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The Portrayal of Peter
in Modern Historiography

The inspiration for undertaking research on the portrayal of tsar Peter
in the modern historiography had been the clear disproportionality
between what is known about the ruler directly from the source accounts,
and the ideas formulated in the academic literature. The model of devel-
opment of historical understanding, based on the ongoing search for
the most convincing explanations of the phenomena and processes, and
their subsequent verification, intuitively accepted by scholars of the past,
in this case — it would seem — has been failing for decades. This has
resulted in an unequivocally negative vision of Peter’s reign. The discus-
sions regarding individual facts for a long time had not been affecting the
overall evaluation of the tsar, or of his era. The persistence of the ‘black
legend’ of Peter is unprecedented. We may find its foundations in the
writings from the end of the eighteenth century, and it was developed
in the greatest detail in the works of Petar Mutafchiev (first half of the
twentieth century). It only began to be questioned during the late 1960s.
Its creation and consolidation were for the most part the result of works
written by Bulgarian and Russian scholars.

In the present essay I am not attempting to fully explain this — at first
glance surprising — stability of the opinion about Peter in. This would be
a task for those researching the Bulgarian revival, the nineteenth-century
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Slavophilism, and the intellectual climate of the Bulgarian elites prior to
the collapse of communism. I believe that it would provide an additional
perspective if one were to study the influence of the national feelings
of Bulgarian intellectuals on the stance they have taken towards their
own nation’s past’. For the Reader, however, I propose to review the
themes that are crucial for the evaluation of Peter: his attitude towards
the Byzantines, the Church, of the internal situation of Bulgaria during
his reign. I attempted to capture the moment at which particular opinions
appeared, present their origins, and find their echoes in the later works.
I devoted particular attention to the ‘prehistory” of Peter’s image; the
works that are nowadays forgotten, or rarely cited.

The periodisation that I adopted is intended to facilitate the under-
standing of the text. Serving as landmarks are the moments that were
important for the forming of Peter’s historiographic image, therefore
there are some differences regarding the periodisation of the development
of the Bulgarian and European historiography between the present essay
and general works on the subject™.

The first sub-chapter begins with an analysis of the relevant passages
from the earliest of the works discussed here, that is, the Kingdom of the
Slavs by Mauro Orbini from 1601. The following two hundred years,
during which authors such as i.a. Giuseppe Assemani, Charles du Cange
(du Fresne) and Blasius Kleiner had been active, did not bring any notable
changes in regard to Peter’s historiographic image and the country he
ruled. The second sub-chapter covers the relatively short period that was
nonetheless crucial for the forming of the basis of criticism of Peter. The
most important authors of this era were Paisios (end of the eighteenth cen-
tury), Yuriy Venelin and Alexandr Gilferding (first half of the nineteenth
century). In the third sub-chapter I have presented the works in which

* Of the wealth of publication on this subject, I have used below the publications
by Albena Hranova and Diana Mishkova. In the context of Peter’s portrayal in his-
toriography, a similar line of research was postulated by Georgi Bakalov (see below).

>Vide e.g. Ucmopuozpagus ucmopuu woxncrotx u sanaduvix crasan, ed. AB.To puHa,
N.B.Cosun et.at.,, MockBa1987; B.I'10 3 € A e B, Anosrozus na Cpeﬁﬂogexoguemo, [in:]
id em, Counnenns 6 nem moma, vol. 1, Anoroens na Cpednosexosuemo. [loxpscmesare
#a 6oazapume, Codust 2013, pp. 18—224.
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the arguments of the historians mentioned above have been developed
in accordance with the standards of academic writing, and which at the
same time reaffirmed their conclusions. The need for re-evaluation of
the appraisals of Peter was signalled during the 1960s; the motives behind
it and the attempts at achieving it are discussed in the closing parts

of this chapter.

1. Seventeenth to Mid-Eighteenth Centuries

Mauro Orbini

Mauro Orbini, a Benedictine monk from Ragusa (modern day Dubrovnik),
may be considered as the author of the first modern history of the South
Slavic nations. Writing Kingdom of the Slavs (1601) he used numerous
sources; his work is a compilation. Considering this, the large volume of
the work, as well as the standards of historiography of the time, it should
not be surprising that Orbini did not manage to avoid mistakes, factual
contradictions, and inconsistencies’. The duplicated account of the battle
of Velbazhd is a clear example of the editorial chaos within his text: in the
part related to the history of Serbia his narrative is based on a presently
unidentified text of west European provenance, while the part about
Bulgaria is rooted in the history of Nikephoros Gregoras*. Describing
Peter, Orbini is almost entirely dependent on his Greek sources. Peter
appears on the pages of the Kingdom of the Slavs after Symeon’s death.
Orbini, like Zonaras, makes no mention that Michael was passed over in
the line of succession, and moves directly to describing the difficult sit-
uation of Bulgaria (starvation and aggressive neighbours), which led to

* For background on Orbini’s work sece G.Brogi Bercoff, I/ Regno degli Slavi
di Mauro Orbini e la storiografia europea del Cinguecento, RS 24/26, 1977/1979,
pp- 119-156.

+S. Cirkovié, Vorwort, [in:] M. O rbini, I/ regno degli Slavi, Pesaro 1601,
ed.S.Cirkovié P.Rehder, Miinchen 198s, pp. 7-23.
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the peace talks with Byzantium and, subsequently, the conclusion
of the peace treaty and the marriage between the Bulgarian ruler with
Maria—Irene. He omits the details related to emperor Christopher being
honoured by being placed ahead of Constantine Porphyrogennetos.
Subsequently, along with Skylitzes he describes the rebellion of John
and Michael, neglecting or changing some of the details (he does
not, i.a., mention that John renounced his monk’s frock after arriving
in Constantinople). The next point of Peter’s biography is the death
of his wife, and the renewal of the peace agreement with the Byzantines,
strengthened by sending his sons, Boris and Roman, as hostages’. There is
achronological break at this point in both Skylitzes and Zonaras, caused
by mentioning of the return of both of the brothers after Peter’s death,
where they opposed the Cometopouloi who were raising rebellion among
Bulgarians. Orbini repeats this (likely after Zonaras, which is shown
by partially convergent phrasing), but does not realise the anticipatory
nature of the interjection. Therefore when (repeating after Zonaras) he
tells of the Hungarian raids, he talks of Peter’s successor, Boris, as the
ruler, clearly thinking that Peter was already dead at the time. This mis-
take likely stems from lack of further mention of Peter in Zonaras®. The
primacy of Zonaras as a source for Orbini is also confirmed by a remark
taken from this source about a demand from John Tzymiskes to the
Bulgarian tsar (in Orbini’s text: Boris) to hold back Hungarian raids,
and pointing to Bulgarians’ refusal as the reason for ‘inviting’ Svyatoslav
to the Balkans by the Byzantine ruler”. The presentation of these events
was abbreviated in Skylitzes’ version in comparison to what we find
in Zonaras and Orbini.

Describing Peter’s history, Orbini does not comment on it in any way.
The dispassionate re-telling of the Bulgarian history is characteristic of this
author. What is interesting are the narrative interventions he has made:
a simple succession of events (without specifying their distance in time)
that links the marriage of Peter and Irene (celebrated in Constantinople)

sM.Orbini, I/regno..., pp. 426—427.

¢ For the sake of precision: Peter’s name appears two more times in Zonaras narrative
(John Zonaras, pp.547.9, s60.15). He is mentioned as Romanos’ father.

"M.Orbini Ilregno..., p. 427.
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and the rebellions of John and Michael in Skylitzes, in Orbini’s version
is transformed into the following picture: John attacked Peter during
the latter’s return journey from Constantinople. Moreover, the summary
of the correspondence between the Bulgarian tsar and John Tzymiskes,
regarding the holding back of Hungarian raids, is developed by Orbini
through a creative use of his source. He first mentions the Hungarian raid
on Bulgaria, then the request of Bulgarians directed to the Byzantines for
help, and only then talks about the Hungarian raid on Byzantium and
Tzymiskes’ demand®. In Zonaras, the plea made by the Bulgarians is an
introspection interwoven into their refusal to meet Tzymiskes’ demands.
Orbini efficiently ensured his story was cohesive, although this also made
it somewhat detrimental to its factual accuracy. A translation by Theophan
Prokopovich into Russian was published in 1722 in St. Petersburg, and
gained certain popularity’.

Cesare Baronio

Writing at nearly the same time as Orbini, the cardinal devoted much less
space to the Slavic matters in his multi-volume work Annales ecclesiastici
(volume X, containing description of the period in which we are interested,
was published in 1602). This should not be surprising, since his work was
focused on the history of the Catholic Church®. He mentioned Peter only
once in reference to the events of 944, noting his correspondence with

8 Ihidem.

SMas poyp 6 uH b, Kniza CMOPioePAaci L nOLAMIL UMEHE, CAABLL U PASULIPEHLS
Hapoda crassucrozo, CankrpnitepOypr 1722; for further literature on this topic see:
Ax. A e XA rara, Hancuii Xusendapcku u pyckama sepcus wa “Llapcmeomo na crass-
nume” na Maspo Opbunu, [in:] Llapcmsomo na caassnume. Hemopus om don Maspo
Opbunu om Pazysa, abam om Muemcxus opden,ed. TL. BaToBa, transl. C. Toaop os,
E.ITonosa, Codus 2012, pp. 17-24; P. A Au v 0 & ¢ u, “Lapcmsomo na Crassnume”
om Maspo Opbunu, pyckusm npesod na Casa Baaduciasosuy u usciedsanusmano 8snpocd,
ITpo 24.2, 2015, pp. 309-320.

°P.ITu k u 0, Baszapus 6 Llsprosnama ucmopus na Llesap baponuii, [in:]id e m,
IIpasocrasromo caassmncmso u cmapoboizapckama xKyimypna mpaduyus, transl.
A. Axambeayxa Koccosa, Codus 1994, pp. s87-600; P. 3aumosa,
Ez/lzapamma mema 8 3ﬂnaﬁu0€sp0neﬁf}cﬂmﬂ xuuncnuna. XV-XVII gex, CO(l)I/Ii[ 1992,

pp- 75-8s.
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Paul of Latro™. Peter as the ruler of Bulgaria and politician appears in the
critical addition to the Annals, written by Antoine Pagi a century later.
Baronio’s work was translated into Polish by Piotr Skarga and published
already in 1603, and subsequently from Polish into Russian (in 1687, pub-
lished in 1719)™. This translation, similarly to Russian version of Kingdom
of the Slavs, is considered to be important for the development of Slavic
historiography, including the Bulgarian one, since while composing
his own work Paisios was referring to Annales.

Charles du Fresne (du Cange)

Charles du Cange included the tale of Bulgaria’s history into a larger
work presenting the history of Byzantium. The volume in which we are
interested was published in 1680. Conveying an overview of Peter’s reign
he referred to Leo the Grammarian, Skylitzes, Zonaras, Continuation of
Theophanes, Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, the Life of Lucas the
Younger and Liutprand of Cremona. His exposition is highly shortened,
and is limited to factography: the conclusion of peace in 927, the marriage
of Peter and Irene, the death of Irene, the dispute over Hungarian raids
and the summoning of Svyatoslav®. The entire passage devoted to the
history of mediaeval Bulgaria counts a mere twenty pages™. Du Cange

" C.Baronio, Annales ecclesiastici, ed. P.A. Pa gii, vol. XVI, Luca 1744, p. 46.

"ME.Huxu¢oposa, baponui, [in:] Ilpasocrasnas Ouyuxaonedus, vol. 1V,
Mocksa 2002, pp. 347-348; G. Brogi Berco ff, Chrzescijariska Rus w ‘Annales
Ecclesiastici” Cezarego Baroniusza, [in:] e ad e m, Krdlestwo Stowian. Historiografia
Renesansu i Baroku w krajach stowiasnskich, transl. E.J. Gtebicka, W. Jekiel,
A.Zakrzewski, Izabelin 1998, pp. 130-145; ¢ ad e m, Baronio storico e il mondo
slavo, [in:] Cesare Baronio tra santita e scrittura,ed. G.A.Guazzelli,R.Michertti,
FSforza Barcellona, Romazorz, pp.309-323.

5 C.du Fresne, Historia Byzantina duplici commentario illustrata, vol. 1, Lutetia
Parisiorum 1680, pp. 313—314.

“C.du Fresne, Historia Byzantina...,s.305-324;see. Konev,S. Topa lov,
L. G e n ov, Charles du Fresne, seigneur du Cange et sa “Series historica et genealogica Regum
Bulgﬂriﬂe”, Pbg 4.3, 1980, pp. 69-85; A. Aanuesa-Bacuaesa, llaps Awrxann
u cpeﬁﬂosemsﬂama 55/124pc7m ucmopus, YIT1 38.4, 1982, pp. 91-102; P.3anumoBa,
boazapckama mema..., pp. 85—-96.
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dated Peter’s ascension to power to 932. We might guess that he correctly
calculated the indiction, but relied on the Latin translation of Leo the
Grammarian, where the fifth indiction was given®. Irene’s death and
the renewal of the Byzantine-Bulgarian peace treaty is dated to year 863.
His reading of the Greek sources was more careful than Orbini’s. Du
Cange noted that Peter was still alive in 867, when the friendly relations
between Byzantium and Bulgaria came to an end. Svetoslav’s first raid
was dated to 968, and the capturing of Preslav by John Tzymiskes to 971.

Antoine Pagi

A French historian, the Franciscan died in 1699. The volumes he was

writing near the end of his life that supplemented Baroni’s Annales ecclesi-
astici were published in 1702. In parallel to the Annales, they were in turn

published by Giovanni Domenico Mansi in Lucca in 1736-1759, with

the editor’s own, less extensive commentary. Pagi’s information about the

history of the Slavs, including Bulgarians, was far more comprehensive

than Baronio’s, however regarding Peter himself, it would be difficult to

form any relatively consistent image of this ruler. This is due to the fact
that the author only paid attention to the beginning of Peter’s reign and

its end in the context of the collapse of the Bulgarian state that immedi-
ately followed"”. We may consider to his credit correctly dating Symeon’s

death and the beginning of Peter’s reign to 927. However, Pagi did not
put a date to Peter’s death. It is only in a comment to the year 973 that
he noted: Petrus ante hoc tempus mortuus errar®.

s Charles du Cange d u Fr e s n e (Historia Byzantina..., p.313) discussed the dating
in the subchapter regarding Symeon: XXVII Maii, Indict. V (non XV. uti habet Scylitzes).
The accurate dating is amended according to the faulty Latin translation of Leo the
Grammarian by Jacques G o a r (Theophanis Chronographia et Leonis grammatici Vitae
recentiorum impp., ed. J. Goar, . Comb efis, Parisii 1655, p. 502; reprint: Venetia
1729, p. 398). In the published in parallel Greek text of Leo the Grammarian, we find
the correct number.

