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THE LATIN MISSIONS IN BULGARIA IN 866-870

CHAPTER 1

One of the interesting episodes of our Early Middle Ages is the time spent
by the Latin missions in Bulgaria between 866 and 870. Unfortunately, many
of the facts connected with them have not been sulficiently studied, while
others have been fully neglected. The purpose of the following lines is to re-
call certain circumstances, unimportant at first sight, whose significance
has, one way or another, so far been underestimated.

To begin with a stipulation should be made. As P. Petrov' rightly observes,
our research workers have often made a fundamental mistake, ‘cerfain poli-
tical events (connected with the conversion to Christianity) being studied in
isolation, which prevented the complicated political situation from being clearly
seen, and the respective conclusions from being drawn’. Thus, the coming of the
Latin missions to our country has usually been considered only within the frame-
work of the schematic political triangle Pliska—Rome—Constantinople,
without taking into account the fact that the second half of the ninth century
shows us a rather complex political picture. This period already marked the
disintegration of the united Byzantine world (‘The Byzantine Commonwealth’,
as Obolensky successfully calls it). The interests of Aquileia and the great North-
ern Adriatic ports, opposed to those of Byzantium and the Carolingian King-
doms, had already joined in the game. Like the Slav regions of the Patriarchate
they were to remain for a long time an intermediary (and bufier!) world between
Constantinople, Rome and the Carolingian North. However, the disintegra-
tion of the Carolingian political community was already apparent. Moreover,
in 1his same period the hidden contradictions between the See of Rome and
certain local churches which, together with the secular rulers were trying to
oppose the growing centralism of Rome, were fast coming to a head. Lastly,
{o all this should be added the appearance of the new Slav states along the middle
reaches of the Danube which were already striving to detach themselves from
the spiritual (and materiall) tutelage of their god-parents — Salzburg and
Passau.

The Aquileian Patriarchs played a special part in keeping the balance of
this complex political situation. Although dogmatically linked with Rome
(from where they received pallium and recognized the ‘filioque’), they never-
theless maintained good relations with Byzantium, even at the time of the
greatest disputes between Photius and the Papacy, owing to the trade interests
of the rich Northern Adriatic ports.

1 p. Petrov. La politique étrangére de la Bulgarie au milieu du IXe siécle. By~
zantinobulgarica 11, 1966, p. 42, 43. annot. 5
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The great authority enjoyed by the Aquileian Patriarchs among the Slav
peoples, and the nearly eighty years of missionary activity of the Aquileian
clergy among the Slav tribes are naturally of importance.

In general lines, this was the extremely complex political situation at
the time when Bulgaria entered into the game as a fully-fledged partner by
virtue of her conversion. Because of this I am of the opinion that the coming
of the Latin missions to our country, although only a temporary episode, should
also be considered in the light of these mtnaate interrelations and not only
from the point of view of the disputes between Constantinople and Rome.

I.

First of all, here are a few data about the Roman mission. I feel, the most im-
portant question: From which diocese did the Latin bishops take the preachers
they needed for Bulgaria? is a detail which has been neglected in studying this
matter. The correct answer acquires particular significance when two important
circumstances are taken into consideration: 1) that the construction of cult
buildings was always one of the first tasks of every missionary group, and
2) that at an extraordinary session of the Eighth Oecumenical Council (on
March 4, 870) the Latin Bishops declared that it was precisely they who had
built many churches in Bulgaria (“. .. ef illic multas Ecclesias dedicantes!’).?
A most important circumstance should be noted in this connection: at that
time the Latin West had not been liturgically standardized. The existing dif-
ferences in the practice of liturgies (chiefly in the manner in which the Prosko-
midion (Offertory), the service of Preparation of the Eucharist, was held) could
not fail to have an influence on the ecclesiastical buildings, and mainly on
the type of construction of the altar space.® These differences (liturgical and
architectural) were particularly marked between Rome and Central Italy, on
the one hand, and the group of L.ombardian and Aquileian dioceses, including
Retig-Secunda, on the other.

