. Hu x 0 A 0 B a, Monauecmao..., pp. 190—-200.
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The plan of

Ravna Monastery

A - the church
B — scriptorium
C - refectory (?) and storchouses
D - monks’ cells (upstairs)
E - kitchen (with the refectory?)
F — baths
G - toilets
H - living quarters / residence
/ hegumen’s cell (?)
I - pilgrim’s house
J — towers
K - economic buildings (?)

The outer wall encircled an area of near 1 ha. This makes the Ravna
monastery one of the largest preserved mediaeval Bulgarian complexes
of this type. There were three entrances leading to the interior — the two
more important ones: eastern and western, and a smaller gateway (not
marked on the plan), which was located within the southern wall, near
building I. A part of the complex — associated with the most important
events of the daily life of its inhabitants — was separated, and constituted
the inner courtyard, encompassing the area closed off by the buildings
A-D. These were: the church, refectory, scriptorium and the living cells.
The separation of this inner courtyard makes the architectural assump-
tions of the Ravna monastery exceptional. The nearest analogies may be
found in the arrangements of the early Byzantine Syrian monasteries®.
The atypical layout however still follows the universal principle which
required the living cells, the church and the refectory to be built in the
immediate vicinity of each other. The way in which the monks moved
between these buildings was laid out in typica, or monastic rules, and
was associated with the specific details and frequency of their prayers®.
The separation of the sacred space in the Ravna monastery, visited by

%“K.Popkonstantinov,R.Kostova,drchitecture..., p. 118.

% Cf. . Hu x 0 A 0 B a, Morawmecmeao..., pp-90-91;S.Popovig, The Byzantine
Monastery: Its Spacial Iconography and the Question of Sacredness, [in:] Hierotopy.
Creation of Sacred Spaces in Byzantium and Medieval Russia, ed. A. Lid o v, Moscow
2006, pp. 150-18s.
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numerous pilgrims and inhabitants of the surrounding settlements, made
it easier for the monks to maintain the focus that was demanded of them.
The Ravna complex stands out from the other monasteries also due to
having more than one entry in the outer wall®.

The baths and the toilets, located away from the main buildings, likely
served both the monks and their visitors. Monks’ bathing was strictly reg-
ulated; the rules rarely permitted bathing more than three times a year®.
The role of the other buildings in that part of the complex, including
building H, remains unexplained. The Ravna monastery was fortified,
which is attested by the existence of the three towers (]J).

The creation of the majority of the discovered monasteries from
the period of the First Bulgarian Tsardom is associated with the reigns
of Boris and Symeon. This is true of the complexes in Sini Vir, Ravna,
Karaach Teke, Krepcha, Murfatlar, Chernoglavtsi, by the Kanagyol, and
of both of the Ohrid foundations. Some of the monasteries (Cheresheto,
Valkashina, khan Krum) have not been precisely dated in the literature
of the subject. Among the monasteries, I mentioned only the monastery
of synkellos George is considered to have been created during Peter’s reign.
The six decades from the adoption of Christianity until Peter’s ascension
to the throne have seen at least nine foundations, the forty years of his
reign — one. Although the information that we have at our disposal paints
only a partial picture of the Old Bulgarian monasticism (the dates are
uncertain, and a part of the monasteries from that period likely remains
undiscovered), we can observe a clear drop in the frequency of foundation
activity. We may assume that at the time when Peter started his reign,
the network of monasteries in the Bulgarian state has been completed,
in the sense that it fulfilled the tasks given to it by the Church and state
authorities, and therefore did not require further intensive development.
In this context, the fact that the only monastic foundation from Peter’s
reign was a private initiative, gains additional significance.

¥K.Pop konstantinov,R.Kostova, Architecture..., pp. 121-122, 126.

% See, e.g. Byzantine Monastic Foundation Documents: A Complete Translation of
the Surviving Founders’ Typika and Testaments, ed.J. Thomas, A. Constan-
tinides Hero,G.Constable, Washington 2000, pp. 460, 925 et al.
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Certain facts associated with Peter’s life, his cult and the image he left
in the minds of the mediaeval Bulgarians appear to suggest that he had
a positive attitude towards the monks and that he created suitable con-
ditions for the flourishing and enhancement of monasticism as a public
institution®®. It is in this way that this ruler’s reign is sometimes charac-
terised in the modern historiography. In the lack of direct information on
this subject, other historical and historical-literary facts are brought up
in a way that is intended to lend credence to such image of the era”’. The
reduction in philosophical and theological interests of the contemporary
literary authors and the development of ascetic literature are highlight-
ed. The ruler may have influenced change, as he was involved in literary
activity himself (as a bold, but widespread in Bulgarian mediaeval studies
hypothesis has it*?), passed away, like his grandfather, in a monastery,
and was canonised soon after his death. As commonly known facts indi-
cate, tsar Symeon stimulated literary activity and co-defined its character.
When the tsar-author was replaced by the tsar-saint, one could assume,
speculating a little, that there has come a right climate for monasticism
to flourish. Was that indeed the case? The assessments regarding the devel-
opment of the monastic network make us adopt a cautious attitude in this

2> On the subject of historical memory and cult of Peter, see: I. Buasip cxu,
Hebecuume noxposumenn: cs. yap Llemsp, V1Ib 5.2, 2001, pp. 32—44; i dem, Tloxposumenn
na Lapcmsomo. Cs. yap Tlemsp u cs. Iapackesa-Ilemxa, Codust 2004, pp. 5—43;
idem,M. Y oBueBsa,3adamama na Yenenuemo na yap Iemsp u 3a kyama xom rezo,
(in:] TAHT'PA. Cboprux 6 wecm na 70-200umnunama na axademux Bacua Tiosenes, ed.
M.Kaiimakamosa,I.Huxoaos, Codus2006,pp.s43—ss7; A. Yemmepxues,
Kyamzm xom Goazapcxusm yap Hemap I (927—969 ): monamecku uan dsprcasen?, [in:] /bybas
npema 06pasosamy u sepa y boza y npasocrasuum manacmupamn, s. Melhynapodna
Xunendapcxa xondepenyuja. 360puux usbpanux padosa 1, ed. P. Matejié et al,
Beograd—Columbus 2006, pp. 245-257; B. Hu x 0 A 0 B a, Lfap Ilemsp u xapaxmepom
Ha nez06us xyam, Pbg 33.2, 2009, pp. 63—77; M. Kati maka m o B a, Kyumem xem yap
Temap (927-969) u deunceugume udeu na boa2apcxume 0c60600umeIns 85CMAanI Cheusy
susanmuticxama saacm npes XI-XII 6., BMd 4/s, 2013/2014, pp. 417-438.