“P.1Tu x u 0, bearapusi..., pp. 587-600.

7 C. Baronio, Annales ecclesiastici, ed. P.A. Pagii, vol. XV, Luca 1744,
pp- 628-629; C.B ar o nio, Annales ecclesiastici, vol. XVI, pp. 161,193, 210-212, 221-222.

8 C.Baronio, dnnales ecclesiastici, vol. XVI, p. 222.
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Giuseppe Simone Assemani
(Joseph Simonius Assemanus, Jusuf ibn Siman as-Simani)

Of the wealth of output of this erudite, the custodian of the Vatican
Library, and a bishop, of the most interest to us is the third volume of his
Calendars of the Ecumenical Church, published in 1755 and devoted to
the mission of Constantine-Cyril and Methodius, to the Christianisation
of the southern Slavs, and the history of the various peoples (among them
Bulgarians, Czechs, Khazars and Hungarians) in the ninth and tenth cen-
turies. Chapters six and seven of his volume relate to the history of Bulgaria
during Symeon and Peter’s reign. The exposition concludes with the sub-
ordination of the country to the Byzantine Empire”. Assemani, like Du
Cange, knows nearly all of the basic Greek sources that make a mention of
Peter: Symeon Logothete, Leo the Grammarian, Continuation of George
the Monk, Pseudo—Symeon, Continuation of Theophanes, Constantine
Porphyrogennetos, Zonaras and Skylitzes*. In chapter three of this vol-
ume the author analyses the relations between the Bulgarian ruler and
Rome. Brief historical information located in this part of the work,
and related to Symeon’s death and conclusion of Peace by Peter and his
marriage with Irene, was included by Assemani in a quotation taken from
Charles du Cange’s work and relegated to a footnote™. In the same way
- by quoting a passage in a footnote — he explained the circumstances
in which Nikephoros summoned the Rus against Bulgarians*. According
to Assemani, Symeon subordinated the Bulgarian church to the bishop
of Rome, and Peter, in concluding the peace with the Byzantine emperor,
at the same time chose the union with Constantinople. At the same time
the Byzantines, to strengthen the bond between them and the Bulgarians,
made their church autocephalic; this, however, Assemani stated, has not

¥ About Asemani and his work, see: M.C. Ku cx n 1 0 B a, [Tpedzosop, [in:]
W.C. A c e ma 1 u, Kaserndapu na Beeaencxama Llspxea. 3a csemume caassucxku anocmon
Kupun u Memoduit, ed., transl.,, comm. M.C. KucxkuuoBa, Codust 1987, pp. 6-57.

* Jbidem, pp. 46-47.

2]S.Assemanius, Kalendaria Ecclesiae universae, vol. 111, Kalendaria Ecclesiae
slavice, sive gmew—mosc/oe, Roma 1755, p. 146.

2 Jbidem, pp. 155-156.
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been respected in the later period®. Peter was supposed to have returned
to the fold of the Roman Church in 967, when the friendly relations with
the Byzantines were severed due to Hungarian raids**. The specific expo-
sition of the history of Bulgaria during Peter’s reign, in chapters six and
seven, has been accomplished by Assemani through quotations from the
Greek sources linked with two or three sentence long commentaries. He
devoted a lot of attention to chronology. He stands by dating Symeon’s
death to 927, previously given by Pagi. On the basis of the circumstances
of Peter’s death provided by Leo the Deacon, he placed it in the year 969.
The marriage of Peter and Maria, in turn, was moved to 928. To relate
the rebellion of John and Michael, he quoted Continuation of Theophanes;
the death of Maria and the renewal of peace are related through a passage
from Skylitzes/Kedrenos. The end of peace between Byzantium and
Bulgaria is presented in two versions: of Leo the Deacon and of Skylitzes,
without a comment on the differences between the two*. Relating later
events, he gave primacy to Leo the Deacon, however he also calls upon
Skylitzes, and shows the knowledge of Zonaras’ work*.

Blasius Kleiner
Our knowledge of this author comes primarily from what he wrote him-

self in the title of his work. Of unknown origin (Saxon?), he was a head
of a Bulgarian monastery of Franciscans in Vintu de Jos in Transylvania®.

3 Jbidem, pp. 146-147.

* Ibidem, pp. 155-156.

* [bidem, pp. 341-34.4.

* Jbidem, pp. 364—368.

7 Ibidem, p. 368sqq.

. Ay itdes, baasuyc Kuaiinep u nezosama “Hemopus na beaeapus” om 1701
200una, [in:] Hemopus na Boazapus om Baasuyc Kaatinep cocmasena 6 1701 e., ed.
idem, K. Tea6busos, Codus 1977, pp. s—21; about the author and his work, see
also: W.Stepniak-Min czewa, Francescani in Bulgaria. Blasius Kleiner: un fran-
cescano in viaggio per i Balcani (sulla base della Storia della Bulgaria di Blasius Kleiner),
lin:] I Francescani nella storia dei popoli balcanici, Nell VIII centenario della fondazione
dell ordine. Atti del Convegno Internazionale di Studi, ed. V.N osilia, M. Scarpa,
Bologna—Padova 2010 pp. 265-278.
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In 1761 he completed the Tripartite Archives of the Illustrious Province
of Bulgaria, which included the history of Bulgaria from the first Bulgarian
raids into the Balkans until the fall of Constantinople. Kleiner based
his story of Peter on the account from Theophanes Continunatus, John
Zonaras and John Skylitzes (called here Kouropalates). It is difficult to
say whether he had access to a full edition of the sources, or whether he
used some source compilation or selection®. His reading of the sources
was not particularly scrupulous. He complains, for example, that the
‘Continuator of the Roman history’ did not state how the conflict between
the brothers Peter and Michael ended®, as if he did not notice that the
source included the information about the death of the latter. Moreover,
he missed the fact that the conclusion of the history of the rebellion,
absent in the Continuation of Theophanes (the rebels surrendered to the
Romans), could be found in Skylitzes’ work, with which he was familiar.
Kleiner dated the beginning of Peter’s reign to 930, Michael’s rebellion
to 934, and the Bulgarian tsar’s death to 963*. In the first two cases, the
error could have arose during the conversion of the indictions given by
the Byzantine authors, and in the case of the tsar’s death (he likely repeated
the same oversight as Orbini) — he chronologically associated the event
itself with the ascension to the throne of John Tzymiskes (the date is cor-
rect here). Kleiner’s problems with chronology do not end here. At the
end of his work he listed the rulers of Bulgaria (and extended all the way
to Mehmed the Conqueror) with brief biographical notes. The length
of Peter’s reign is calculated here to be 39 years®, while the difference
between the dates given in the main body of the text is, as can be easily
seen, 33 years. It should probably be considered a coincidence that the
difference of 39 years would have been reached if Kleiner accepted year

» ] am basing these conclusions on the passages analysed below. The list of studies
and source selections used in the other parts of his work has been provided by Ivan
Duychev (M. Ay #1 4 e B, Baasuyc Kaatinep..., pp. 18-19). He also lists among them the
previously discussed works of Baroni and Pagi, however these have not made a lasting
impression on the way tsar Peter was presented by Kleiner.

° Hemopus na Boazapus om Baasuyc Kaatinep..., p. 8s.

3 Ibidem, pp. 84-38s.

 Ibidem, p. 150.
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969 as the date of Peter’s death, which is now commonly considered to be
correct. The brief biogram deserves, indeed, more of our attention than
the main part of the historical exposition. This is because our author has
included in the biographic description his own characterisation of Peter,
whom he considered to have been a ‘peace-loving and very good’ a ruler.
Of the historical events, he mentioned Michael’s rebellion, likely for its
moralising value: a monk driven by lust for power violates the peaceful
reign of his brother, and despite gathering numerous people and many
boyars, is defeated. In the meantime, Kleiner has likely finished his reading
of the sources, since he now knew the ending of this bloody conflict over
succession. This author’s history remained unpublished until 1977 when
the Bulgarian translation was launched, and most likely was not copied
by hand either; thus, being almost completely unknown, it did not have
any influence on the future development of historiography.

Franjo Ksaver Pejacevic¢

A History of Bulgarians was also written in the latter half of the eighteenth
century by Franjo Ksaver Pejacevi¢ (1707-1781). Born in Osijek, he was
a Croatian historian and theologian, and a provost of the University
in Graz. He came from a family with Bulgarian roots. The work being
discussed here has never been published in print. The author included
in it excerpts from the Byzantine historians along with his own brief com-
mentaries. He also analysed Bulgarian history on the pages of the History
of Serbia, published in print in 1799. Peter appeared in this work in a list
of the Bulgarian rulers. He has been located here in the appropriate place,
the beginning of his reign is dated to 930, supposedly following Leo the
Grammarian®, and in the footnote the author listed as a second date 927,
following Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos (De administrando imperii,

» Pejaevi¢ made a mistake in calculating the indictions. Leo Grammatikos
(p- 315), to whom he is referring, talks of the fifteenth indiction, which occurred in 927
(V.G rumel, Traité d etudes byzantines, vol. 1, La chronologie, Paris 1958, p. 252). His
calculations would also have to have been considered erroneous if he, like Charles du
Cange, used the Latin translation of Leo the Grammarian by Jacques Goar, which
mentioned the fifth indiction (932).



492 Part 3: The Interpretations

chapter 32)**. He did not specify the end of the reign, and instead noted
that in 970 the sons of Peter Boris and Roman were defeated by the Rus
and the emperor John Tzymiskes®.

Further examination of this historiographic tradition would have been
pointless. We have shown its uncoordinated beginnings; afterwards it
was developing in a more systematic manner. Later authors referred to
their predecessors, correcting them or repeating their mistakes, while
adding new remarks and evaluations®. In the nineteenth century the
number of historical publications significantly increased, and Bulgarian
mediaeval studies — primarily thanks to the activity of Russian, Czech
and Bulgarian scholars — became an independent area of research; we
will examine this in the following sub-chapter. Of the authors discussed
above, only Mauro Orbini did not write in Latin (he wrote in Italian), he
also stood out in that he worked outside of France and Italy (the same can
be said of Pejacevi¢ and Kleiner), and like the others, he was a Catholic
clergyman?. Near the end of the eighteenth century the situation quickly

#Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, On the Governance of the
Empire, pp. 152—-160. The text of the cited edition (by Gyula Moravesik) does not include
any chronological indications.

STL AanoBa,[lucariue (Dp/,zmg-l(mgep Tesauesuy ucmopus na 57;/12/,zpume?, b
20.1/2, 2016, pp. 57—58.

3 Without an in-depth analysis, it would be difficult to evaluate the development
of historiography in the non-Slavic Europe of this period in regard to the presentation
of the history of Bulgaria. It would seem however that no ground-breaking work that
would deserve a more substantial mention has appeared during this period. Either way,
John B. Bury, supplementing Gibbon’s work in the Bulgarian matters, exclusively cited
Jiretek, Hilferding and Uspenskiy, ignoring the works of western European historians
(E. Gibbon, The history of the decline and fall of the Roman Empire, ed. ] B.Bury,
introd. W.E.H. L e cky, vol. X, New York 1906, pp. 26-36).

7 Of the early historiographers whose scope included Bulgarian mediaeval history
one can also name, for example, Johann Léwenklau (J. Leunclavius, Annales
Sultanorum Othimanidarum, Francofurdum 1588) a German philologist and histori-
an, a pupil of Philip Melanchthon. Due to the subjects he was examining he did not,
of course, mention tsar Peter, therefore his work is not examined in the present study.
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changed, the interest in South Slavic Middle Ages became more wide-
spread’. Johann Gotthelf Stritter, a German historian working in Russia,
inspired by the plans of developing a history of the world by August
Ludwig Schlézer, published an extensive anthology of Byzantine sources
(translated into Latin) regarding the history of the peoples of south-west-
ern and eastern Europe and of Asia. The anthology was soon afterwards
translated into Russian®. The chronological-thematic arrangement he
used made his work resemble the Calendars of Assemani, although the
comments are much briefer and located in the footnotes*. In 1782, Ludwig
Albrecht Gebhardi published a substantial (over two hundred pageslong)
Geschichte des Reichs Bulgarien as a fragment of the history of Hungary
and the surrounding countries (Geschichte des Reichs Hungarn und der
damit verbundenen Staaten). In the part related to Peter, he cited sources
gathered by Assemani and Stitter, their commentaries and Pagi’s work*'.
Gibbon, writing at roughly the same time, took his information from Du
Cange, Baroni with Pagi’s comments and from Stritter’s source anthology.
He did not mention Peter even by name, counting him among the ‘fee-
ble successors’” of Symeon who, being ‘divided and extinguished, led to
the collapse of the state*. The synthesis of Johann Christian Engel also
deserves a mention, having the same thematic range and being of similar

¥ Cf.B.Tw03eaeB, Anosozus..., pp- 1S1—-152.

¥ Memoriae populorum, olim ad Danubium, Pontum Euxinum, Paludem Maeotidem,
Caucasum, Mare Caspium, et Inde Magis ad Septemtriones incolentium, e scriptoribus histo-
riae Byzantinae,ed.].G.Strittero,vol. IL, Petropolis 1774 (about Peter: pp. 609-616);
L.G. Michaud, Stritter, Jean-Gotthelf de, | in:] Biographie universelle, ancienne et
moderne, vol. XLIV, Paris 1826, pp. 44—4s5.

+ Stritter’s chronologial findings should be mentioned here. In the chrono-
logical table of the rulers of Bulgaria (Memoriae populorum, p. 458) he dates Peter’s
reign to 942—967. In the main body of his work, to 942-963. Year 942 would have
corresponded with the fifteenth indiction of the following cycle in relation to year 927,
however S tritter dates Symeon’s death that happened during this indiction to year
941 (Memoriae populorum, p. 609). Year 963 as the date of Peter’s death comes, of course,
from associating it with the death of Maria and the change of the Byzantine ruler.