That is precisely why the question where the ordinary 1)1iest< and preach-
ers of the Roman mission came Irom, acquires particular importance, The elu-
cidation of this question will be of as sistance in correctly understanding certain
particular features of the construction in Pliska and Preslav, features which
distinguish it not only from that of Constantinople, but from the Roman
arcchitectural style of the period.*

® ® &

In order to have the suppositions to be set forth below correctly interpreted,
it is necessary to recall certain data in the ecclesiastical history of the Early
Mediaeval Latin West.

The organized preachers’ activity of the Benedictine Order (the only mis-
sionary order ol the period) among the pagan tribes dates back, actually, to
the time of the well-known [Instructions of Pope Gregory I the Great (596) to
the Prior Augustine. The particular feature in them is the recommendation
to show regard for local customs, giving them a Christian content, to adapt

2Anastasius Bibliothecarius. Vita Nicolai I papae, § 636, FLHB I1,
1960, p. 191.

3T.CMa)08cKY, 3anpousxoja Ha [Ipecuaasckure Huwu. Apxeoaorws, 4, 1976,
c. 33—47.

¢ Ibidem.
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the pagan shrines as temples of the new faith and, of course, the advice to use
the local dialects for religious propaganda. It was precisely because of this
that in the eighth century St. Willibrord introduced the practice (in use to
this day in the Western Church) of including in the missions priests of local
(barbarian) origin, brought up in the Christian faith from childhood.® More-
over, a number of Imperial and Regional Synods concerned themselves with
these matters. Thus, for instance, the Synod in Cloveshove in 774 decreed:

. priests should be able to translate into the local tongue not only the
Creed and other prayers, but also all the words of the liturgy and the other
liturgical functions™. Similar decisions were also taken at the Synods in Frank-
fort (794), Mainz (813), Tours (913}, elc.” And after the so-called Carolingian
Reforms, candidates for the priesthood were subjecled to a test in which, among
other matters, a check was made on their abilily to preach and to explain the
catechism in a local language.® That is why J. Marx was right when he wrote:
‘The preconceived idea that in the Middle Ages sermons were preached only
in Latin and not also in the local language, is quite erroneous.’® Sermons were
preached in Latin only in the princely courts and among educated ecclesiastical
circles.

The same practice was, of course, also in use in converting the Slavs.
What has been said may appear strange te many people in our country, bearing
in mind the later negative attitude of Rome towards the Slav liturgy. However,
a lHturgy does not mean a sermon! Even the greatest enemny of the work of Cyril
and Methodius, Pope Stephen V, in forbidding the service of the Holy Mysteries
in Slavonic in the well-known letter to Svetopolk, adds that: ©. . . if the evan-
gelical and apostolic narrative is communicated in this same Slavonic tongue
by those who know it, we permit, encourage, advise (it. T. S.) that this should
be done more often’. The same Pope ‘praises, permits and approves’ Slavonic
preaching®® also in the instructions to Bishop Dominic.

The fact that the Latin missionaries (including the Frankish ones) really

did use' the Slavonic language as well in their daily activity as preachers is
something which no contemporary researcher can dispute.’* The Freising
Fragments (Fig. 1) and the marginal notes of Radon’s Blble are proof of this.
They are, as is known, confessional prayers, written in the Latin alphabet,
but translated into Slavomc from Old High German.

Naturally, the bishops sent to Bulgaria by Nicholas I were to observe this
generally accepted custom. They, too, needed experienced preachers who spoke
Slavonic for their Bulgarian mission. On their way to Pliska they could only
have found them in the monasteries around Aquileia and Grado — the centres
designated by Charles the Great for the spread of Christianity among the
Slavs.