" Cf, e.g. IT. Aumurtpos, Xapaxmep u suavenue na caedcumeonosama
enoxa, [in:] id e m, [lemsp Qepropusey, Illymen 1995, pp. 7-16; M. MNoBuena,
A.Muartesosa, dumepamypama om 927 2. 00 Kpas Ha 0842apckomo yapcmaeo.
Tosumuxo-peanznosuu, aumepamypun u xyimypuu npoyecu, [in:] HCBA, pp. 255—260.

2. UBaHos, boaeapcxu cmapunu om Maxedonus, Codus 1970, pp. 385—386;
IT. Aumurtp os, [emsp Yepnopusey, [in:] id e m, [lemsp..., pp. 40—43.
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matter, however they do not fully answer the question. We cannot, after
all, rule out that the monks developed their dynamic activity within the
framework of an existing organisational structure. Any conclusion regard-
inga possible flourishing of monasticism during Peter’s reign is highly risky
since we have too few data regarding the functioning of contemporary
monasteries and the periodisation of their development. However, since
the welfare of the monasteries in that period was supposed to depend on
the ruler’s favour, let us pause for a moment to examine this issue. Can we
say that Peter’s attitude towards the monastic movement was somehow
exceptional? At first, we might want to give a positive answer to this.
Peter stands out thanks to the remarks about his contacts with the monks
(requests for prayer, attempts to meet them, sending of precious gifts)
that were noted in literary works: the lives of John of Rila and Paul the
Younger (of Latros). A deeper reflection on the nature of these testimonies
should prevent us from making unequivocal conclusions on their basis”.
First and foremost, one should not forget that the information about the
tsar contained within these texts is a part of a literary portrayal of a saint.
For the hagiographer, the ruler’s person (as well as factual accuracy) were
secondary?®4, as it served to build up the prestige of the work’s protagonist.
The presence of a specific monarch in a narrative of a hagiographic nature
is somewhat incidental, and we should not automatically associate it with
real events. While the episode brought up in the Lives of John of Rila
does not fall outside of the framework of a topos, and its historiographic
value is impossible to determine®, the correspondence between the tsar
and Paul the Younger escapes somewhat the confines of the usual tropes.
Paul’s hermitage was located in Asia Minor, near Miletos. The ascetic
was a subject of the Byzantine emperor (with whom he, notably, also
exchanged correspondence). The information about the contacts with the
Bulgarian tsar, and of his requests for prayer for the salvation of his soul**,

% Cf. MJ. L e sz ka, Rola cara Piotra (927-969) w zyciu bulgarskiego Kosciota. Kilka
uwag, VP 36, 2016, pp. 435—438.

*#CL.R.Morris, Monks..., p. 72.

% The same applies to the Peter’s epithets from the Service of St. Tsar Peter
(Pp- 392-393): STRPBIKAENHIE LLPKRAME, YPBHOPHSKLR AREA.

96 Life of St Paul the Younger, p. 72.
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exceed the demands which hagiographer had to meet in service of his art,
and as an addition to the canon, appears to be more credible. On the other
hand, the ambition of the author, clearly delineated in the Life, to show
that the fame of his protagonist reached very far (all the way to Italy and
Scythia, although the identification of the latter toponym is debatable®”)
may have had a negative impact on his truthfulness. Among those seek-
ing contact with Paul, the author also listed the bishop of Rome. This
‘grandeur’ raises some doubts as to the text’s veracity. At the same time,
I am certain that selecting Peter as the saint’s correspondent could not
have been accidental. Whether there have been real letters that resulted
in the hagiographer making his choice, or news of a particular attitude
of Peter towards the monks, or some other reason entirely — we are not
able to say for certain. Even if we succumbed to the temptation of pos-
itively verifying the truthfulness of the hagiographers, let us not forget
that a ruler seeking the blessing of a famous saint was nothing unusual.
Examples from the neighbouring Byzantium, and from the later period
in Bulgaria’s history, are numerous®. True, from the history of contempo-
rary Bulgaria there was only one such example, Peter himself contacting
the Saints John and Paul, however, the reasons behind it should not be
sought in the ruler’s personal character. No saint has appeared in Bulgaria
during the reigns of Michael-Boris and of Symeon, while Paul the Younger,

97 Life of St Paul the Younger, pp. 71-72; FGHB, vol. V, p. 230.

“CL.P.Charanis, The Monk as an Element of Byzantine Society, DOP 25, 1971,
p- 84. Byzantine monks who maintained contacts with the court and the emperor in the
tenth-eleventh centuries are listed by Rosemary M o r ri s (Monks..., pp. 84-8s), these
were: Michael Maleinos, Atanasios the Athonite, Paul the Younger, John the Athonite
(the only one in this group who was not made a saint), Christodoulos. Numerous examples
of relations between a holy monk and an emperor, from the early Byzantine period, can
be found in the work of Rafal K o sin s ki, Holiness and Power. Constantinopolitan
Holy Men and Authority in the s Century, Betlin-Boston 2016. From the period of late
mediaeval Bulgaria we have two examples of holy monks extending spiritual care over
the tsar: Joachim and Theodosios of Tarnovo (X. K o a 0 B, Onuc na crassncxume
poxonucu 6 bubanomexama na beazapckama Axademus na Hayxume, Codus 1969,
p- 46; C.Kox y X a p o B, Heusgecmen semonucen pasxas om spememo Ha Hean Acen 11,
AM 18.2, 1974, p- 128. B.3aara pcku, 2Kumie u scusno ﬂpmaﬁoﬁfmzo omuya Hauezo
Oeodocis uce 85 Tporosrs NOCIMHULLCINBOBABULAZO CENUCAHO CBCTNIPUMUMD NATRPIAPXWMD
Kwrcmanmina epada xvpys Kaaucmwams, CHYHK 20, 1904, p. 17).
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who was active during Peter’s reign, with his international renown is an
exceptional character.