#L.A.Gebhardi, Geschichte des Reichs Hungarn und der damit verbundenen
Staaten, vol. 1V, Leipzig 1782, pp. 76-81.

+ Chapter ss was originally published in the fifth volume (1788), I have made use of
alater edition: E. Gib b o n, The history..., pp. 26—36.



494 Part 3: The Interpretations

size as Gebhardi’s work. Writing about the beginning of Peter’s reign,
Engel made an interesting comparison, stating that after Symeon’s death
the political situation in Bulgaria resembled that of France following the
death of Louis XIV: outwardly glorious, its internal power exhausted*.

2. Mid-Eighteenth to Mid-Nineteenth Century:
The Birth of Native Historiography and the
Development of Historical Literature
in the Balkans and in Russia

The birth of the modern Bulgarian historiography is determined by
the writing of Slavic-Bulgarian bistory by Paisios of Hilendar (1762).
The creation and dissemination of this work was certainly a notable
social matter in Turkish-ruled Bulgaria**. The date of the completion
of the work is sometimes considered to be a watershed moment in the
history of Bulgarian culture and language®. Paisios’s work contributed

#J.Ch. Engel, Geschichte der Bulgaren in Mésien, [in:] id e m, Fortsetzung der
Allgemeinen Welthistorie durch eine Gesellschaft von Gelehrten in Teutschland und
Engeland ausgefertiget, vol. XLIX, Halle 1797, pp. 360-363; for wider background see:
H. AuapeeBa, boizapus u 6sazapume 6 e0Ho HEMCKO UCIMOPULECKO CEUUHEHUE 0T
xpas na XVIII 6., [in:] MNK.Eurea, Hemopus na 6oazapume 6 Musus, transl., comm.
H. A napeesa, Beauko TepHOBO 2009, pp. 5—55.

+ M. A p u H o B, Omey [lancuii, nezo60mo speme, nezosama Hemopus u yuenuyume
wmy, [in:] id e m, Hsbpanu ceuunenus, ed. 1. Ay ita e B, vol. I, Tpydose no 6oazapcxa
u caassncka ucmopus, Codust 1971, pp. 163—18s (reprint from 1871); I Aunekos,
Tlancun Xu/zeﬂﬁﬂpacu, [in:][Taucuit Xuaenaa pckuy, C/Lﬂg}zﬂo-ﬁmzapcmz ucmo-
pus, transL. [. AuaekoB, CO(I)I/ISI 1972, pp. 7—31; H.T'e n 4 e B, baazapcko stpamﬁaﬂe,
Codust 1981, pp. 59—61.

#E.g. E.-Teoprues, [laucui Xuﬂenﬁapcmﬁ - Memay Penecanca u Ilpocsemyennemo,
lin:] IHancuii Xusendapcku u nezosama enoxa (1762-1962). Cooprux om uscredsanus
1o cay4aii 200-200umnunama om Hemopus crassnoboazpacka, ed. A. Kocen etal,
Codust 1962, pp. 253-284; A. AH A p e it 4 uH, K3 ucmopusma na namemo e3uxoso
cmpoumercmso, Codusi 1977, pp. 49—50; H. I'e v 4 ¢ B, boazapckama kyimypa XV-XIX 6.
Aexyuu, Codus 1988, pp. 173—181. Modern scholars made some interesting reservations
regarding the significance of Paisios for the development of Bulgarian revival. See e.g.
I'Kan p u e B, Hcmopuozpagcxu xonyenm na Ilaucui Xu/leﬂﬁapcxu u fpet)ﬂoeemsuoma



Chapter I'V. The Portrayal of Peter in Modern Historiography 495

to reinforcing in the public opinion the awareness and national pride
of Bulgarians, and to raising their political aspirations*. From the his-
toriographic point of view, Paisios is an epigone of the tradition dis-
cussed above, in its worst rendition (he knew Orbini and Baronius from
a Russian translation). On the other hand, as a publicist and a populariser,
he expressed a new trend that today we would refer to as nationalist*.
The main factor speaking in the favour of Paisios the historian is the use
of indigenous sources that have been unknown to the earlier authors*.

ucmopuuecko mucaene, ITYTIXB.HT® so/1/A, 2012, pp. 115-126. He argues that the
History was not in fact the beginning of the revival, due to its limited influence, and
became a symbol post factum, on the wave of enthusiasm of intellectuals and national
activists who were ‘discovering’ Paisios from the middle of 19" century.

“TI. Aunexos, [Haucui Xuﬂeuﬁdpc%u..., pp- 14—1s; B. bonesa, [laucui
Xunendapcxu u nezo8usm ucmopurecku mexcm 668 663poNc0eHcxama nybausnocns,
LN 8 (153), heep://liternet.bg/publish8/vboneva/paisij.htm, accessed: 28.11.2017;
M Aumurt poBa, A.Tlees, s ucmopuama na Memopusma. Llpenucu u npepaﬁamlm
Ha Tlaucuesus mexcmu, ITYTIXB.HT® so/1/A, 2012, pp. 50-72.

# An interesting characterisation of Paisios and his work was made by Alexander
A.Kotchubinskywho thus commented the first scholarly edition of the History:
Heusdannas s csoems noanoms cocmasn nodsuntas Iauciesa “Hemuopis® ne xaxs ucmo-
PUHECKITE MATNEPUAND, 4 KAKD NAMIIMHUKD UCMOPUKO-NUIMEPATIYPHBLIL 1 710 CBOEM)Y SHAEHIIO
85 UCMOPUI0 PASBUMIS UOCH HAYUOHAAPHOCI CPedu Hamuxs cocedert Bozaps, nosumue-
ckutt, 0a6Ho sacayycusara Goime usdannoti. Kpaiine nezpamomno nucannas (...) nexpumu-
YECKASL KOMNUAAYUS 40 AToIMHS20 NPOCTNAZ0 AOOHCKAZO MOHAX A, MIbMB HE MEHILE 20PS4UME
LYBCIMBOMB NAMPUOTMULECKUMD U, COCTNABACHHAS YMHO [CB 10A202UHECKUME TNAKINOME

— Kotchubinsky added later], snepsvie nposera npeds napodusims cosnanuems borzaps
mumnysuLee uxs don201i u nebescrasnon wcusuu... — A. Ko g y OUHCKUH, HpuMn:muz’e,
3MOOMUA 16, 1893, p. 54 (appendix to the edition by Arkadiy V.Longinov).
Kotchubinsky’s statement and voices similar to it have been considered by some to
be an unwarranted criticism (e.g. IT.A. Havy o B, 3abeserncka 3a Ilaucuesama ucmo-
pus, IICBKA 46, 1894, p. 523; IT.A. AaB p o Bb, Odna uss nepedwioxs ucmopin
Crasano-borzapcroii iepomonaxa Ilaucis, coxpanusmascs 66 pxn. N0 1731 cobpanis
npop. Tpuzoposuua, [in:] Tpydor socmazo apxeorozuueckazo comwsda 65 Mockemw, vol. 11,
ed. TI.C.YBaposa, M.H. Cnepanckuit, Mocksa 1895, p. 249). It is difficult to
provide an unequivocal evaluation of Paisios” historiographic work, as he was at the
same time an ‘un-critical compiler’ and the herald of the Bulgarian revival.

# On the sources used by Paisios see: ITT.. AaBp o8 b, Odna us nepedmwaoxs...;
B.B e au e, Omeys Hancui Xu/teuﬁﬂpam u Lesaps baponuit, CO(l)I/IS[ 1943;R.Picchio,
Gli Annali del Baronio-Skarga e la Storia di Paisij Hilendarski, RS 3, 1954, 212—233;
H. A parosa, dosmamnu useopu na “Hemopus crassnoboazapexa’, [in:] Hancui
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The motive that led Paisios to reaching for the pen was the lack of knowl-
edge of own history among the Bulgarians. If Bulgarians would learn how
mighty their state has once been — claimed Paisios — they will stop being
ashamed of their own origins, they will raise their heads, and consider
themselves equal to the Greeks and other nations*. In fact, Paisios was
not entirely innovative in his approach. ‘Revivalist’ (national) motives
have previously been driving Orbini and Kleiner as well**. It was not
until Paisios, however, that the exposition of history was subordinated
to a non-historiographic aim to such a significant degree (we will be able
to study this in more detail while examining the way in which Peter was
presented). This goal was to raise the spirits of his countrymen, defy the
Greek violence, and only a simplified vision of history presented in
the Slavic-Bulgarian bistory had played a ‘revivalist’ role®.

Paisios of Hilendar

The portrayal of Peter as presented by Paisios is unequivocally negative.
According to him, Peter was a ruler who did not succeed in wars, was
friendly towards Greeks, and subservient to them. From the start of his
reign, the Bulgarian state weakened, because of Peter’s inconsistency and
pettiness. Paisios claimed that the only fortunate aspect of the reign was
the life and activity of John of Rila with which it coincided*. Following
the hagiographic narrative (the Life by Euthymios of Tarnovo®) Paisios
described the would-be meeting of the ruler and the hermit, and the

Xunendapcku u nezosama enoxa..., pp. 307—309; LA. T o a 0 p o B, Hemopuueckume 833-
2nedu na Hancuii Xunendapckn, IMM 20,1968, pp. 95—165; T. C b 6 ¢ B, Omey [lancui
Xunendapcxu. Enoxa, auunocm,, deao, suavenne, [in:] i d e m, Hsbpanu counnenus sspxy
ucmopusma na yspxéama, ed. A. Kp b c 1 e B, Beanko TppHOBO 2005, pp. 214—250;
Ax. A e NArara, [Taucnit XuaeHpapeki..., pp. 17-24.

#®ITaucunn Xuaenaapcxu, Homopus crassnoboreapckas. Kpumuuecro
usdanue c npeeaﬁ u Komenmap, ed A.lTees, M. Aumur posaIlLIlerxos, transl.
A.ITees,comm. A.Huxoaos, A.ITe e, 3orpad 2012, p. 60.

*Cf.G.Brogi Bercoff I/ Regno..., pp. 121-156.

' T1. A n s e ko B, [laucuii Xuaendapcku..., pp. 14-1s.

*Tlancunn Xuaenaapcku, Homopus C./ldB}lH050/lZﬂpC7Cd}Z..., p- 152.

$H. A paroBa, Jomamnn uzgopu..., pp. 307-309.
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exchange of letters which was a ‘considerable gain for the soul’ of Peter.
Subsequently, he described the conclusion of peace with the Byzantine

Empire, the marriage with Christopher’s daughter, and the rebellion

of John and Michael, which he considers to have been not two events,
but a simultaneous and long-lasting war between the brothers. The final

of the presented episodes is the sending of his sons (Boris and Roman) to

Constantinople, and Peter’s death. The history of the breaking of peace

with the Byzantines is narrated in a similar way as in Orbini’s text, on

whose work Paisios based the entire passage. However, the duration and

simultaneity of the rebellions of Peter’s brothers was the Zographian

monk’s own invention**. This modification is not without significance
— it provides good reasons for speaking of the internal discord that leads

to the state’s collapse. Paisios introduced some order into Mavrourbin’s

exposition, by discarding the remark about the beginning of the rebel-
lion of the Cometopouloi from the account of Irene’s death and renewal
of peace that violated the chronology. Unfortunately at the same time

there is no remark on this event in the place that would have been appro-
priate for it — at the beginning of the description of the reign of David
and his brothers.

It seems that Paisios is the historiographer who has laid the founda-
tions of the ‘black legend’ of Peter®. The threads appearing in his work
and the layout of the content herald the later negative opinions about
Peter: a weak leader, torpid, and susceptible to Byzantines’ influence,
more interested in spiritual matters than in governance; the state, torn
apart by quarrels under his rule, started to decline. The argument con-
cerning the lack of unity that led to the catastrophe is also going to be
repeated by historians who knew the original accounts of the rebellions of
John and Michael, and therefore were also aware of their limited extent.
In a similar manner the later historians associated Peter’s lack of wartime

“IManmcuit Xuaenaapcku, Momopus mawmoﬁmzapmaﬂ..., p- 154

% CL.T. To Ao p o B, Om ompuyanue xom peabusumayus. lemopuozpagcku beaeonxu
sa yap Hemap I (927-9069) u nezosomo epeme, |in:] ITucmenocm, xnuncosnuyu, knuzu.
boazapckama caeda 8 xyamyprama ucmopus va Espona. Mamepuain om nemama
HAYUOHANNA KOHPEPEHYUSL 1O UCTROPUL, ApXeoroeus u Kyimypen mypussm. Ilomysane
Kom Eb/tzapu}l. Hlymen, 26—28.04.2010 2., ed U.No p Aano s, Hymen 2018, p. 86.
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successes with his interest in religious matters which, alongside the other
descriptions, resulted in the ruler’s portrait of an indecisive has-been and
a religious bigot.

Jovan Raji¢

He completed his extensive work devoted to the history of the Slavs in 1768,
and it was published in 1794/1795%. According to some, Raiji¢ and Paisios,
both Orthodox monk historians, knew each other personally. It is some-
times thought that it was Raji¢ who, during his stay in Hilendar, introduced
Paisios to the sources (the Russian translations of Baroni and Orbini)
available in the library in Sremski Karlovtsi that the latter then used exten-
sively’”. However, more factors set them apart than connected them. Raji¢
had a clearly superior education to Paisios, having been taught at Sremski
Karlovtsi and in Kiev*’. Aside from the History..., his works included
a drama, poetry, and theological works. Raji¢’s historiographic endeav-
ours were not far from the high standards of Du Cange (whom he most
frequently quoted) or the other contemporary authors. The greater part
of the text devoted to Peter consists of quotations from Byzantine authors:
Kedrenos and Zonaras; the author also included Du Cange’s translation®

* A. Ll a s e B, Hemopusma wa Pany u neiinume bpizapcxu npesodu u npepabomxi,
MHBKM 14, 1976, p- 181; b. XKXeaunkcuy, Heomupa, namem, fmpaﬁ: ucmopuozpa-
Punme na Hancuii Xurendapcxu u Hosan Pauy, TIVIIXB.HT® s0/1/A, 2012, p. 113
more about the author and his work: H. P a a 0 ju u h, Cprcxu ucmopuuap Josan Pajuh,
Beorpaa 1952; P. Camap puh, I[Tucyu cnpcke ucmopuje, Beorpaa 1976, pp. 29-59;
C.Bojunosuh, Xponoroeuja eusoma u pada Josana Pajuha, |in:] Josan Pajuh

— weusom u deao, ed. M. @ p aj u a, Beorpaa 1997, pp. 7-27.