5 Beda Danzer. Das benediktinische Missionswerk, in 'St. Benedikt und sein
Werk’. Miinchen, 1929, S. 144.

6 J. Mar x. Lehrbuch der Kirchengeschichte. Trier, 1929, S. 324.

"E. T'eoprues. Kupur u Meroguil, UcTunara 3a cb3aBaHeTo Ha CJIABAHCKATa
nucmenocr. C., 1969, c. 75.

8J. Marx. op.cit., S. 324.

9 Ibid., S. 333.

10 MGH Ep. VII, pp. 352, 353, 322358,

n Fr, D vormnik. Byzantske misie u Slovanii. Praha, 1970, s. 142,
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In those times although it was divided into two rival Patriarchates, AQUILEIA
VETUS (with the consecutive capitals of Cormon, Cividale, Aquileia and tem-
porarily also Verona) and AQUILEIA NOVA (with its initial capital of Grado,
and later after 865, Venice), the Aquileian

Patriarchate was one of the mosl

cxtensive dioceses of the Early Middle

, : : : . Ages. Although nominally autocephal-

I g:&!zwgﬁgjg&l”%ﬂ Arokas ous, bhoth were already affiliated to

: - Rome after the eighth century. The sees

Crmsin TORIEE rvafis g . X .
EA) of Como, Mantua, Concordia, Treviso

L ?Fi‘m@ e watidt a?mwgﬁfw' (Tarvisium), Padua, Vicenza, Verona,
o il bavaedor voiemofon a large part of the coastal strip together
- x*rm?w*z Sfrerty o e “‘Hh Ishﬁia (Po}a, Pare{lzq) as well as
* R T e Carinthia were inchuded in it."* Up to 798
bico fheabe gl}u@@;%« Relia Secunda (Sabiona of Eisacktal,
. s IR0 P Y Graublinden with  Dissentis, Chur,
%‘%ﬁi?_‘“‘m’m"ffz*ﬂﬁ"‘ bafi Minster and Mistail) right up to the
?%ﬂ. P A e e ’ northqn boundarie% of this province,
v e T the River Danube,’® was subjected to
FERi ey poflp Aquileia Vetus (Cividale). In the time

T L T of Patriarch Paulinus Il (786-802) the
: {’% bt Mmjw Patriarchate actively joined in the
ATeehes wundfh imperial policy of Charlesthe Great and

S il e the conversion of the  Slavs  which he
had undertaken.' It was precisely lhis
Paulinus to whom the Emperor entrust-
ed the task of spreading Christianity
among the Avars and the Slavs.'® At that time the Aquileian missionaries had
penetrated as far as Pannonia and the Middle Danube where, in 796 Paulinus
himself presided over a Council ‘on the bank of the Danube’¢. The later ter-
ritorial disputes between Paulinus’ successor Ursus (802-811) and Arno, Arch-
bishop of Salzburg, forced the Emperor to place the Rivers Drava and Mur
as the upper boundaries of the Patriarchate in 811.1” However, this would hardly
have put a stop to the activity of the Aquileian missionaries in Pannonia, which
was still called Terra Carantana in Charles’ charters. As is apparent from certain
documents which have been preserved, the Aquileian clergy must also have
remained north of these rivers after 811, taking part in the ecclesiastical orga-
nization of the Bavarian Church, °. .. propter conversionem istarum gentiuim

Fig. 1. From Freising’s fragments

2pDina dalla Barba BrusinG. Lorenzoni. L'arte del patriar-
cato di Aquileia. Padova, 1968, p. IX, X.

5 Thid., p. X. )

4 g Schmidinger. Patriarch und Landesherr, Publikationen der Osterrei-
chische Kulturinstituts. Rom, 1954, I, S. 23.

18 F, Dvornik. Byzantske misie u slovanu. Praha, 1970, str. 42; MGH, Ep. 1V,
pp. 143—144. 1t seems, however, that the conversion of the Istrian and other Slav groups
had already begun in the time of the well known Patriarch Sigwald (756-786). Ci. G. C.
Menis. Storia del Friuli. Udine, 1974, p. 155.