An indirect testimony of a ruler’s favour towards monastic communi-
ties, which dictated their welfare, might be tsar’s seals, found in monastic
ruins. Directly, they are only a proof of ‘official’ contacts between the
monarch and the monks. However, we may guess that they were associated
with material support provided for the community, and with entrusting
monks with certain tasks (prayer, pastoral care, etc.). Association with
the ruler was undoubtedly beneficial for the monks. According to hagi-
ographers, tsar Peter, after unsuccessfully attempting to meet the hermit
John, offered him gold, and the majority of the ruler’s documents from
the later period that were issued for monasteries of which we are aware
were donation acts. The seals that have been found in the monasteries were
thusly interpreted in the literature of the subject. Therefore the monastery
in Karaach Teke, where lead seals of Boris and Peter were uncovered, is
being called the ‘ducal’ and considered to be a tool of the educational and
Christianisation campaign initiated by the court. Let us examine the
data about the seals of the rulers of the First Bulgarian Tsardom that have
been found in the ruins of the monasteries. It is, unfortunately, very scant:
Boris — 2 seals (Karaach Teke, Sini Vir)*°, Symeon - 2 seals (Ravna)™,
Peter — 1 seal (Karaach Teke)™* These statistics do not distinguish Peter

99K.Hor[KOHCTaHTI/IHOB,P.KOCTOBa,B.HAeTHbOB,MﬂHﬂcmupume
npu Pasna u Kapaaumexe...

o K. Ml x o p nu a, [evam na xnss Muxaur-bopuc, UBAA, 7, 1921, pp. 108—116;
ILITerpoBsa,/spxeume npuc. Cunu sup, Hlymencro, [in:] Apxemozuqemcu omxpumus
u pasxonxku npes 1987 2., ed.B.Beaxkos, baaroesrpaa 1988, p. 190; M. No PAaHOB,
Kopnyc na cpednosexosnume borzapcxn nevamu, Codust 2016, pp. 46—47.

o . Mo p AaHos, Kopnyc..., pp. 62—63. Symeon’s seal found in the monastery
of George the synkellos (ibidem, p. 69) has already been on the site before it became
the abode of a monastic brotherhood founded during Peter’s times.

K. JTonkoucrautunos,B.ITaeTnsos, P.Kocrosa, Gpednosexosen
KHIHCECK ..., P. 497. In the calculations above I omit the seals found in locations which
cannot be identified with certainty as monastic sites. Such is the case with, e.g. the seals
found in the complex next to the Golden Church (V. Mo pAaHo B, Kopnyc..., p. 96),
and with the seal found in the vicinity of the village Rizhevo Konare near Plovdiv.
In the latter case the monastic nature of the buildings in which the seal was found
has been established by its discoverers on an undisclosed basis (B. C T a 1 x 0 B, Hoso-
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in any way. We have no reliable testimonies that would confirm either
a particularly lively development of monasticism in his times or his
special relationship with this institution. Jonathan Shepard speculated
that Peter’s appellation Baotheds evoefyc known from seals might have
indicated his generosity towards monasteries and other religious institu-
tions (and his zeal in combating heresy), although he also noted that the
epithets of this kind were also repeated on contemporary coins and seals
from Byzantium (e.g. those of Constantine VII'*), and we may, therefore,
add that they would not have necessarily indicated the characteristics
of a particular ruler*. The acceptance of such titles however certainly
shows that Peter wanted to be seen as pious. Does that make him stand
out in any way? Certainly not. The image of Peter’s times as a period
of flourishing of monasticism, which we may sometimes find in both
academic and popular literature, is not supported by any trustworthy
literary sources. At its base, there is a historiographic tradition, which
originated in the nineteenth century.

The question of the cultural outlook of Peter’s era (favourable to
monastic asceticism), reflected in the literary works created at the time
(both translated and original) also requires careful verification. This is
because the dating of the works on which we could base the descriptions
of the ‘spirit’ of the times' to Peter’s reign is debatable. I am thinking
here of the writings of Cosmas the Priest, whose works are supposed to
indicate that the monastic movement has reached its maturity™¢, and

omxpum nevam na Iemsp I (927-969), [l Ipe 9, 2003, pp. 315-317; . Ho pPAaHOB,
Kopnyc..., p. 113).

3 I. At aHacoB, depwasnama udeorozus va xpucmusncka beazapus, uncuenn
U MUMYAAMYPA HA Helnume eaademenu, [in:]idem, B.Baukosa,Il.I[TaBaosB,
Bb/lZﬂp[Kﬂ HAYUOHANHA UCTROPUS, vol. 111, 11zpso 53/12.41])5760 yapcmso ( 680—-1018 ), Beauko
TepHoOBO 2015, p. 779.

©+].Shepard, 4 Marriage Too Far? Maria Lekapena and Peter of Bulgaria, [in:]
The Empress Theophano: Byzantium and the West at the Turn of the First Millennium,
ed. A.Davids, Cambridge 1995, p. 143.

05 Cf. eg IL Aumur p o B, Xapaxmep u snavenue...; A.Hux oo B, [loaumuyecka
MUCBL 8 pﬂﬂuocpeﬁﬂoeemeuﬂ boazapus ( cpeﬁamﬂ #a IX — xpas na X1 sex ), Co(l)ym 2006,
Pp- 245-250.

T AuMur p o B, Xapaxmep u suavenue..., pp. 11-1s.
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of works of Peter the Monk, the most important Old Bulgarian ascetic
writer. Regarding Cosmas the Priest, let us be satisfied with a conclusion
that there are various suggestions in the scholarly literature as to when his
literary activity can be located — from the beginning of the tenth until the
beginning of the thirteenth centuries, with the extreme boundaries being
excluded as weakly supported. The safest chronological range would be
from the mid-tenth until mid-eleventh century’”. Let us note that with
using such dating the value of the Sermon against the Heretics as a source
for the history of monasticism during the reign of tsar Peter is not obvious,
as the work itself may have been created many years after the ruler’s death.
The dating of Peter the Monk’s works is far more important for us, as it
presents a certain mechanism that is distorting the image of the era. The
fullest and still current academic description related to the works of this
author is a monograph of a renowned Bulgarian philologist Rumyana
Pavlova, from 1994'%. She obviously made an attempt at locating the

*’Kosma Prezbiter, Mowa polemiczna przeciwko heretykom (fragmenty),
ed. and transl. M. Skowronek, G. Minczew, [in:] Sredniowieczne herezje
dualistyczne na Batkanach. Zrédia stowiarnskie, ed., transl., commen. G. Minczew,
M.Skowronek,JM. Wolski, E6dz 2015, pp. 67—68. The summary of the debate
about the dating of this work, which can be found in the work of Yuriy Begunov
(YO. B eryu o B, Kosma [pecsumep..., pp. 195—221), despite the half a century that
passed since it was written remains current. The conclusion that the Russian scholar
reached, in turn, is specific and uncertain in equal measure. The period of 969—970
(p- 221 0r prior to 972 on p. 217) he delineated (with a qualification: most likely), is based
on debatable premises. Zerminus post quem is determined by the view that the phrase:
R AkTa nparor-kpHaaroe uapa Ierpa was in the original edition of the Sermon, and could
have been only composed after the ruler’s death. Begunov argued for the terminus ante
quem by saying that the Sermon was written at the time when the Bogomilism was
still in opposition to the state, his argument an arbitrary: scxo ! The presupposition
of this statement (that the successors of Boris IT or the Byzantine government accepted
Bogomils, or were favourable to them) is absurd. The remaining arguments (interpreting
remarks of Cosmas about John the new presbyter, mentioned in the Sermz07 war damages,
referring to Bogomilism a new heresy, etc.) are of similar quality. It is difficult to find
better arguments. Our dating of Sermon is based purely on the clues left by the author,
and these are few and unclear. Without new data, a satisfactory resolution of this question
is impossible. The stubborn seeking of certainties and particulars by scholars where
there are none is inexplicable.