7 Cf. A. Paiix o B, Homopuuecka cs06a na maxedonckume beazapu. Céudemencmsa
3a oazapcxomo svspancdare 8 Maxedonuns, Codus 1997, p. 91; an opposite opinion:
T. C s 6 e B, Omey [aucui..., p. 209; A. 1 au e B a, [aucuii Xuaendapcku u Hosan
Pauu, [in:] Ceemom e caos0, crosomo e cesm, ed. M. Koctosa-IlanaiioToBa
et al,, Baaroesrpaa 2016, pp. 115-122.

* A. Ll a u e B, Heomopusma na Pawu..., pp. 184—18s; P. 3 au M o B a, [1odx0dsm Ha
bankanckus nucamen xom ucmopuieckama mema (XVIII sex), VIB 5.1, 2001, pp. 98-99.

A full list of sources used by Raji¢ is provided by, i.a., Dimitar Tsanev (A. L] an e B,
Hemopusma na Pauy..., pp. 189—190). Instead of the original text of Du Cange’s
Historia Byzantina Raji¢ used an edition supplemented by Jdin Tomka-Sdsky
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into his narrative. In addition, Raji¢ cited Mavrourbin (Oribini in the
1722 translation). Part of the author’s interjections linking fragments of
the sources turns out to be a re-narration of Orbini, e.g. the beginning
of paragraph 3 telling of Irene’s death and the events that followed it.

The evaluation of events related by Raji¢ does not take much space
in his work, with the telling of facts dominating. Some of the expressed
judgements have simply been taken by Raji¢ from his sources, howev-
er there are also passages in which his personal opinions can be seen.
It was he who titled chapter eight, devoted to the period after Symeon’s
death: O ymasenin xparecmsa borzapcxazo (On the fall of the Bulgarian
kingdom)®, and the period of Byzantine dominance of Bulgaria (Raji¢
talks here of the time between the removal of Boris from power and
the emergence of the Cometopouloi, dated to 976) he referred to as:
IIAQYECBHOC MOAAAHCTBO (lamentable subjection)®. Regarding the divi-
sions pointed out by Paisios (who was grieving for Bulgaria that fell
under Greek dominion), Raji¢ described them in the same vein near the
end of his exposition of the country’s history: uneducated Bulgarians
started to neglect the common good; instead, selfishness has taken root
in them. For this reason many of the Bulgarians were overtaken by the
lust for power, which led to discord, this in turn resulted in disorder,
then in feuds, infighting and final destruction®.

Both of the authors discussed in this part of the work exerted strong
influence on the nineteenth century historiography. However, they are
discussed first not only for chronological reasons. They were often copied
and published - in adapted form and summaries. Their imitators and

(C.du Fresne, Uyricum vetus et novum sive historia regnorum Dalmatiae, Croatiae,
Slavoniae, Bosniae, Serviae atque Bu[gﬂri/,ze, Posonium 1746 )

“L.Pawuuy, Hcmopis pasnvixs crasenckuxs Hﬂpa&asb naunaye boazaps, Xopsamoss
u Cepbo6s u3s mmoi 3a06¢His u3ImMas u 60 C6%Ms ucmopuseckin npoussedennas, vol. I,
Bienna 1794, p. 40s.

& Ibidem, p. 400.

& Ibidem, p. 409.

¢ These motifs were not alien to the contemporary historiography, the author also
recalled here a similar opinion stated by Orbini — ibidem, pp. 494-495.See A.Paiix o s,
Hemopunecka csdba..., pp. 90—9L
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continuators will be discussed here together. We will thus infringe upon
the chronological order of the present exposition, to which we shall return
in the subsequent sub-chapter, discussing the beginnings of the critical
reflection on the Bulgarian Middle Ages.

Paisios and Raji¢’s continuators, the beginnings
of Bulgarian textbook publishing

The publishing of Atansiy Neskovi¢’s history of Bulgaria, modelled on
Raji¢’s work, in 1801 was funded by Bulgarian merchants. The book must
have gained considerable interest; the book had its second print in the
same year, third one in 1811, and in 1844 its full Bulgarian translation was
published by Petar Sapunov®+. Subsequently, Georgi Ikonomov published
his own version of the text®. In the introduction, Neskovi¢ listed as his
source, beside Raji¢, Stritter’s work. He named both the authors as the
greatest authorities in Slavic history. In reality, he made considerable use
only of the former’s work, the latter being mentioned — we may guess — to
make a better impression on the readers and sponsors of the publication®.
The passage regarding Peter was left with practically no changes compared
to Raji¢’s original in both Neskovi¢’s and Sapunov’s versions (I had no
access to Ikonomov’s publication)®.

The first Bulgarian history to be printed in Bulgarian is the Brief
History of Bulgaria by Hristaki Pavlovi¢®®. It contains a greatly abbreviated

¢ A. Ll a n e B, HUcmopusma na Pauwu..., pp. 204—205.

& A. Paiixo B, Hemopuuecka csdba..., p. 91.

¢ A. L aues, Hemopusma na Pauy..., pp. 206—-207.

“7A.HeckoBuu, Hcmopia na maseﬂﬂa—ﬁmmpcmzz mzpoaa u3w o. Pauua ucmopie
U HIKUXS UCIOpULecKuMs KH12s, Byaa 1801, pp. 121-126. An incorrect dating of the
death of Romanos Lekapenos (on the page 124 the year is given as 983) should be
considered a result of a printing error. A. H e ¢ x 0 B u 4, Homopiama na caassento-604-
2apxin napods use ucmopiama na 2. Pawua u nnxou ucmopusecku knuzu cocmasaena (...),
transl. IT. Cany 1 o B, Bykypem 1844, pp. 122—128 (the translator duplicated here the
incorrect dating).

#X.TTaB Ao Bu Y, Pa32080pnuks 2pexo-6012apcKit 3a OHbLL, KOU-TH0 HCAAIME ZPe-
Yeckitl S3biK 04 ce Hayuam, npu x020-mo u eona xpamxa boazapcxa ucmopus npuirocuce,
Bearpaas 1835, pp. 88—99.
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exposition of history (11 pages!) based on the information and chronol-
ogy from Raji¢’s work. The author devoted half a page to Peter,
on which he listed the most important facts from the ruler’s life: the
ascent to power, threat from the neighbours, the peace with Byzantium,
the renewal of peace with Nikephoros Phokas, the sending of his sons as
hostages, and the breakdown of peace caused by the Hungarian raids®.
Nine years later Pavlovi¢ published a redacted version of Paisios” History
(the so-called zsarstvenik). The author repeated, without particular fidelity
but also without substantial alterations, Paisios’s passage regarding Peter.
The tsar’s characterisation was supplemented by a comment that the ruler
was pusillanimous, and that this was the deciding factor that led to his
friendship with the Greeks, and his submissive attitude towards them™.
He omitted the remark regarding Irene’s death. This particular moment
of the development of Byzantine-Bulgarian relations was presented as
a re-entering into a peace agreement with the Greeks, coinciding with
the rebellion of Peter’s brothers™. It is a pity that Pavlovi¢ did not consult
the abbreviated history of Bulgaria, based on Raji¢, he published nine
years earlier to somewhat order his exposition.

Pavlovié’s tsarstvenik was intended for school education. A simi-
lar, popularising goal motivated Dragan Tsankov, who published his
Overview of Bulgarian history in the Mesecoslov [ Calendar — J.MW.] for
1857, based on the works of ‘foreign’ historians — as he himself stated™
His text is an important zovum, for it acknowledged the achievements
of the contemporary Bulgarian studies conducted in Russia, that will
be presented below. The text was later re-printed as a standalone text-
book titled A short overview of Bulgarian history (first printed in 1866).
It was highly popular, and its fifth edition appeared already in 18707,

% Ibidem, p. 93.

7o X.ITa B A 0 B u 4, Llapcmeenux uin ucmopis borzapckas, byaum 184 4, pp. 34—3s.

7 Ibidem, p. 35.

7 A. Ll a 1 x 0 B, Eduns nozaeds 6spxy baszapckama ucmopis, [in:] Meceyocross 3a
1857 2., vol. I, Llapurpaas 1857, pp. 60-130.

7 Cf. A. M uw e B, Boazapus 6 munaromo. Cmpanuyn u3 0o12apcxama Kyimypra
ucmopus, Codust 1916, p. 327.
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Peter’s history is presented in this work in an abbreviated form™. The
author clearly pointed out the internal divisions and fighting (rebellions
of Peter’s brothers) as the causes of Bulgaria’s downfall”. 1860s and 1870s
brought further publications of textbook nature. The work of Dobri
Voynikov was published in 1861 in Vienna’®, and Todor Shishkov’s history
appeared in 1873 in Istanbul””. Although both of the authors cite Paisios
of Hilendar (in Hristaki Pavlovi¢’s redaction), the base source of their
knowledge and attitudes towards the past were contemporary historical
works. Dobri Voynikov listed Yuriy Venelin, Pavel Safarik, Jovan Raji¢,
Spiridon Palauzov and, in addition, as a source of knowledge about the
less well known antiquities and folk legends he also mentioned (alongside
the tsarstvenik) the work of Georgi Rakovski. His relation regarding
Peter has been strongly influenced by Venelin. Voynikov, writing about
the causes of the gradual downfall of the state pointed to the divisions
at the Preslavian court, rebellions and expansion of the Serbs, Hungarians
and Croatians, Byzantinisation and the opposition to the Greek influence
from part of the Bulgarian elites, Peter’s weakness and submission to his
wife, etc. Shishkov’s relation is less hostile towards Symeon’s successor,
follows the facts more closely; the author is more sparing in offering his
opinions — in this regard, the work resembles Dragan Tsankov’s text,
to which he referred in several places. Alongside it, he also cited other
sources: e.g. Kedrenos and Leo the Deacon, as well as other studies,
such as the History of Bulgarians in Moesia by Johann Engel. What is
interesting, Shishkov stated that John’s rebellion started when Peter was
returning from Constantinople after his wedding with Maria-Irene. It
is worth recalling that this detail was introduced into historiography by
Orbini, whose work, in a Russian translation, may also have been used
by our author.

7 A. 1l an x o B, Eduns nozaeds..., pp. 100-10L

7 Ibidem, p. 101.

" A.Boituukos s, Kpamia 55/12])41]7[764 ucmopis, Bbua 1861. On Peter: pp. 104-110.

7 T. Ml n w x o B, Hemopis na beazapxocs napods, Llapurpaas 1873. On Peter:
pp- 167-170, 183.

7 A.B ot Hu k0B, Kpamka 6sazpapcka ucmopiz, p. VIL
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Yuriy Venelin

In the first half of the nineteenth century a new direction of scholarship
ofmediaeval Bulgaria was born, and we will tentatively refer to it as ‘crit-
ical'”. While we accept Paisios as a symbol of changes in historiography,
these did not relate to the manner of writing (here, Paisios is strongly
conservative, not to say reactionary), but rather motivation. The ‘new’
that arrived with the works of Yuriy Venelin was based on moving away
from the copying and compiling of chronicles in favour of constructing
historiographic narratives of the author’s own design, based of course on
more — or less — in-depth source analysis. The history works of this trend
resemble modern writing in regard to their composition, in the degree to
which the exposition of history is shaped by the author’s intentions. Paisios,
for example, who was writing to cheer the hearts of his countrymen, made
only one clear intervention that served this purpose in which he at the
same time altered the facts regarding Peter; the major part of his works is
a paraphrase of ‘Mavrourbin} who in turn compiled works of Byzantine
chroniclers. In Venelin’s case, the re-narrating of the facts, proclaiming
opinions and substantiating them are proportional to what we are used
to from reading modern-day historical publication. Critical historiog-
raphy can be considered a direct predecessor to the Bulgarian academic
historiography which, with Marin Drinov’s work, in the second half
of the nineteenth century encompassed the native mediaeval history.
In Venelin, we observe a tendency to speculative thinking and constructing

79 In some approaches, it is only Marin Drinov who is considered the first representa-
tive (along with the Czech Konstantin Jirecek) of the critical-historical method, who had
overcome the Romantic phase in Bulgarian bistoriography (D.Mish ko v a, The Afterlife
of a Commonwealth: Narratives of Byzantium in the National Historiographies of Greece,
Bulgaria, Serbia and Romania, [in:] Entangled Histories of the Balkans, vol. 111, Shared
Pasts, Disputed Legacies, ed. R.Daskalov, A. Vezenkov, Leiden—Boston 2015,
p- 191; the author cites here papers by Petar Nikov and Ivan Duychev). It is difficult
to define the moment when the ‘Romantic phase’ was overcome. DianaMishkova
(ibidem, p. 192) states writing about Zlatarski: i is astonishing how much he had inberited
[from the notions of the Romantic generation of historians and from the ‘national construal
of Byzantium [she refers to Byzantine influence on Bulgaria — JMW.], which had taken
shape between Paisiy and Drinov.
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complex hypotheses, so prevalent in the work of modern historians. The
aim of such activity (as much for Venelin as for our contemporaries) is
most frequently the filling of the gaps in knowledge. For example: Venelin
devoted much attention to the Bulgarian-Rus relations, and considered
it valid to also comment on their state during the early period of Peter’s
reign (let us stress here that the sources do not shed any light whatso-
ever on this topic). He built a logical chain of events: Rus, Bulgaria’s
close neighbour, maintained lively contacts with her, not limited to trade.
Could it therefore have kept neutrality when facing Bulgaria split into
two (Venelin was thinking here of Michael and John’s rebellions)? Since
the Byzantines supported the ruler, would his opposition not have sought
help from the North? The factor that Venelin considered to have been
decisive in tipping the Rus into taking a side in the Bulgarian rebellions
was the commencement of raids on the Byzantine Empire by Igor. He
supported his conclusion with a rhetorical question: where else would the
hostility between Byzantium and the Ruthenian prince have originated ?*

Venelin’s most important historical work, the Critical study of the
history of Bulgarians was published, posthumously, in 1849 in Moscow®".
Chronologically, it encompasses the period from the moment the
Bulgarians appeared in the Balkans until Svyatoslav’s invasion (968).
In 1853, the work’s translation into Bulgarian by Botyo Petkov (the father
of Hristo Botev) was published in Zemun. The original edition was
severely cut by the Russian censor, Fyodor Golubinsky®.

$10. B e H ¢ A u B, Kpumuneckiz U3CAW008anis 06 ucmopin Boazaps: Co npuxoaa
boarzaps na Opaxitickiii noryocmposs 00 986 2004, uiu noxopenis boreapiu Beanxums
Knsasems Pycckums, Cesmocrasoms, Mocksa 1849, pp. 269—270.

% For information about the author, his work and contacts with Bulgarian intelligen-
tsia, as well as with other Russians researching Bulgarian history (i.a. Vassil Aprilovand
Spiridon Palauzov) see: A. Llanes, 32 boazapume. qymﬁﬂma ucmopuyecka bpaeapuc-
muxa npes XVII-XIX gex, Coust 1981, pp. 80—-9s; i d e m, FO. Beneaun u bvazapckama
633p0maeﬂcmz ucmopuoepagus, UBYIA 26, 1984, pp. 193—200; E. Apocuesa, Tpu
emwda 3a Beneaun, UIBUA, 26, 1984, pp. 201—207; M. B e ae B a, FOpuii Heanosuy
Beneaun 6 bvacapcxama ucmopuozpagus, UIBUA 26, 1984, pp. 171-191; A. Ll an e s,
Benzapccama uemopunecka xnuycnuna npes Bespancdanemo. XVIII - nspsama norosuna
#a XIX 6., Codusi 1989, pp. 31-33.

% A. Ll aneB, 3a boazapume..., pp. 91-93.
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Venelin’s writings turned out to have been a breakthrough, not only
from the perspective of the historical research into mediaeval Bulgaria, but
also regarding the portrayal of Peter himself. Let us begin with the quanti-
tative matters: Venelin devoted nearly ninety pages to Peter’s reign,” and
to this day his study remains the most extensive work regarding Bulgarian
political history in the years 927-969, although it has to be said that
a considerable part of this volume was filled with discussions on topics
of secondary importance to the chapter’s main subject.

Venelin is the author of many of the hypotheses regarding Peter which,
although devoid any solid (or even any at all!) source basis, became nest-
ed in Bulgarian mediaevistics. The Russian ethnographer and historian
had a negative opinion of Peter as a ruler, and subjected his narrative to
substantiating it. The telling of the history of Peter’s reign begins with
a categorical statement that in 927 Peter was still a minor, and that George
Sursuvul served as the regent. On this basis, he makes conjectures: the
ascension to throne of Symeon’s younger son was a result of Sursuvul’s
intrigues, and it succeeded thanks to Byzantine support. Byzantines
preferred Peter, a mere lamb’ on the throne, to one of his fine broth-
ers (mo40dypt) — John or Michael*. Venelin subjected his fantasising, as
I mentioned before — and which we are going to examine further — to the
notion of Peter’s weakness, and pursued this through arguments assum-
ing on the part of the participants of the events a high causal role, nearly
complete knowledge, and politicisation. In the Russian historian’s vision,
the Byzantines have the appropriate tools to exert influence that leads to
placing Peter on the throne; they know he will be a ‘weak’ and ‘peace-lov-
ing’ ruler (let us remind here that Venelin thought Peter to have been
a minor at the time!), and consistently pursue the agenda of reinforcing
their influence while desiring the weakening of Bulgaria. George Sursuvul

% Bulgarian editions: Y0.11. B ¢ 1 ¢ A u v, Kpumuuecxor usdotsnis 3a ucmopibi-ms
5/152@0(7{%. Oms npuxo%faeﬂie-mo #a Baseape-mut na Opaxviiickolii nosyocmposs 00 968
200un.R, uan 0o noxopenie-mo baszapitx oms Beauxvui Knsso Pycckui, vol. 11, transl.
b.ITe 1k o B, 3emyns 1853, pp. 112—198. In the Russian original the part regarding Peter
is a few pages shorter, which is a result of a different lettering density: FO.M. Bene au n,
Kpumuuecm}z U3CAW08aHiIS. ., pp- 261-342.

8 Ibidem, pp. 262—263.
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has a comparable position of a ‘demiurge] and uses Peter to realise his
own political ambitions. The youthful ruler is not being brought up
to be a statesman, but instead is provided with various distractions and
entertainments which are intended to draw him away from the matters
of state®, he is to remain a marionette whose strings are pulled at first by
Sursuvul, and later by Maria-Irene. In Bulgaria, facing Sursuvul’s rapac-
ity and the strengthening of Byzantine influence, there was a build-up
of dissatisfaction, which resulted in the rebellions of Michael and John.
The political conflicts were presented by the Russian historian as a rivalry
between two groups: the Bulgarian, warlike, whose programme was being
realised by Symeon, and the pro-Byzantine, led by the regent. Venelin
reversed the chronological order of the rebellions that we know from
the sources, first presenting the usurpation attempt of the elder of Peter’s
brothers®. In Venelin’s view, John’s rebellion lasted longer and was more
significant, as it turned into a civil war with an involvement of outside
powers, which led to a considerable weakening of the state. It is the sup-
posed internal division of Bulgaria that Venelin considers to have been
the cause of its downfall during the 940s. During that time, new states
are born on Bulgarian territories: Hungary, Croatia and Serbia.

Morau au Boarape, Hapoab LapCTBYOIMIA, €CAN PyKH HXB CBOOOAHBI
OBIAM OTb BCSIKArO IIOCTOPOHHSIO 3aHSTHS, AOITYCTHTh BO3MYICHUCE
¥ OTIIAACHHE CHXD MaABIX'b M HECHAHBIXD HapoAOBb? Moran au Cep6si
u Kpoatst couts b celst uro, ecau 651 boarape He 3ansTbl Ob1a1 paspo-

pOMB MexXAy cO6010?

According to Venelin, this period brought about the blow that proved
to have been fatal to Bulgaria®.

The Russian historian stated that the Rus’ intervention against the
supporters of Peter and the Byzantines, aiming to support John, lasted
from 938 until 943. One of its episodes was the maritime expedition of

% Ibidem, p. 265.
8 Ibidem, pp. 266-268.
8 Ihidem, p. 279.
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the Rus’ on Constantinople in 941. The journey of Maria-Irene, noted
by the sources discussing this period, was most likely caused by the Rus’
activities. Venelin did not specify whether Maria journeyed to ask for assis-
tance, seck shelter from the war, or simply to see Romanos®. While the war
was taking place in Bulgaria, a rebellion aimed at the transferring of power
to Constantine erupted in Byzantium. It was associated with the events
happening in Bulgaria, and was supported by the Anatolian Bulgarians®.
Venelin dated the end of the rebellion to 943, and as he himself stated
that nothing can be said about the events of the war events during the
rebellion’s final stages; it was also not known through what deceit
the tsar’s brother was arrested. John’s transportation to Constantinople
is presented as a course of action agreed by the two courts®.

After the civil wars Bulgaria needed good relations with Rus and
Byzantium. Peter’s feeble reign quenched the hopes of the nation, which
was used to enterprising rulers, for rescuing the country. Peter subordinat-
ed himself to Maria’s whims. While she was in the position of a Bulgarian
ruler, she remained Greek at heart, and served as a tool for realising
Byzantine interests. The people did not like this tsaritsa, for the other
‘queens, although being Bulgarian themselves, did not meddle in pol-
itics. Bulgarians wanted the tsar’s son to be named after Peter’s father
(in Venelin’s text — Vladimir), however Maria did not agree to this, for he
caused too much harm to the Greeks, and for this reason their sons bore
the names of their great-grandfathers. Peter submitted to Maria regarding
their sons’ upbringing and allowed them to be sent to Constantinople,
where they were visited by their mother every year”. The weak and passive
reign, the presence of the heirs to the throne in the empire’s capital, where
they wallowed in opulence, caused discontent which led to the uprising
of the Cometopouloi. Venelin stressed that it may have also been partly
caused by Peter’s other weaknesses and mistakes, which went unnoticed
by the Byzantine source authors?®.

8 Ibidem, p. 28s.

% [bidem, pp. 290—292.

9 Thidem, pp. 295-297, 301
o Ibidem, pp. 326—327.

9 Ihidem, pp. 329-331.
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The work’s Bulgarian translation, larger than the original due to lack
of Russian censorship cuts and additions, in the part relating to Peter is
exactly equivalent to the Russian printed version. There is one termino-
logical difference that deserves a mention: where Venelin referred to the
Bulgarian ruler as a ‘king’ - ‘kopoas ™, Petkov used the term ‘tsar — ‘naps’**.

Spiridon Palauzov

The mid-nineteenth century was a period of vigorous development of
Russian research on mediaeval Bulgaria. Important works by Spiridon
Palauzov have been published during the 1850s”. Peter appears in these
only episodically, and is not discussed at any appreciable length. We do
however find Palauzov’s interesting opinion on this ruler in the Zsar
Symeon’s era (18s52). Contrary to the nearly consistent opinion of the con-
temporary historiographers, he did not seek the causes of the state’s weak-
ness in some kind of personal disposition or negligence of the Bulgarian
tsar, but claimed that: Peter, under the protection of his uncle Sursuvul,
managed to postpone Bulgaria’s collapse for several years**. The Russian
scholar had anticipated the calls for Peter’s rehabilitation, which became
the locus communi of modern historiography, by nearly a century. Palauzov
did not substantiate his position in any way. Perhaps he did not think it
through in depth. Where he devoted more attention to the question of
Bulgaria’s downfall (European south-west in the fourteenth century, 18s8),
he considered the time of Peter’s reign as wasted from the perspective
of development of the state, suggesting negligence on the part of those
in power. At the same time he contrasted the clear sense of direction and
decisive foreign policy of Byzantium with the lack of ambition of the

% Ihidem, p. 267.

*10. V1. B e 1 e A u 1, Kpumuneckot u3doianis..., p. 118.

» For more information about this author see: X. Koaapos,B.Twosecacs,
Cnupudon Huxonaes [laraysos (1818-1872), [in:] C.I1a aay s o B, Hs6panu mpydose,
vol.Led. X.Koaa pos,B.To3eaes, Copus1974, pp.7—73; M. B e a e B a, Crupudon
1lanaysos — ucmopux na Cpeﬁuﬂ u FOzousmoyuna Espona, [in:]C.TTaaa y3 0B, H35]muu
mpyﬁose, vol.II,ed. M.BeaeBa, Co(l)m{ 1977, pp. 7-46; A. Ll a u e B, boscapckama
ucmopuyecka..., pp. 163—181.

** C.H.ITaaay 3 o B b, Bwxs boszapckazo yaps Cumeona, Canknetepbyprs 1852, p. 4.
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Bulgarians (abandoning of Symeon’s ideas). He also considered Peter’s
reign to have been the beginning of the dominance of the Roman-Greek
element in Bulgaria” .

Alexandr Gilferding

Alexandr Gilferding was writing the same time as Palauzov; he can be
distinguished from the already discussed Russian authors by the fact he
sought to provide a comprehensive view of history of the Southern Slavic
Orthodox states: Bulgaria and Serbia®®. In 1855 he published Writings on
the history of Serbs and Bulgarians, which were later (1868) published
in a supplemented and redrafted version in a volume of Collected works,
under the title The history of Serbs and Bulgarians.

The vision of Peter’s reign that Gilferding offers resembles in many
respects the one outlined by Venelin. Gilferding is equally negative about
the ruler, however the critical remarks are differently focused. He recon-
structed facts with much greater care, and as a rule, he keeps his narra-
tive much closer to the information provided by the sources, without
indulging his imagination to such an extent. Nonetheless, also here we
can find bold hypotheses that have no grounding in the accounts from
the discussed period.

Gilferding presented the times of Peter in a decisive and unequivocal
manner as a time of collapse. Much like Peter did not resemble his father
(not having inherited his prowess, fierceness and bloodlust, as the Russian
historian characterised the ruler following the description from the Life
of Luke the Younger), so the Bulgaria of his time did not resemble the one
that came before it. The ambition, thoughts of conquering Byzantium
and creating indigenous Christian and Slavic culture (npocr-kuenie) are
abandoned. Bulgaria became powerless and devoid of vitality. Gilferding,
however, claims that such a situation could not have come about exclu-
sively due to an individual’s (the ruler’s) weakness and the rapacity of the

7 C.H.ITa aay 3 o8, FOQ20-Bocmoxs Esponee 6 XIV cmosemun, CanxnerepOyprs

1858, pp. 47—438.
% Cf. A. Ll a 1 e B, 32 Baazapume..., p. 109.
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neighbouring countries, but that it was also considerably influenced by
the dynamic of the country’s inner life. In this, Symeon was among those
responsible, as through his active policy he depleted the state’s resources.
Another reason for Bulgaria’s downfall was the breaking of unity with
the other Slavic nations, which was caused by the Hungarians who, set-
tling in Pannonia, separated the Southern Slavs from those in the West,
and by the mistaken (aggressive) policy of Symeon towards Croatia and
Serbia. Remaining in isolation from their Slavic brethren, Bulgarians were
inevitably ensnared by Byzantium?. Peter, according to Gilferding, was
responsible for the cultural decline. During his reign the spiritual activ-
ity of Bulgarians faded away. The intellectual tradition was sufficiently
undeveloped and fledgling that without the court’s care it ceased'*°.
The life of John of Rila was for Gilferding a premise to criticise the
contemporary relations within Bulgaria. The times of John were in some
way a period of prosperity for Bulgaria (nosuniimee 61az00encmsie), there
was a long-lasting peace, and the country enjoyed a high political standing.
Could Bulgaria’s internal state, already influenced by Byzantium, have
been so hopeless (weymemumenvnniiz) that John and the other hermits
preferred to reject any contact with their nation?™ In any case, the pau-
perisation of the spiritual life in the Bulgarian Church that followed
Symeon’s enlightened era was obvious and undoubtable to Gilferding™.
Gilferding emphasised that the image of Peter’s reign was ‘sad, which
was supposed to be attested by the strong Byzantine influences, the split
between the Christian government and the supporters of the old beliefs,
astagnation in the spiritual life, inertia in foreign matters, and extremely
rapidly-progressing collapse (cznpamnas Goicmpoma 66 nadeniu). Peter’s

reign, reported Gilferding, began with the rejection of the thought of

#A.D.Tuas $epaunrs, Homopis cepboss u boszaps, [in:] id e m, Cobpanue
counnenui, vol. I, C.-ITetepbyprs 1868, pp. 111-113.