©SPJlaBAaOBa, Tlemep Yepropusey...
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activity of her protagonist in time and announced its results in the title
itself: [emasp Yepropusey. Cmapobeazapcxu nucamen om X sex. A robust
linguistic analysis presented in the volume allowed its author to con-
clude that Peter was an Old Bulgarian author (ninth-eleventh century)™.
It would be difficult to demand a greater accuracy from linguistic research
from regarding works from such distant times and with such limited com-
parative material. Narrowing down Peter’s activity to the times of the tsar
of the same name was accomplished by reaching for arguments of a dif-
ferent nature — as Peter’s homilies exude a spirit of a post-Symeon era. The
author finds in his sermons numerous thematic analogies to the works
of Cosmas the Priest and other texts dated to the tenth century"®. The way
in which the Bulgarian scholar created these thematic analogies between
the analysed texts raises serious doubts. She has pointed to Christian
religious truths such as: the Biblical vision of the beginning of the world,
the meaning of the sacraments, icons, the sign of the cross, of a church
as a house of God, the cult of saints, a particular devotion to the Mother

111

of God, condemnation of violence etc.™, which are after all common not
only to the tenth-century Bulgarian authors™. Moreover, there is nothing
in the execution of these themes that would indicate the existence of close
parallels between the fragments compared by Rumyana Pavlova. The
one thing that is the most concerning in the Bulgarian scholar’s argu-
ment is the reference to the ‘spirit of the post-Symeon/Peter’s era’ This
historiographic concept, after all, is largely based on the works of Peter
the Monk™. It needs to be said that its basis — if we exclude the works

of this author - is minute. The second supporting pillar of this idea is

9 Ihidem, pp. 124—223.

v Jhidem, pp. 30—4s.

 Thidem, pp. 44—4s.

wCL U Aua p ¢ e B, Ken Goea wepropusey Iemp?, Bbg 6, 1980, pp. s4-5s.

13 Cf.,e.g. IT. Aumurtp o, Xapaxmep u snauenue...; V1. b o x u A 0 B, boazapus
npu yap Hemsp (927-969), [in:]) 1. Boxunaos, B.T103eaes, Hemopus na boaza-
pus 6 mpu moma, vol. 111, Hemopus na cpednosexosna Boazapus VII-XIV sex, Codus
1999, pp. 281-283; M. K a it Mmax a M 0 B a, Kyamam..., pp. 422—423. In the older works,
the problems with dating the works of Peter the Monk were usually overlooked, as he
was identified with tsar Peter, see: '1. A 1 a p ¢ e B, Kest 6vea uepropusey...
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the Sermon of Cosmas the Priest, whose direct link to Peter’s era should
not be accepted as certain.

The activity of John of Rila, the only monk from the period of the First
Bulgarian Tsardom whose life was described in more detail, falls during
the reign of Peter. At the same time this hermit was (and remains to this
day) one of the more venerated Bulgarian saints"+. More than ten texts
associated with his cult have been written during the mediaeval period.
The oldest ones are the Greek Life, and the canons by Skylitzes (dated
variously to 1165-1183, preserved in Bulgarian translation), a folk Life
(uncertainly dated to between twelfth and fifteenth century) and two
prologue Lives from the thirteenth century.

John of Rila certainly also occupies an important place in the historical
imagination of Bulgarians as a master of spiritual life, a protector of the
state, and the supposed founder of the monastery which became one
of the most important pilgrimage centres of Bulgaria. He is also treated
as a symbolic character by Bulgarian medievalists. Petar Mutafchiev saw
in him 4 kind of an incarnation of the spirit of the age". In his monograph,
Ivan Duychev highly valued the significance of the character of the saint
of Rila, and of the monastery bearing his name, for the development and
preservation of Bulgarian culture, from the mediaeval period until his day
without a break, and concludes his argument with the following creed:
the community |of Rila] shall preserve its significance in the spiritual life
of our nation forever, for at its base lies a lofty moral and spiritual effort [orig.
nodsuz]". Vassil Gyuzelev placed John in the ranks of the most venerated
saints who, as he claims: sez the foundations of life of the particular church

"4B.T'10 3 e s B, Beauro csemuno 3a yeaus cesm” (Ce. Hoan Puicku 6 usmepennsma
Ha ceoemo épeme), [in:] Ceemozopcxa obumen 3ozpagh, vol. 111, pp. 13-15.

" b. A HT e A 0B, [Tosecmsosamentiu couunenus sa Hearn Puicku 8 cmapobeazapckama
aumepamypa, EA 32.1,1977, pp. 66—71; 1. A 0 6 p e B, E. T o M 0 B a, Boazapcxuii cesmori
Hoann Porackuii (kyaom u azuozpagus), [in:] Croso: xom usepascoane na duzumaina
bubanomexa na wacnocaassucku poxonucu,ed. X. Muxaac,A. Muartenosa, Copus
2008, pp. 142-153.

“IIL.MyTadaues, [lon bozomuru Cs. Hean Puicku. Ayxem na ompuyanuemo
6 namwama ucmopus, PI1 4.2, 1934, p. 106.

W Ay it 4 e B, Pusckusm ceemey..., p. 376.
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and determine the trends of its development™. Ivan Bozhilov, in turn, wrote
about John: He is a personality without which [ Bulgarian) Christianity and
Church cannot be imagined™. The ease with which the quoted scholars
linked modernity with the tenth century and the emphasis with which
they wrote about this hermit is, it seems, the effect of interpolating to
an carlier period the significance which the community of Rila and its
patron gained in the modern, or late mediaeval at the latest, period. The
content of hagiographic tales about John does not allow describing him
as anything other than a semi-legendary figure. The radical anchoritism,
ascribed to him, and previously to the Desert Fathers and many other
saints, as far as we can verify it in sources other than hagiographic, turns
out to be a literary fiction™. The earliest confirmed traces of John’s cult
come from mid-twelfth century. We have no basis to question the his-
toricity of the hermit of Rila. However, in the form that he is known to
us, he is more of an ideologeme than a real person™. In this way, John of
Rila undoubtedly turns out to be an ‘incarnation of the spirit of the era’

John lived the life of a hermit within Rila’s mountain range. He
came from the village of Skirno, located ca. so km to the west of the
cave in which he spent most of his life. His family was relatively wealthy.
After the death of his parents he gave his fortune away and started seeking
aplace that would be suitable for quiet prayer and mortification — his later
life is known from hagiographic relations™ and, what should not come
as a surprise, resembles the lives of other famous anchorites. He gained

18 1o npasu.io Harsouupam #usoma na Co0msemna yspKea u onpedessm menoenyuume
na passumuemo . —B.To3eaes, Beauxo ceemuao..., p- 13.

% 1. B 0 u A 0 B, Boazapckomo obugecmso npes 14. sex. Cmpyxmypa u npoconozpagus,
Codust 2014, p. 250.

2 Cf. A.TTanaxpucaury, Amoncko monammso. Ioweyu u opeanusayuja,
bBeorpap 2003, p. 31.

“CfN.Boxuaos, baazapcxomo obugecmeo..., pp- 228-229.

2 The older works also referenced the Zestament of John of Rila. Research done by
Bistra Nikolova (E. HuxoaoBsa, 3asemasm na cs. Mean Puscku. 3a mumoseme
u peasume, CA 35/36,2006, pp. 144-166), who examined the history of the first public
presentation of the text in the latter half of the nineteenth century, clearly show that it
was a late forgery, although it should be noted that her conclusions are not universally
accepted.
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considerable fame as a hermit — tsar Peter himself was said to have sought
ameeting with him. Traditionally, his death is dated to 946. A monastery
later developed in the vicinity of his hermitage and continues its existence
to this day. In the Life by Joachim of Osogovo, written between twelfth
and fifteenth century, John is presented as a model of hermit life for
his successors, the holy hermits who led ascetic lives in the area: Prohor
of Pchinya (eleventh century), Gabriel of Lesnovo (eleventh century) and
Joachim himself (eleventh/twelfth century)™.

An interesting testimony to the state of the Old Bulgarian monasticism
was given by Cosmas the Priest. The second part of his Sermon includes
an admonishment directed at the clergy, coenobites and anchorites.
Cosmas criticised them for dissolution, haughtiness, laziness, ignorance,
lack of restraint in eating, and for consuming alcohol*. He rebuked
those who entered a monastery while leaving their family without means
of support with particular severity. It can be seen from the text of Sermon
that the motivations driving people to accept a monk’s frock were com-
plex. It happened that aside from religious matters, the deciding factors
could have also been of material nature: the life in a monastic community
ensured peaceful and relatively plentiful life™.

3. Bogomilism

Jan M. Wolski

Heresies and schisms mark the history of the community of believers
of Christ from its very beginning. The first evidence of fierce controver-
sies and divisions can be found as early as in the New Testament. An

=M. MBaHoB, Emzapcim cmapuni..., pp. 406—407.

»+10.K. b ery u o B, Kosma Ilpecsumep..., pp. 351-352, 361

= [bidem, pp. 356-357.

2¢E.g. 1 Cor 11, 18-19; 1 John 2, 18—27; 4, 1-6; for a useful introduction into the
abundant literature of the early Christian ‘heresies, one may turn to: R.J.D e ck e r, The
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instructive image of the situation is presented in such works as Panarion
of Epiphanios of Salamis, written in the latter part of the 370s, in which
the author mentioned as many as sixty Christian sects. One should not
become attached to the number itself, but it may serve as a symbol of a real
multiplicity””.The phenomenon of religious division in its most acute
form, i.e. heresy, was also known in mediaeval Bulgaria. Several decades
after Christianisation (in Peter’s times) it became a cradle of Bogomilism
— a religious movement the history and creed of which are known to us
only partially. Its influences may be found across the Mediterranean
world — in the Byzantine Asia Minor, in the western Balkans, in Italy
and in France®™. Let us however move back in time a little and exam-
ine the religious situation in Bulgaria during the period preceding the
appearance of the priest Bogomil and his co-religionists. The Bulgarians
accepted Christianity from Byzantine clergy. It is therefore obvious (and
attested by the sources) that the missions active in the country following
this momentous act propagated orthodoxy and practices specific to the
Constantinopolitan patriarchate. The subsequent negotiations with
the Roman Church and the presence of the clergy arriving from the West
likely did not have a significant impact on the formation of the religious
culture of Bulgarians. For us, other details of the early Christianisation
of Bulgaria will be of more interest. From the letter of Nicholas I from
866, containing answers to 115 questions of the newly baptised Bulgarians,
we learn that among the missionaries spreading the new faith were rep-
resentatives of different creeds:

Bauer Thesis: An Overview, [in:] Orthodoxy and Heresy in Early Christian Contexts:
Reconsidering the Bauer Thesis, ed. P.A. Har t o g, Eugene 2015, pp. 6-33.

27 See: G. Vallée, A Study in Anti-Gnostic Polemics. Irenaeus, Hippolytus, and
Epiphanius, Waterloo 1981; R. L'y m a n, Heresiology: the invention of “heresy’ and ‘schism,
(in:] Cambridge History of Christianity, vol. 11, Constantine to c. 600,ed. A. Casiday,
E W.Norris, Cambridge 2007, pp. 296-314.

8 The history and sources of the ‘great heresy’, i.c. Christian dualist movements,
and the place of Bogomilism in their development were discussed in: M. Lo os,
Dualist Heresy in the Middle Ages, transl. L Le witov4a, Praha1974; Y.Stoyanoy,
The Other God. Dualist Religions from Antiquity to the Cathar Heresy, London—New

York 2000.
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you assert [Nicholas addressed the Bulgarians] that Christians from many
places have come to your land, that is, Greeks, Armenians, and from
other places, and are saying all sorts of different things as they please. For
this reason you ask us to tell you definitely whether you should obey all
those preachers with all their different position, or whether you should

do something else.>

The list of the heretics active in the contemporary Bulgaria likely
included not only the Monophysite Armenians and the dualist
Paulicians (both of these faiths may be included under the abovemen-
tioned ‘Armenians’)". It is likely that the preachers claiming to be
Orthodox, mentioned twice in the papal letter, were in fact non-orthodox
(although we do not know their exact creeds)®'. According to the sourc-
es, Bogomilism was close to the Paulician beliefs (in the contemporary
world it was often referred to as Manichaeism), and was supposed to
have appeared more than sixty years after the events mentioned by the
Pope. Heretical missions did not cease in the meantime. We know of one
of them, organised by Paulicians from Tephrike (now Divrigi) around
year 870. Slavic Manichaeans (Paulicians? Proto-Bogomils?) were men-
tioned by John the Exarch in the beginnings of the eleventh century. We
may therefore surmise that the non-Orthodox missions were effective®.
It is difficult to unequivocally say whether their activity influenced the
appearance of Bogomilism, however the sources do suggest such a course
of events. A direct statement to this effect can be found in an official
document of the Bulgarian Church - a synodikon — from 1211:

Our most cunning enemy [i.c. Satan] spread all over the Bulgarian land

the Manichean heresy, mixing it with the Messalian [...] To the priest

»Nicholas I, p. 599 (transl. K. Pe tkov, The Voices of Medieval Bulgaria,
Seventh-Fifteenth. The Records of a Bygone Culture, Leiden—Boston 2008, pp. 30-31).