©° Thidem, p. 121.

' In the 1855 edition, Aleksandr Gilferding (A.®.Tuab $epaunrs, [Hucoma
065 ucmopun cepboss u boazaps, Mocksa 18ss, pp. 170-171) formulated this passage
in a somewhat more decisive manner: Difficult times have come in Bulgaria, if its sole
Apostle of Christianity rejected any contact with the nation!

2 AD. Tuas ¢ epaunrs, Homopia cep5035 u 50/12.41]75..., pp. 129-130.
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conquests, and ends with the state being unable to repel an enemy in its
very heart. Peter was passive in his policies: when taking the reins of power,
he gave up on revenge on the Croatians for his father’s death, and soon
after did nothing to keep Serbia under his influence*. However, Bulgaria’s
downfall could not be ascribed to an incidental influence of an individ-
ual: neither to Peter, nor Maria, nor Peter’s brothers, nor to Sursuvul.
They may have only been the midwives of what resulted from Bulgarians’
national life (4m20 66110 nodzomosaero 06uums xodoms borzapcxoii ycus-
uu)°*. Gilferding judged the development of the Bulgarian state during
Boris and Symeon’s times as too hasty, unstable, unnatural and unhealthy.
He considered this to be a characteristic of Bulgarian history and pre-
sented ‘rises’ of Bulgaria’s political significance in other historical periods.
He suggested that the underlying cause of this weakness of Bulgaria was
the fact that the country (as the only Slavic state to have emerged like
this) was created through conquest, and was artificially conglomerated
from two nations'®.

3. Historiography after the 1850s

3.1. Classical Historiography on Medieval Bulgaria
Marin Drinov

This scholar’s work significantly contributed to the development of
institutional humanities in Bulgaria. In 1869 he was one of the found-
ers of the Bulgarian Literary Society in Briila, Romania, and subse-
quently its chairman for many years. After the liberation of Bulgaria
in 1878, the institution was moved to Sofia, and in 1911 transformed

195 Jhidem, p. 13 4.
1o+ Thidem, p. 136.
105 Jhidem, pp. 137-138.
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into the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences. In the Provisional Russian
Administration in Bulgaria Drinov acted as the Minister of Popular
Enlightenment and Spiritual Affairs. His far-reaching organisational and
academic activity earns him the title of the father of modern Bulgarian
mediaeval studies™. Konstantin Jire¢ek and Vassil N. Zlatarski remained
under his strong influence™”.

A broader presentation of Peter can be found in two of Marin Drinov’s
works: The beginnings of Samuel's state published in 1875-1876 in two
parts, and Southern Slavs and Byzantium in the tenth century published
in 1875. In the former, Drinov’s aim was to rectify and complement
the views on the political situation in which Samuel’s state was created.
In the introduction to the paper he declares that he will look in more
detail into the internal processes that occurred in Bulgaria during Peter’s
reign, and the course of the Rus-Byzantine war in Bulgaria and its political
consequences. Regarding the part of the work that is of the most interest
to us, about Peter, the original goals were realised only in a very limited
way, and the corrections cover the factual details. The same applies to
the latter work. Drinov’s arguments remain within the canon of Venelin
and Gilferdings criticism, he emphasises the weakness of Peter’s character,
the way in which the tsar was influenced by the Byzantines, abandoned
Symeon’s ambitions, was interested in spiritual matters rather than those
of state, etc.® Peter supposedly handed over the government to the nobles,
first and foremost George Sursuvul, who put his personal interest ahead

©6 For an outline of the social and academic work of Marin Drinov, see:
IT. My Taduues, Mapuns Apunoss, Ilpoc 4.6, 1939, pp. 675—684; V1. Ayiiues,
Ipunocom na Mapun Apunos 6 obracmma na beieapcxama ncmopuozpagdus, [in:]
M. A pusosB, M3bpanu couunenus..., pp. 7-34; b. Aureaos, Mapun Apunos,
[in:] KME, vol. I, pp- 614-616; A. I'o p u v a, Mapun Apunos — ucmopux u obugecm-
senniii desmens, Mocksa 1986; V. G juz el e v, Marin Drinov (1838-1906). Begriinder
der bulgarischen Slawistik und Medidvistik, Pbg 17.4,1993, pp. 107-126; A. X pucroB,
Hemopuozpagexu kopern na Apurosomo meopuecmso, I 71.1/2, 2015, pp. 32—4s5.

“7V.Gjuze l e v, Marin Drinov..., p- 108.

Y M.C. A p v 1 o B, Havaromo na Camyurosama %pﬂmfm, [in:]id em, Couunenus.
710_)/9066 no boacapcxa u Crasancka ucmopus, ed.BH.3raTa pcku, vol.I, Codus 1909,
pp- 323-324; M.C. A pu s 0 B, FOwnuie crasane u Busanmis 6z X snxm, [in:] idem,
Covunenus..., pp. 431-433.



Chapter I'V. The Portrayal of Peter in Modern Historiography 513

of the public. Aware that without an outside help he will not be able to
hold on to power, he began to closely co-operate with the Byzantines. The
direction in which this has taken the matters of state aroused the anger
of the people, who rebelled against the ruler for the first time merely a year
after the beginning of his reign. The crown was supported by the clergy,
pleased by the rapprochement with the Byzantines. Peter returned the
favour by granting them privileges, and the clergy found themselves wal-
lowing in wealth and luxury. Infected by greed and concerning themselves
with material matters, the priests neglected their pastoral duties, which
created a space for the development of the Bogomilist heresy". The heresy
was directed against both the Church hierarchy and the state government.
The latter topic has previously been developed by Gilferding who, in the
second edition of his work, based his analysis (similarly to Drinov) on
the account of Cosmas the Priest.

Drinov dates the Cometopouloi rebellion (in his text, the leader of
said rebellion is one Shishman™) to 963. Explaining its success in the
western part of Bulgaria he stated that it was there that the hatred for
the ineffectual ruler was the strongest. Petar Mutafchiev later developed
this thought in a creative manner, claiming that the healthy cultural tra-
ditions of Bulgarians have been preserved in these regions, and have not
been affected by the rot of Byzantinisation, ‘radiating’ from the capital™.
Drinov, to a greater extent than his predecessors, puts responsibility for
the collapse of the state on Peter. While Gilferding was partly justifying
the ruler, by pointing out that the state he inherited was already exhaust-
ed, the Bulgarian historian adopted a contrary position, and considered
Bulgaria in 927 to have been flourishing". Drinov broadly developed the
argument of Peter’s naivety and short-sightedness, which has previously

' M.C. A p uH o B, Hauvaromo..., p. 325.

1 Jhidem, pp. 325—-326.

" The fictitiousness of Shishman has only been uncovered by Vassil N. Zlatarski
(BH.3aaTa p c ku, “Toii napewenume zpamomu” na Ilunuus u nezosus cun Ilieso,
I'CY 15/16,1919/1920, pp. 1-54.).

" I1.MyTa¢aues, Homopus na boazapckus ﬂapoa (681-1323),ed.B.T103 e A€ B,
Codust 1986, p. 222.

" M.C. A puH o B, Havaromo..., p. 320.
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been constructed by the aforementioned Russian scholar, and by Spiridon
Palauzov"+. The Byzantines were to have been perfidious allies. Soon after
concluding the peace in 927 they initiated a consistent policy of backing
out of the concessions made towards Bulgaria. This can be attested by
their support for the Serbian separatism. Drinov blames Peter for not
having perceived this warning sign, as the tsar faithfully kept his own
commitments. Peter has seen through the Byzantines’ dishonesty only
near the end of his life, but by that point it had been too late™.

Konstantin Jire¢ek

The work of this exceptional Czech Slavist, while it may be considered
a milestone in the development of the historiography of mediaeval
Bulgarian history (it was published in four languages: Czech, German,
Russian and Bulgarian), did not add much to the way Peter was being

presented"

. Jire¢ek’s attitude is critical of the ruler, and very similar to
Drinov’s position. The state’s collapse that began during his reign was
largely influenced by the character of the monarch, who was ‘neither
apolitician, nor a warrior’. His place in history was among the saints and
hermits. The state was in reality governed by his uncle George Sursuvul.
The government did not represent the entire nation, but only one part
of it, and interests of that group"”. The culture entered a period of decline,
which made room for an expansion of new teachings — the Bogomilism.

The heresy was at its core an act of defiance against the clergy’s support

" AD.Tunas $epaunrs, Honopis cepboss u boseaps..., pp. 134—-135; C.H. ITa-
say 30 B b, [Qz20-Bocmoxs Esponet..., pp. 47—48

" M.C. A pun o B, fOnnvie crasane u Busanmis..., pp. 438-439; CH.ITaaa-
y 3 0 B, F020-Bocmoxs Espone...., pp. 47—48.

¢ On Konstantin Jire¢ek and the significance of his historical works see e.g.:
A.Arresos,B. ITackaaena, A ITaunres, Koncmanmun Hpeuex u bos2apckas
ucmopunecxas nayka, BHR 1.2,1973, p. 61—70; IL Il e 1 p o B, Hpeuexosama “Uemopus
Ha Goazapume’, [in:] K. 1 p ¢ 1 ek, Homopus na 6sazapume,ed. TLT1e 1 p o B, Codust
1978, pp. 7-26; A. Ll a 1 ¢ B, 3a bzazapume..., pp. 126-129; a bibliography of works about
this scholar: H. K a 3 a 1 ¢ x u, Koucmanmun Hpeuex (1854—1918). Ilybanxayuu 3a nezo,
HIT 70.5/6, 2014, pp. 88—96.

7 K. WU p edex, Hemopus na bsacapume..., pp. 198—199.
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for the weak ruler, and his pro-Byzantine tendencies. The development
of eremitism was in opposition to the official Church, whose priests
surrounded themselves with luxury. The most outstanding represen-
tative of the ascetic trend was John of Rila"®. The Byzantines used
the period of peace to prepare the conquest of its new neighbour™. The
Czech historian also repeated other themes present in the historiographic
image of Peter, without particularly developing any of them. In the notes
made with the thought of preparing a second edition of the History
of Bulgarians he diminished somewhat the personal responsibility of the
ruler for the state’s collapse, pointing out the excessive territorial growth
of Bulgaria during Symeon’s times and the unfavourable, non-central,
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location of the capital°.
Vassil N. Zlatarski

Vassil N. Zlatarski, as the author of an exceptionally detailed monograph
on Bulgaria’s history (intended to encompass the entirety of the mediaeval
period, but brought up only until 1280) may be considered to have been
the most outstanding historian of his time™. While his ideas naturally
became somewhat dated as the scholarship progressed, new sources were
uncovered, and the critique of the ones that have been known for a long
time was further developed, they are still often taken under consideration,
commented and discussed in modern historic works.

U8 Jbidem, pp. 202-204, 210, 467.

9 Jbidem, p. 200.

¢ Jbidem, pp. 198-199.

1 On the course of his life and scholarly activity see e.g.: IT. Hu x 0 B, Bacua
Snamapcexu, UMAC 14/15, 1937, pp. 1-27; J.E. Clarke, Zlatarski and Bulgarian
Historiography, SEER 15 (44), 1937, pp. 435-439; M. Be a e B a, Bacua namapcru
Kamo ucmopux na beazapcxama ucmopusecka nayka, UBUA 32, 1978, pp. 305—313;
E. A p o cH e Ba, Ssamapcku, Poncuman u ucmopusma na nspéama 5Mzapam azpﬁmeﬂ,
WBHA 32,1978, pp. 331-339 (the indicated volume of the periodical also includes other
interesting papers about Vassil N. Zlatarski); A. Ha it o ¢ 1 0 B a, Edno neoczmgecmsero
usdanue na Ilpocmpannomo scumue na Kaumenm Oxpudcku: Bacur H. Snamapcxu
u bpazapckama kupuanomemodnesucmuxa, BMd 6, 2015, pp. 257-276.
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Vassil N. Zlatarski comprehensively expounded on Peter’s times™.
He devoted the most attention to political history. While in his detailed
considerations he put forward some new hypotheses and proposed new
solutions, the overall evaluation of Peter is traditional. As the author
himself observed, it is not important to find out what the Hungarian-
Bulgarian relations looked like exactly in those times: whether Bulgarians
were neutral regarding Hungarian raids on Byzantium, or whether they
themselves were their victims, when the conclusion could only be one:
Bulgaria, weakened under Peter’s reign was not able to oppose the
Pannonian warriors™. Zlatarski, somewhat differently than his prede-
cessors, developed the argument of the social polarisation in Bulgaria.
He shifted the emphasis from cultural matters to economic stratification
between the people, and the boyars and senior clergy. In Zlatarski’s fram-
ing of the events, the intensification of the Byzantinisation, the deepening
of social inequality and popularisation of quietist religious movements
that have proven tragic for the Bulgarian statehood have already been
occurring during Symeon’s times; however, their negative consequences
only appeared in full during his successor’s reign™+.

Steven Runciman

The British historian developed the argument about Peter’s weakness,
presenting him as a tsar—monk, a person without character, directed
first by his wife (the leader of the peace party), and after her death by the
warlike boyars. Runciman described him as a good man, but a bad ruler.
The nation’s demobilisation is examined in the context of the religious
ferment that engulfed the country, and the appearance of the Bogomil
heresy: The decline and fall of her first Empire [i.e. Bulgaria] came very
largely from the unceasing labours and increasing strength of the followers

22BH.3aaTa p cxu, Hemopus na Ilspsomo 55/12/,zpmo Lapcmeo, vol. 1/2,
Om crassnusayusma na dspycasama do nadarnemo na Ilspsomo yapcmeo (852—1018),
ed. IT. ITe T p o B, Codus 1971 (first print: 1927), pp. 495-563. C£. T. Topop o B,
Om ompuyanue..., p. 87.

BB H.3aaTa p c x u, Hemopus na Ilspsomo..., p. s18.

24 Jbidem, pp. 498499, s20—-s24. C£. D.Mishkova, The Afterlife..., p. 194.
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of Pope Bogomil™. In his argument, the remark about the wave of reli-
gious activity which swept over the whole country (strongly inspired by the
ruler), and about crowds entering the monasteries, gains similar signifi-
cance™. Near the end of the passage related to Peter the author partially
lifts the burden of responsibility from the ruler for the tragic finale that
occurred two years after his death: bis task had been almost impossible; he
had inherited a weary kingdom, and he had not been strong enough to hold
it together™ .