%° On the Paulician mission in Bulgaria see below.

#Nicholas L pp. s75-576, s599—600.

. Munues M. CxoBpoH ek, Coederss 0 dyarucmuseckux epecsx u I3ei4eckux
seposanusx 6 Llecmoonese Hoanna Sxsapxa, SCer 4, 2014, p. 100.
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Bogomil who, under the Bulgarian tsar Peter, adopted this Manichean
heresy and spread it in the Bulgarian land adding to it that our God
Christ was born of the holy Mother of God and ever Virgin Mary only
in appearance, and the flesh He took on He took up and left it in the air,

to him and his past and present disciples called ‘apostles; anathema!™

It is one of the few stories of the beginnings of the Bogomil move-
ment that we can find in mediaeval writings. Despite its small volume, it
contains a wealth of important information. Bogomil appears as a reli-
gious reformer who, having adopted a mixed Paulician-Messalian creed,
enriched it with docetist elements (i.e. the claim of the appearance, or
incompleteness of the incarnation — the flesh He took on He took up and
left it in the air), and thus created a new heresy. Let us carefully examine
the elements of this tale, since nearly all of them attracted contradictory
comments from historians.

Among the sources of the Bogomil heresy, according to the Synodikon,
the most commonly mentioned is Paulicianism, referred to in the quoted
passage as ‘Manichaeism’. This dualist movement originated in the sev-
enth century in Armenia. The representatives of this creed were present
in Bulgaria since at least eighth century. We know that the Paulicians
were resettled to the Byzantine-Bulgarian borderland in years 747 and
757, on the orders of the Byzantine emperor Constantine V3*. Soon
afterwards, due to border changes, also found themselves in the Bulgarian
state. Paulicians conducted missionary activity, promoting their dualist
vision of the world in which there were two gods — a good and an evil one™.

% Synodikon of Tsar Boril, p. 121 (transl. K. Pe tkov, The Voices..., p. 250; with
minor change - JM.W.).

5+S. Run ciman, Medieval manichee. A Study of the Christian Dualist Heresy,
Cambridge 1947, pp. 39, 64—65; D. D ragojlovi¢ The History of Paulicianism on the
Balkan Peninsula, Balc s, 1973, p. 235. For information on other waves of resettlement see:
A. A HreaoB, bocosmurcmsomo, Codusi 1993, pp. 84—8s; A. AanueBa-Bacuacsa,
Lasauxsnume 8 Cesepra Ipaxus npes Cpednosexosuemo, Ib 7.1/2,2003, pp. 176-177;
P.Czarnecki, Genezai ewolucja dogmatu teologicznego sekty bogomitéw, ZNU].PH
134, 2007, pp. 27—28.

5 D.Obolensky, The Bogomils. A Study in Balkan Neo-Manichaeism, Cambridge
1948, pp. 60—62,80-82; A. A HT ¢ A 0 B, Bozomuscmsomo..., pp. 86—88; for a critique of the
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We find its echoes in the Bogomil theology. Paulicians retained their
distinct creed for a long time. During the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries many of them adopted Catholicism, and the modern day name
pavlikyani denotes Catholics inhabiting primarily the vicinity of Plovdiv®.
Scholars found in Bogomilism influences of many other beliefs, e.g.
Messalianism, proto-Bulgarian paganism, Manichaeism (still alive in the
Central Asia), late antique Gnosticism or Marcionism'”. The nature of
the associations between Bogomilism and these currents of the non-or-
thodox currents of Christianity, and the other beliefs, is controversial.
Perhaps the Bulgarian heretics merely shared a coincidental similarity
with them; perhaps they were inspired by their writings. According to
the modern knowledge of the history of the abovementioned religious
movements one needs to exclude the view of a direct influence of their
believers on the teachings of Bogomil. Let us note that this is also true
of Messalianism, which casts doubt on the credibility of the Synodikon
and other sources similar to it from that period. Messalianism had likely
been eliminated from the Byzantine Church as early as in the fifth cen-
tury, and its later ‘appearances’ are the result of authors referring to the
new movements — which called for dedication to lives of self-denial and
prayer — by that old name**.

Specitying the sources of Bogomil dogmas, indicating what inspired
them, noting the external influences (while keeping in mind that many
of the elements of the Bogomilist beliefs were entirely original) does
not exhaust the question of the movement’s origins, nor of the reasons
behind its supposed popularity. The literature of the subject, in the con-
text of considering the development of Bogomilism, points to the low
moral standards of the clergy. It is explicitly confirmed by Cosmas the

dominant views regarding the history and beliefs of Paulicians, sece: N. Garsoian,
Byzantine Heresy. A Reinterpratation, DOP 25, 1971, pp. 85—113.

136 M. M 0 B k 0 B, [Ta61uxamu u nasiuxsucku ceanmya 8 5mzapmume semu XV-XVIII
sex, Copusti 1991; A. AandeBa-Bacuaesa, [lasiuxsuume..., pp. 192-193.

%7 Seeia. A. AHr e a o B, Bozomuscmsomo..., pp. 79—-100; S. Runcima n, Medieval
manichee..., pp. 118-124; Y. Stoyan ov, The Other God..., pp. 125-166.

58 Cf. A. Rigo, Messalianismo = Bogomilismo. Un’equazione dell eresiologia
medievale bizantina, OChP 56, 1990, pp. 53-82; K. Fits ch e n, Did ‘Messalianism’
exist in Asia Minor after A.D. 4312, SP 25,1993, pp. 352—355.
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Priest in his Sermon against the Heretics. This is a very valuable source
pertaining to the earliest history of Bogomilism, although the date of its
creation remains a subject of a dispute. The view that the Sermon was
written in the latter half, or near the end of, the tenth century domi-
nates in the scholarship™. Cosmas criticises the clergy for neglecting
the religious education of the people, and instead dealing with ‘earthly’
matters'+. Were we to draw from this far-reaching conclusions, we could
see in Bogomilism an attempt at returning to the ‘apostolic ideals, which
were not being fully realised by the contemporary Church**'. Modern
scholars also saw in Bogomilism an expression of resistance of the Slavic
faithful towards the Byzantinisation of the Church and state'+, and an
expression of rebellion against considerable stratification of the society,
legitimised by the clergy calling for obedience to the authorities and
the boyars (according to scholars inspired by Marxism, Bogomilism was
supposed to have been an element of class struggle)'+. Consistent con-
demnation of wealth by the Bogomils and their anti-ecclesial attitude
bolstered such interpretations'++. Clergy’s faults and the aforementioned
socio-political processes form a context which, once examined, allows
us to better imagine the circumstances in which the heresy appeared. To
consider one of these elements as the reason for which Bogomil started
a new movement would have been careless at best, given the scarcity

% S. Run ciman, Medieval manichee..., pp. 93-94; FO. Beryu o, Kosma
IIpecsumep 6 crassnckux aumepamypax, Codust 1973, pp. 200—221.

“Cosmas the Priest, p.388.

“ A. A HT e A 0B, Bozomuscmsomo..., pp. 67-72;].S py r a, Wspdlnoty bogomilskie
Jjako préba powrotu do form Zycia gmin wezesnochrzescijarnskich, ZNU].PH 84, 1987,
pp- 911, 20-21

“*B.H. 3aarap cku, Homopus na bsazapckama dsprcasa npes cpednume 6exose,
vol. 1/2, Om crassnusayusma na dspycasama 0o nadanemo na ITspsomo yapcmso,
Codust 1927, pp. $36—537; V1. Ay it 4 e B, Edno npenebpezramo ussecmue 3a bozomuiume,
(in:] i d e m, ITpoy«sanus sspxy cpednosexosnama boazapcxa ucmopus u xyamypa, Codust
1981, p. 203.

5 AL AHr e aoB, Bozomuscmsomo 6 boazapus, Codus 1961, pp. 49-60. This
Bulgarian scholar presented a different view in his later works (i d e m, Bozosuacmsomo...,
pp- 67-72).

“+S. Bylina, Bogomilizm w sredniowiecznej Bulgarii. Uwarunkowania spoteczne,
polityczne i kulturalne, BP 2, 1985, pp. 136-137.
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of surviving source records and the poor level of knowledge about the
phenomena themselves.

One of the first attestations of Bogomilism’s existence is the Lezter
to Tsar Peter written by the patriarch of Constantinople, Theophylaktos
Lekapenos. It was composed as the Bulgarian ruler’s alarmed reaction to
the spreading of non-orthodox teachings. Peter ordered the writing of the
letter to the patriarch to learn how one should act towards the adherents
of a heresy. The correspondence in this matter consisted of at least four
letters, of which only the second of Theophylaktos’ replies has been pre-
served's. In the letter, the patriarch characterised the new belief in the
form of anathemas, with which the heretics, when being accepted to
the Church’s bosom, were to have renounced their ‘errors’. Based on the
information he received from Bulgaria he concluded he was dealing with
a Paulician splinter group#‘. The anathemas were formulated with the
help of polemical treatises aimed at these heretics, and therefore they are
of limited utility in expanding our knowledge of Bogomilism itself'+’. It
would seem that only two of these did not relate to Paulicians, but reflect-
ed the specificity of the beliefs of the Bulgarian heretics'®. Discussing
them will serve us to present the beliefs and practices of the Bogomils.

1. The Bogomils shared with the Paulicians the underlying conviction
about the dual nature of the universe. The material world was evil,
and was subject to the Evil One’s power, while the spiritual world
was governed by the good God. While the Paulicians were radical
dualists, and according to them the division of the world was eter-
nal, the Bulgarian heretics were among the moderate dualists and
believed that the good God was the first principle of the universe.

“Theophylaktos Lekapenos,p.3ir;cf. G.Min czew,Remarks on the
Letter of the Patriarch Theophylact to Tsar Peter in the Context of Certain Byzantine and
Slavic Anti-heretic Texts, SCer 3, 2013, pp. 115-116; ML.J. Le sz k a, Rola..., pp. 433-43s.

“Theophylaktos Lekapenos,p.312.

“ A. Solovjev, Svedocanstva pravoslavnib izvora o bogomilstou na Balkanu,
GIDBIH s, 1953, pp. 3—5; G. M in ¢ z e w, Remarks..., p. 117.

W Cf.B.Hamilto n, Historical Introduction, [in:] J Hamilton,B.Hamilton,
Y. Stoyanov, Christian Dualist Heresies in the Byzantine World c. 850—c. 1450,
Manchester—New York 1998, pp. 26—27.
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It is the moderate Bogomilist vision, rather than Paulician, of the cos-
mological myth that the second anathema from Theophylaktos’
letter is presenting (or rather signalling)#. In the later period
(no later than mid-twelfth century) part of the Bogomil com-
munities adopted, perhaps under Paulician influence, radical
dualism. A relatively large and detailed review of the beliefs of the
Bulgarian heretics can be found in the Sermon against the Heretics
of Cosmas the Priest. We learn from it that they, i.a., rejected
the Old Testament (the material world was created by the evil
God, identified with the God of the Old Testament), sacraments
(baptism and the Eucharist), worship of icons and of the Cross®°.

The fourth of the anathemas formulated in the Letter to Tsar
Peter is aimed against all those who condemned marriage and
claimed that everything that serves to multiply and preserve mankind
comes from Satan™'. Promoting of sexual abstinence is confirmed
by numerous sources, including the Sermon by Cosmas. It also
sketched a broader picture of the ascetic practices of the heretics
— they were said to have abstained from alcohol, meat, denied
themselves any comforts, and devoted themselves to deleterious
fasting and lengthy prayers*. It appears that all of these elements
of the Bogomilist ethos may have constituted (in the eyes of the
author of the mentioned above fragment from the Synodikon
of Tsar Boril) the legacy of Messalians, known for their austere,
monastic lifestyle'.

““Theophylaktos Lekapenos, p.313, cf. B Hamilton, Historical...,
pp- 26-27.

s*Cosmas the Priest, pp.304-313.

s"Theophylaktos Lekapenos,p.31s.

s*Cosmas the Priest, pp.300-303.