Petar Mutafchiev

The black legend of Peter found its fullest expression in the works of this
learned historiographer. For Mutafchiev, Peter and his times serve to
showcase the weakness of the Bulgarian spirit. Mutafchiev’s works are
strongly marked by national feelings, most apparently among the active
academic historians of his times. He was convinced of the momentous his-
torical role that Bulgaria had to play, and the high position his fatherland
deserved to have within the European family of nations. He associated
with ‘Bulgarianness’ these qualities for which the warlike Symeon or
Samuel could be praised, and saw the sources of weakness in the depar-
ture from the native ideals and giving in to the ‘Byzantine corruption™?.

The reflection on Peter’s reign and the circumstances of the down-
fall of the Bulgarian state in Moesia occupied an important place
in Mutafchiev’s works. The Bulgarian tsar appeared in many of his works;
I will mention only the most important ones here. In extensive papers:
on the Rus-Bulgarian relations (1931) and Hungarian-Bulgarian relations
(1935) Mutafchiev explained many questions related to Peter’s policy,
especially the events that took place near the end of his reign, and during
the brief reign of his successor. In the papers we can find astute source
analyses, well-reasoned reconstructions of events, attempts at penetrat-
ing the motives of the main actors participating in the contemporary

5 S. Run ciman, 4 History of the First Bulgarian Empire, London 1930, p. 196.
2¢ Thidem, p. 189.

27 Jhidem, p. 204.

“ILMyra ¢ uu e s, Hemopus na 55/124}757614}1..., pp. 201, 208-209, 222.
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international politics in the Balkans. It is interesting that Mutafchiev
did not make a wider use of the materials he gathered when providing
an overall evaluation of Peter. While the actions attributed to the ruler
by the Bulgarian historian are rationally explained™?, Mutafchiev’s view of
Peter as a politician appears to be detached from the presented historical
discourse and is unequivocally negative. Peter was to have been at fault
primarily because of the way in which he failed to take action. The list
of reasons that added to the negative portrait of Peter, established by
his predecessors, was repeated by Mutafchiev in these early articles with
practically no changes”°, and later, in particular in the posthumously pub-
lished History of the Bulgarian nation, was creatively expanded further™.
It might appear strange that the historian who so soberly analysed sources,
and so scrupulously verified hypotheses present in the literature of the
subject (he was blamed for being hyper-critical ), trusted the traditional
historiography in such a fundamental question, and did not notice how
far it became separated from the sources that were supposed to confirm it.
The key to understanding Mutafchiev’s stance is the fact that in addition
to being a professional historian, he was also a social activist and a pub-
licist™. The repeating of the commonly held arguments regarding Peter

9 In particular: i d e m, Madwcapume u 6sa2apo-eusanmuiickume omuouenus npes
mpemama wemsspm na X 6., [in:] id e m, H36panu npoussedenus, ed. A. Anreaos,
vol. IT, Codust 1973, pp. 466-468.

5 IL. My rtadaues, Codbunume na cpednosexosnus Apscmep, [in:] idem,
H36panu npoussedenus..., pp. so—s9 (first print: 1927); i d e m, Madwcapume..., p. 469;
idem, Pyccxo-6onzapcxue ommomenus npu Cesmocaase, [in:] id e m, Hsbpanu npo-
usgedenns..., pp. 241-248; cf. also: i d e m, dexyuu no ucmopus na xyamypama, ed.
HN. M sueB, Codpusi 1995, p. 95.

5]dem, Hfmapwz Ha 5mzapcicu}z mzpoﬁ..., pp- 200-209.

52 Cf. B. T'to s e ae B, XKusom u nay4no meopewecmnso na Ilemop Mymaguues
(1883-1943), [in:]) IT. My 1t a $ 9 u e B, Hemopus na 6sazapcxus napoo..., p. 1s.

% Many studies were devoted to the person and works of Petar Mutafchiev, see e.g.:
B.T'10 3 ¢ a ¢ B, [Lemzp Mymagpuues, Codust 1987; P.I'a 1 A e B, Kusomazm u desomo na
npogp. Iemsp Mymagpunes, TCYLIK 86, 1993, pp. 95s—107; collected papers: ITpogpecop
Iemsp Mymagpunes nosnam u nenosuam, ed. T.Tlonnepeaes, M. Coxoaos,
Codust 1997; Hemopuxsm xamo uscaedosamen, 2paxcdanut u 4osex. CoopHux c mamepu-
ANl 0T KOHPEPEHYUSL, NOCBEMEHA HA 13 0-200 UUHUHAMA O PONCOCHUEMO 1t 70-200UIHHIL-
Hama om cmzpmma na npop. Lemazp Mymaguues (1883—1943), Codust 2016.



Chapter I'V. The Portrayal of Peter in Modern Historiography 519

by Mutafchiev was definitely not an unintentional act. The existing por-
trait of this Bulgarian ruler perfectly fit into Mutafchiev’s thinking about
the patterns that governed the history of Bulgaria and the state of the
nation’s contemporary affairs. Writing about Peter, he extensively devel-
oped the idea of the destructive role of Byzantinisation in Bulgaria’s history.
Deeply steeped in foreign models, the rulers moved away from the nation,
lost sight of its true needs, and stopped being its true leaders. There was
no shortage of those who sought their own gain rather than the common
good. The people succumbed to hopelessness, and as a result of this demo-
bilisation the state started to decline”*. Convergent ideas can be found
in Mutafchiev’s journalistic texts, which included his diagnoses of the
situation of the country and the moral crisis from which it was suffering'.
The history he was writing was intended to be a lesson and a warning,.
Mutafchiev’s works have indeed been perceived in this manner, as rousing
the patriotic spirit, by his contemporaries*‘. Coloured with nationalist
sentiments, views that Bulgaria attained a position it was due in the Balkan
Peninsula during the reigns of the victorious Symeon or John Assen I1%7

"+ E.g Il. Myrtaduues, Kem purocopusma na 6sazapcxama ucmopus.
Busanmunusmoms 66 cprdnosnrosna Beazapus, PIT3.1,1931, pp. 27-36, cf. D. M ish-
kova, The Afterlife..., pp. 235—239.

55 On the weakness of the elites, the rule of careerists, cultural crisis and the suscep-
tibility to external influences, see: IT. My Ta ¢ u u e B, 3a xyamypnama xpusa y nacs,
Ipoc 1.4, 1935, pp. 385-397.

¢ The memories about Petar Muttafchiev have been formulated in this spirit in the
volume of ‘Prosveta’ devoted to him in 1943, e.g: . KoucTanTunoss, [lpog.
Lemsp Mymagpuues. 4. V. 1883 — 2. V. 1943, I1poc 8.10,1943, pp. s77-582; 1. Ay fiue BB,
Obasuuemo na npog. Mymaguues, Ilpoc 8.10, 1943, pp. $83—586.

W IL Myraduuesms,de koza u xax ce e 2ybus bsazapcxusm napod do duec, OI
1.12/13,1928, pp. 208—219; cf. B. b e w1 ¢ B A w1 ¢ B b, Hsmounama norosuna na Baskanckus
TOAYOCIPOBE KAIMO HCUSHEHO NPOCTIPAHCINEO 65 Munaromo, IIpoc 8.10,1943, pp. 601-609.
The appropriate context in which one may examine the views of the contemporary
Bulgarian historians on the historical role of the Bulgarian state is to be found in the
disappointments with the so-called ‘national disasters’ that occurred during the early
twentieth century, cf. A. X p a 1 0 B a, Homopuozpagus u aumepamypa. 3a coyuaino
Koucmpyupane na ucmopurecxku nonsmus u losemu paskasu 6 Geazapckama xyimypa
XIX-XX sex, vol. 1L, 2Kusomom na mpu nonsmus 6 Geazapcxama xysmypa: 6s3parcoane,
cpednosexosue, pobemso, Codust 2011, pp. 241-252.
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were convincingly associated with a negative portrayal of Peter by Georgi
Bakalov'®,

It would seem that it was the highly fervent love of the fatherland,
which the Bulgarian historian has also demonstrated by shedding his
blood during the second Balkan war™, that influenced his instrumental
treatment of Peter. In his exposition of the Bulgarian history of the tenth
century the didactic effect had greater significance than the historical
truth.

In the works discussed above, there is apparent a certain fixed pattern of
writing about Peter. Its sources can be traced back to the output of Paisios
of Hilendar, who presented the ruler as a weak commander, compliant
towards the Greeks, seeking contact with monks. The sources of the
story regarding social polarisation can be seen as early as Mauro Orbini,
who interpreted the discord between the people as the cause of the state’s
downfall. The works of Yuriy Venelin and Aleksandr Gilferding were an
important impulse for directing the development of this model. In eval-
uating the tsar, later historians did not go beyond the limited arguments
defined in the works of their predecessors and used them in a similar way
— to depict the ruler’s weakness. At the same time, regarding factual mate-
rial, we can see a clear development, consisting of the unification of the
historiographic vision with the sources that have undergone a rational
critique. It needs to be emphasised that the highly important elements
of the negative portrayal of Peter and his era (such as Byzantinisation,
favouring the monks and deep religionism, moral crisis or divisions within
the society) appeared in the historiography prior to the uncovering of the
most important sources that could have possibly confirmed this image.
Writing about Maria-Irene aggressively propagating Byzantine cultural
models, Venelin likely had no knowledge of the letter of Aretas, which

3T Bakaaos, Liap Iemzp (927—970) u nezo60mo speme, et 1.2, 1992, p. 115
cf U.Buas pcku, Hebecuume nokposumenn: cs. yap Ilemasp, Wb 5.2, 2001, p- 32.
% B.T10 3 ¢ a ¢ B, [lemasp Mymaguues..., p. 12.
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indirectly shed light on the tsarina’s intentions of leading a ‘civilising
mission’ among Bulgarians. Similarly Gilferding, in the first edition of the
history of Serbs and Bulgarians, when he was writing about the deep moral
crisis engulfing Bulgarian society, did not quote the Sermz0n of Cosmas the
Priest — he only referred to it in the expanded edition. The later historians
(i.a. Marin Drinov or Konstantin Jire¢ek), who blamed Peter for the deep
religiosity and lack of interest in the matters of state, have already known
of his canonisation'*°, they knew the story of the failed attempt at meeting
with John of Rila, but did not know (or did not accept) the hypotheses
regarding Peter’s literary activity, his devotion to the spiritual matters,
which found the most clear ‘confirmation’ in the contents of his service'+.
The claims that Peter took part in literary creativity are based primarily on
identifying him with Peter the Monk, an Old Bulgarian author of words
of advice'+*. This idea however has no serious basis in the extant source
material'®. Moreover, already Venelin considered the tsar to have been
insufficiently engaged in governance. Not having sensed his religiosity
and unaware of his cult, he claimed that his courtiers were proffering

4° A fragment of the service in Peter’s honour was published in 1852 by Viktor
Grigorovich (B.M. Tpuroposuy, O dpesuerimux namImunuxax 4eprosno-
-cuassuckux, UOPSC 13, 1852, pp. 97-99). The Russian Slavist correctly identified
the Peter praised in it with Symeon’s heir. One of the earlier scholars — Alexandr Vostokov,
saw here instead Peter-Theodore, a tsar of Bulgaria of the later twelfth century. The
second part was published in 1920 by Pyotr Lavrov (IT.A. A a B p o B, Hosa cayucba
yapy Oyzapckome [empy, JP 1, 1913, pp. 34—37). Subsequent editions of the service
can be foundinia.: 1. UBauoB b, Beazapcku cmapunu us Maxedonus, Codust 1931,
pp- 383-394; C. Koxyxap o, [lpobremu na cmapoboazapckama noesus, Codust
2004, pp. 75-79.

" Konstantin Jire¢ek (K. U p e 4 e x, Hemopus na 6sazapume..., p. 198) signalled
his knowledge of these hypotheses only in the notes prepared for the second edition
of the History of Bulgarians (notes published posthumously in 1929).

142 See, e.g. M. UBauos, Emzapacu cmapunu, pp. 385-386; E. I'eoprues,
Aumepamypa na usocmpenu 6op6u, Codust 1966, pp. 20-21.

4 The same name and the fact of taking monastic vows by both men, the identifi-
cation of Peter the author with Peter the tsar in the late Rus’ tradition, and the hypo-
thetical similarity of interests do not settle the matter. On the problems with dating the
works of Peter the Monk, see this work, Part Two, Chapter VI, point 2. A full review
of the arguments that appear in this discussion has been made by Rumyana Pavlova
(P.ITaB a0 B a, [emap Yepropusey. Cmapobeazapcxn nucamer om X sex, Codus1994).
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to him pleasures of a layman'++. The negative opinion of historians
of Peter as a ruler came earlier than the evidence of his weakness, and
directed interpretation (and sometimes also dating, as we may suppose
in the case of Peter the Monk) of the newly discovered sources.

The period after World War II brought at first a crisis, and later, in the
1960s, a considerable increase in the number of published works on
the mediaeval Bulgaria'#. The trend, with a considerable delay, also
encompassed Peter’s era. The majority of the works that were created
during this period and the ideas which were formed within them have
found a sufficient reflection in the other parts of this monograph, and
for this reason I will not discuss them here. I will only bring to attention
two tendencies present in the research that are exceedingly important
for the shaping of Peter’s image in the contemporary historical literature.

3.2.Peter’s Rehabilitation

The calls to ‘rehabilitate’ Peter, to remove from him the burden of respon-
sibility for the state’s collapse, are characteristic to historiography of Peter’s
era created in the last quarter of the twentieth century. Chronologically,
the first to form this tendency was Vassil Gyuzelev who, in his 1968
article, pointed out that it would be inappropriate to claim that Peter’s
government was passive on the international stage, and that the Bulgaria
in his day was defenceless in face of external incursions. Gyuzelev sup-
ported this view using the contents of an inscription from 943, which
in his interpretation confirmed the effectiveness of the Bulgarian bor-
der defences against a Pecheneg raid, which was mentioned by Russian
Primary Chronicle*°. The cited work may be considered a faint herald

4+ 10. B e 1 e A u H, Kpumuuecis uscandosanis..., p. 26s.