53 For more on Messalians, see: A. A parojaoBu h, Bocomurcmso na bBankany

uy Ma/mjAmju, vol. I, Bozomuicku paﬁolmtm/muqu, bBeorpaa 1974, pp. 25-123; A. Guilla-
m o nt, Messaliens. Appelations, histoire, doctrine, [in:] Dictionnaire de spiritualité,
ascétique et mystique,vol. X,ed. M. Viller etal,Paris1979, pp. 1074-1083;D.Caner,
Wandering, Begging Monks. Spiritual Authority and the Promotion of Monasticism in Late
Antiquity, Berkeley Los Angeles London 2002, pp. 83-125; R. Ko sinski, Religie
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The Bogomils most likely did not create a unified ecclesiastic organ-
isation during the discussed period. A specific kind of ‘anarchism’ of the
original Bogomils is further emphasised by the anti-state themes present
in their teachings, and the condemnation of violence. The organisational
consolidation occurred during the later period. We learn of it from the
twelfth century Latin sources, which tell of conflicts between the heretical
communities about the apostolic succession between the sections of the
movement. From these accounts emerges an image of local Churches,
aware of their distinctness and significance, and cultivating their own
traditions®*.

Although sources indicate that Bogomilism first appeared during tsar
DPeter’s times (as attested by the dating of the Lezzer of Theophylaktos and
passages from Synodikon of Tsar Boril and the Sermon of Cosmas), some
scholars doubt that. Perhaps the dualists mentioned in the Hexameron
of John the Exarch, written ca. 907, were in fact early Bogomils, and
not Paulicians'.

As has been mentioned, nearly all the elements of the tale concerning
the beginnings of Bogomilism included in the Syrodikon of Tsar Boril
cause controversies among the experts of the subject. We have also seen
that the information regarding the origins of Bogomilism (ties with
Messalianism) and the time when the heresy arose are being questioned.
What remains is examining the question of the historicity of Bogomil.
The doubts regarding his existence are based on the explanations of the
origin of the name of the heresy that do not associate it with the hypo-
thetical founder’s name. One of the alternative versions of the etymology
of the name ‘Bogomils’ is found in Euthymios Zigabenos, a Byzantine
heresiologist from the turn of the eleventh and twelfth centuries. He

cesarstwa rzymskiego w V stulecin, [in:] Swiat rzymski w V wicku, ed. R. Kosinski,
K. Twardowska, Krakéw 2010, pp. 403—40s.

5+ Cf. A. AHr e a0 B, Bozomuicmeomo..., pp. 354—356.

S E. g U. Usauos, Bozomuicku xuuen u sezendu, Cocl)uﬂ 1970, p. 20;
B. Kuceaxos, Cougecrnsysan au e non bozomus, VIIT 15.2, 1958, p. 63. Critically
about this positon: M. L o o's, Le prétendu témoignage d'un traité de Jean Exarque
intitulé “Sestodnev’ et relatif aux Bogomiles, Bsl 13, 1952/1953, pp. 59-67; . Munu e s,
M.CxoBponek, Caedernns...
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claimed that it meant those who called for God’s love™¢. It would then
correspond to the Greek ‘euchites’ (‘praying one’), which was a trans-
lation, from Syriac, of the name ‘Messalians. According to Euthymios,
the Messalian heresy was one of the sources of the Bogomil theology™’.
A different, more plausible etymology is suggested by Cosmas the Priest
in his Sermon, in which he sneeringly twists the name of the sect’s founder:
It happened in the years of the orthodox tsar Peter that a priest appeared
in the Bulgarian land, by the name of Bogomil (‘loved by God’) or, in truth,
Bogunemil (‘not loved by God’ )*. In this manner, according to some schol-
ars, the name ‘Bogomils’ would have meant not so much Bogomil’s fol-
lowers, but ‘people who are pleasing to God’. On the basis of analogy with
the Cathars, who called themselves as ‘good people’, supporters of this
hypothesis claim that the epithet ‘pleasing to God’ was used by the heretics
themselves, in order to distinguish themselves or their leaders from the
members of the official Church™. There is neither space here nor the need
to relate the entire dispute over the historicity of the priest Bogomil*®. It
does stir considerable interest among the scholars and is engaging from
the methodological point of view. It shows at the same time how scant
and fragmentary the information about the Bogomilist heresy that actu-
ally is. Even if we were to accept that Bogomil did exist, according to the
testimony of the Syzodikon and Cosmas the Priest, we will be forced to
admit that the person of the heresy’s founder (its restorer?, propagator?,
one of the founders?) is, beside the name, a complete unknown.
Bogomilism played a significant role in the history of Bulgaria, it
appeared in its history from the end of the ninth century, throughout the
period of Byzantine domination in the Balkans (10®-12" centuries) and
during the period of the Second Bulgarian Tsardom (12"~14™ centuries).
The birth and development of this movement forced the Church and the

s¢Zigabenos, col 1289.

s7Cf.B.Kuceakos, Cougecmeysaa..., pp. 60—61.

“Cosmas the Priest p.299 (transL. K.Petkov, p. 68).

 B. Kuceaxos, Comgecrnsysaa..., p. 59; I. Mun e s, 3a umemo @éd@lag/
Bo204106/ Bozomun 6 nsxou susanmuticku u c1assucxu cpednosexosuu mexcmose, Pbg
37.4, 2013, pp. SI—52.

% Cf. A. AHT ¢ a 0 B, Bozomuacmsomo..., pp. 101-104.
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state government, which cared for the religious unity amongits faithful
and subjects, to react. Actions were taken in order to reduce the influence
of Bogomilism on the populace. The letter of Theophylaktos, the patri-
arch of Constantinople, to tsar Peter, is a trace of this; it reccommended
religious persecution (we do not know whether it was undertaken, and
if so, to what extent). Another such trace is the Sermon of Cosmas the
Priest, which called for moral renewal among the clergy, and for increased
effort in teaching the people in their pastoral care. Ultimately, these
actions proved insufficient. The effects of the Bogomilist movement
spread far beyond Bulgaria’s borders. It enveloped the entirety of the
Balkans, Byzantine territories in Asia Minor, and Western Europe, where
Bogomils influenced the development of Catharism™.

Scholars such as Konstantin Jire¢ek or Petar Mutafchiev saw Bogo-
milism as an anti-state and pacifist movement, which was the cause

62 Tt would seem

of weakness and repeating crises of the Bulgarian state
however that they overestimated both the popularity of the movement
and the influence of its ideals on the people’s behaviour. These hypoth-
eses resemble the now discarded interpretations of the scholars of late
antiquity who perceived the growing popularity of the monastic life as

one of the reasons for the collapse of the Roman Empire in the West'®.
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