4 B.T'10 3 ¢ A ¢ B, Anosozus..., pp. 187—188, for more detailed study on the devel-
opment of Bulgarian historiography in this period see: M. Pun d e ff, Bulgarian
Historiography, 1942—1958, AHR 66.3, 1961, pp. 682-693.

4¢ B. I'1o 3 ¢ a ¢ B, obpydwcancxusm nadnuc u cobumusma 8 beazapus npes 943 2.,
UIT 24.6,1968, pp. 40—438.
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of the change in historians’ attitude towards Peter'*. It lacked a deeper
reflection on the existing academic literature on the era of Symeon’s suc-
cessor to become an effective call for a general revision of ideas about the
period. Such fundamental considerations were only brought about on
the international arena by the analysis of John Van Antwerp Fine from
1978'*%, and in Bulgaria itself a somewhat more cautious program paper by
Petar Koledarov, published four years later'#. In his text, Fine pointed to
the lack of actual source basis that would confirm the negative opinions
of Peter’s reign. He called for a verification of the hypotheses regarding
the social, economic and political crises that supposedly occurred during
Peter’s times. He stands on the position of cognitive minimalism and pro-
posed to abandon making hypotheses when these are evoked primarily by
historian’s frustration caused by the lack of reliable information. 7hus, sad
as it is, it is better to avoid the fictitious answer; bistorians must be satisfied
with elucidating the major questions and problems and then answering
them to the limited extent allowed by our fragmentary sources°. Fine’s
methodological postulates have not been realised for a long time after
his text was published. The conclusions directly associated with Peter,
however, parallel to those proposed by Vassil Gyuzelev ten years earlier,
have been generally well received by historians™'. Half a century after

47 C£. T. To a0 p o8, Om ompuyanue..., pp. 88—89.

“JV.A.Fine, A Fresh Look at Bulgaria under Tsar Peter (927—69), ByzS 5.1/2,
1978, pp. 88-9s.

wITL.Koaepapos, Lap llemsp I, BC s1.4,1982, pp. 192—207.

5°JV.A.Fine, 4 Fresh Look..., p. 95; the American historian repeated the key
arguments in the monograph: The Early Medieval Balkans: A Critical Survey from the
Sixth to the Late Tuwelfth Century, Ann Arbor 1983, pp. 159—188.

' An early expression of the changes in the way Peter was presented in Bulgaria are the
works of Petar Koledarov (IT. K o A ¢ o a p 0 B, [Toaumuuecka zeozpagus na cpednosexos-
Hama Geazapexa dspycasa, vol. I, Ot 681 a0 1018 1., Codust 1979, pp. s0—53;id e m, L]ap
Iemzp I..., pp. 192—207), and a later one — papers of Georgi Bakalov (T.bakaaos,
Lap [emzp (927-970)..., pp. 11-15) and of Plamen Pavlov (IT. ITa B A o B, 4se besexckn
xom “beceda na nedocmoiinng npessumep Kosma cpeuyy Hosonoseursama ce epec na bozomun”,
I1p.C6 4, 1993, pp. 225-239). As for works in English, a more balanced or positive
portrayal of Peter and his age can be found ini.a.: J. She p ard, 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.D avid s, Cambridge 1995, pp. 121-150;
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the process of ‘rehabilitating’ Peter in historiography, we may essentially
acknowledge that the process has now been completed. The repeated
calls for unbiased evaluation of this figure are on the one hand associated
with the considerable authority of historians such as Vassil N. Zlatarski
or Petar Mutafchiev, and on the other are a symptom of the same iner-
tia and conservatism in historical research that have negatively affected
Peter’s portrayal for over a century, from the mid-nineteenth to the latter
half of the twentieth century*. Nonetheless, the arguments taken from
the historiographic canon are still being uncritically invoked, such as
for example the belief in Peter’s particular religiosity, his exceptionally
favourable treatment of the monks, the progressing social divisions, moral
crisis etc. This time, they do not serve to criticise the monarch, but either
remain neutral in regard to his overall evaluation, or form a part of his
positive portrayal'. It is not uncommon for historiographic arguments

M. W hittow, The Making of Byzantium, 600o—1025, Berkeley, Los Angeles 1996,
pp- 292—293; . Ste p h e ns o n, Byzantium’s Balkan Frontier. A Political Study of the
Northern Balkans, 9o0—1204, Cambridge 2001, pp. 24-25, 47-51; . C ur t a, Southeastern
Europe in the Middle Ages, s00—1250, Cambridge 2006, pp. 227-238. For the earlier
works, presenting a critical view of Peter, it is worth mentioninge.g: R.Browning,
Byzantium and Bulgaria. A Comparative Study across the Early Medieval Frontier,
Berkeley, Los Angeles 1975, pp. 68—71, 160-165, 181184, 194.

12 Recently, the need for rehabilitating Peter was discussed by Pavlov (IT.ITaB a0 B,
Ynpasaenuemo na yap Iemzp (27 mati 927 — 30 anyapu 969), [in:] I. Atanacos,
B.Bauxosa,IlITaBa o8, baieapcka nayuonarna ucmopus, vol. I11, 11zpso 5z/zmpcxo
yapcmeo (680—1018), Beanxo TspHOBO 2015, pp. 403—404).

3 E.g., the socio-political and economic crises and the existence of two competing
groups among the Bulgarian elites were discussed by Bakalov (I. Baxa ao B, Ljap
Iemzp..., pp. 14-15). The supposed moral crisis and passivity in foreign policy were
written about by Ivan Bozhilov (V1. B 0 x u A o B, Bo.zapus npu yap Iemzp (927—969),
[in:]idem,B.T103eaes, HUcmopus na cpeﬁuosekogua Bmmpml VII-X1V sex, Co(l)uﬂ
1999, pp. 281-289, 291-293). From this perspective, the paper by Pavlo v from 1993 is
particularly interesting (I'T. ITa B A 0 B, 46¢ 6esencku..., s. 231~233). In it, the author used
the arguments about Peter accepting Byzantine models and the progressing economic
disparity during his times to put forward his own idea: that Peter most likely issued
laws limiting the enrichment by boyars, following in the footsteps of the contemporary
Byzantine emperors. The praise of Peter contained in the text is a mirror image of earlier
criticisms (Mutafchiev harshly criticised Peter for not reacting to the social stratifica-
tion) and remains equally poorly justified. In his later work about Peter (Ynpasaenuemo
#a yap [lemzp...) the Bulgarian scholar abandoned such speculations. An almost
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to remain in such a disassociation from the sources, as it happened with

the works of the older historians, although the modern authors usually
show greater caution in creating their own ideas. In recent years, there has

been a crop of works following the rule of ‘Fine’s razor’ Regarding the

socio-political issues, it is worth drawing attention to the comprehensive

text of Plamen Pavlov regarding Peter, in the third volume of bz.1capcxa
Hayunonaina ucmopus (2015)"*. A good examples of such analysis are

papers — the first, on the relations between Peter and the Church pub-
lished a year later by Mirostaw J. Leszka and the second, written by the

same author in collaboration with Kirit Marinow concerning the widely
presented scholarly controversies on tsar Peter’s reign'.

3.3. Peter’s Place in the Historical Memory and
Political Ideology

At the beginning of the twenty first century, a new and most interesting
area of research regarding Peter appeared in the Bulgarian mediaeval
studies. It focuses not on the ruler himself or his era, but on his cult, his
place in the political ideology, and the portrayal in the memory of medi-
aeval Bulgarians. Peter appears as someone exceptional by the sheer fact
of being proclaimed a saint. Intriguing information about him can be
found in sources of liturgical and hagiographic nature, and in histori-
cal-apocalyptic texts. The honourable place of tsar Peter in the minds of
the mediaeval Bulgarians is indicated by, for example, adopting Peter’s

entirely traditional vision of Peter’s reign was adopted by e.g. Gennadiy G. Litavrin
(I. Auraspuun, Xpucmuancmeso 6 boszapuu 6 9271018 2., [in:] Xpucmuancmeo
6 cmpanax Bocmounon, F0z0-Bocmounoti u Llenmpanvrosi Espone: na nopoze smaopozo
mowcavesemns, ed. B. @ a o p 51, Mocksa 2002, pp. 134-137) in a work published in 2002,
he stopped short only of a simplified evaluation of the ruler.

5+I1.ITaB A oB, Ynpassenuemo na yap Ilemep..., pp. 403—451; i dem, Obugecmso,
Lspxsa u kyamypa (927—-1018). Bozomurcmeomo — “seauxama boazapcxa epec” 6 cpedro-
sexosnus c6sm, [in:] Beazapcka Haynonaina ucmopus..., pp. 617—640.

s M.J. Leszka, Rola cara Piotra (927-969) w zyciu Kosciota bulgarskiego. Kilka
uwag, VP 36,2016, pp. 429—442;1d e m, K. M a p u 1 o B, Cnopnwte sonpoco: npasenns
bozapcrozo yaps Hempa I (927-969), Pbg 41.1, 2017, pp. 23-39.
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name by the leaders of the anti-Byzantine uprisings of the eleventh and
twelfth centuries, such as Delyan, Constantine Bodin or Theodore, pro-

claiming their aspirations to take power’*

. The high significance of the
figure of Peter for the development of political ideology in Bulgaria can
be concluded from the way in which he was associated with the emperor
Constantine I the Great in the Tale of the Prophet Isaiah and the Prologue
Life of John of Rila from the Dragan’s Minei>. These themes have been
extensively developed and motivated in Ivan Bilyarski’s works®*, however

they have also been taken up by other scholars. The most problematic

¢ Georgi Bakalov (I. Baxaaos, Lap I[lemasp..., p. 15) has pointed out this
fact before. As regards Delyan, we cannot exclude that ‘Peter’ was his baptismal name.

57 V. b u a5 p ¢ x u, Hebecrume noxposument..., pp. 36—39.

8 Ibidem; a somewhat altered English version of this paper: i d e m, Sz. Peter
(927-969), Tsar of the Bulgarians, |in:] State and Church: Studies in Medieval Bulgaria
and Byzantium, ed. V. Gjuzelev, K. Petkov, Sofia 2011, pp. 173-188; id e m,
Tloxposumenn na Llapcmesomo. Cs. yap Llemsp u cs. Ilapackesa-Ilemxa, Cocl)mx 2004;
idem, M. Mo Bu4esa, 32 damama na Yenenuemo na yap Hemep u 3a xyima xom
nezo, [in:] Tanzpa. Coopuux 6 wecm na 70—200ummnunama na axad. Bacua Lioseaes, ed.
M.Kaiimakamosa etal, Codust 2006, pp. s43-557;1d e m, Le Tsar sur la montagne,
(in:] Histoire, mémoire et devotion. Regards croisés sur la construction des identities dans
le monde orthodoxe aux époques byzantine et post-byzantine, ed. R.G. P 2 un, Seyssel
2016, pp. 53— 71

59 AVI.ITToABIB St HHBIH, Lapy emp I u e2o npasaenue 6 xysvmypnoti mpa-
duyun cpednesexosoti Boazapuu, [in:] Crasane u ux cocedu. XX xougepenyus
namamu B.A. Kopoawxa. Cmanosasenue cragsnckozo mupa u Busanmus 6 snoxy
pannezo Cpednesexosvs. Cooprux mesucos, ed. TI.Autas pun, B.H. ®rops,
O.A. A xumoBa, Mocksa 2001, pp. 97-99; A. Yem M e A x u e B, Haxoaxo berewcku
3a xyama xom yap Hemzp I (927-9065), [in:] Xpucmusuckama mpaduyus u yapckama
uncmumyyus 6 Gsazapckama xyamypa, ed. B.b o u e B a, llymen 2003, pp. 23-37;id e m,
Kyamem xom yap Hemasp I (927-905): manacmupcxu uau dsprcasen?, [in:] /bybas npema
obpasosary u sepay Bozay npasociasnum manacmupuma.. s. melynapodna Xurandapcxa
kongepenyuja. 360puux usbpanux padosal,ed.P.Mateji¢ etal, Beorpaa—Columbus
2006, pp. 254—255; A. Hu x 0 A 0 B, [Tosumunecka mucs.i 6 panrocpednosexosna beieapus,
Cocl)m{ 2006, pp. 233—287; B. Hux o A o B a, [jap Ilemsp u xapaxmepom na ne206us
xyam, Pbg 33.2, 2009, pp. 63—78; C.A. VIBau o B, Obuwecmsennas mvicav 6 Borzapun
6 XI-XIII 8s., [in:] Baacms u obugecmso 6 aumepamypuoix mexcmax opesueir Pycu
u 3])}/21436 CAABIHCKUX CTIPAH (XII—XIH 66.),ed. b. ®aro p s, Mocksa 2012, pp. 95-102;
AN TToab BAHHB U, Lapy Tlemp 6 ucmopuyeckoii namsmu 50/Lzapc7c020 fpeﬁue&e—
k06w, [in:] Cpednosexosnusm boazapun u “Opyeume’. Cooprux 6 wecm u 60-200umnuna-
ma wa npog. oun Lemsp Anzenos, ed. AA.Huxoaos ILH Huxoaos, Codust 2013,
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in this research is the question of how the way Peter was represented
in the mediaeval Bulgarian tradition related to the actual, true nature

160

of his reign'®. Are these scattered remarks a sufficient basis for making
reflections on Peter’s role in the development of political and religious
culture of the tenth century Bulgarians? The literary portrayal of the
ruler that we find in the texts associated with his cult, the hagiogra-
phy of the contemporary anchorites, quasi-historical legends and other
literary antiquities are not necessarily related to the deeds and character
of the historical Peter. At the same time it would have been difficult
to entirely ignore the testimony of so many — largely independent from
one another — sources, perceiving them merely as a tangle of topoi, acci-
dents and unbelievable fantasies. Developing a universally accepted posi-
tion in this matter is likely to take considerable time, if it is possible
at all, as the source material does not allow for a clear-cut solution to

the problem.

pp-137-145; M. K a it Mmax a™m o B a, Kyumam xom yap emap (927-969) u dsuncensume
uden Ha 0va2apckume 0c80000UMENHI BBCINAHUS CPEULY BUSAHIMULCKAMNA BAACI NPE3
XI-XII 6., BMd 4/5, 2013/2014, pp. 417-438.
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Cf. U.Boxuaos, boazapckomo obuecmso npes 14. 6ex, I1noBauB 2014,
pp- 154-159.