16 G, C. Menis. Storia del Friuli, p. 165; MGH, Conc. I1/I, 20, p. 173—176;
V.Vavrinek. Predcyrilometodeyske misie na Velke Morave. — Slavia, XXXII,
1963, s. 472.

17 G.C. Menis. op.cit., p. 180.
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atque sacerdotum raritaten’'®. Incidentally the activity of the coastal clergy
(of Aquileia and Grado) in Pannonia after 811 is proved by the Basilica in Mosa-
purc (Zalavar), discovered by Th. v. Bogyay, which repeats the characteristic
Istrian and Lombardo-Aquileian plan with apses built into a straight eastern
wall (Figs. 2, 3).1°

‘ T
igl [, il o o o
[} ] = ’* 1
Fig. 2. The Basilica in Zalavar (after Fig. 3. Sanla Maria di Aurona (afler

Bogyay) De Capitani)

However, the influence of the two coastal sees does not appear to have
been restricted only to the south of the big bend of the Danube. It also penetrated
into the territory of Great Moravia.?® This is proved, by the way, by some of
the oldest Great Moravian churches, which resemble the North Italian and
North Adriatic ecclesiastical architecture.?

The above data on the activity of the Aquileians in Pannonia and Moravia
should not, of course, be taken as a contradiclion, but as a supplement to the
Conversio Bagoariorum activily of Salzburg and Passau, already well-known
to us, the two sees having also been designated by the Emperor Charles as centres
of Christian propaganda among the Slavs.??

As far as the valleys of the Rivers Sava and Drava are concerned, the
missionary work of the Aquileians, begun as early as the time of Paulinus II,
continued under his successors Ursus (802-811) and Maxentius (811-836). It
is even known that between the latter and Fortunatus, Patriarch of Grado, a
dispute as to the jurisdiction over these lands had arisen.?® Owing to the va-
cuum created after the destruction of Prima Justiniana by the Avars, the
Aquileian clergy had also penetrated into Strem.** The discovery of certain
built-in Spolia in Dombo near Novi Sad* (Figs. 4 and 5) are .in favour of the
existence of such probable relations between Sirmium and the Adriatic coast.
Their interlaced stone-cut ormaments show a marked analogy with certain si-

8 MGH, Conc. 11/1, 20, p. 175; V. Vavrinek. op. cit,, s. 472,

1 Th Bogyay. Mosapurc und Zalavar, Siidostforschung, 1955, S. 349; Brr.
Marusic. Monumenti istriani dell’ architettura sacrale altomedioevale con le ansidi
inscritte. — Acta Archaeologica, XXXIII. Ljubljana, 1972, p. 266—288.

2 J. Poulik. Dve velkomoravske rotundy na Miculcichié, 1963, p. 88—91.
2L V. Vavrinek. op. cit., s. 475.

22 Conversio Bagoariorum. — MGH, SS, XI, p. 1—15.

2 F. Dvornik. Byzantske misie u slovanu, s. 43.

24 Thidem.

% Nagy Sandor, [ombo, Pax BoiiBohanckux myseja. Hosu Cag, cB. XX,
1971, c. 178, cauka 8 u 9.
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milar ories in Dalmatia, dated to the ninth century® (IFigs. 6 and 7). It is known
that the region of Strem was a Bulgarian possession as early as the reign of
Pressian. Thus, this interesting find indirectly supports the supposition of
P. Petrov that the conversion of the Western regions was begun (hefore 864)

Fig. 4. ,Spolia“ by Dombo (after Nagi Sandor)

Fig. 5. “Spolia’ by Dombo (after Sandor

Fig. 6. Interlacing from Dubrovnik
Nagi) (after Strzygowski)

26 Jov., Crojanosunh-Maxcuwmonuh. O cpernoBesosnoii ckyanrypu bBoke
Koropcke. — Cnomenuk, CIII, Beorpag, 1953, c. 104, 107, cauxa 1.

Cf. also in J. Strzygowski. Die altslawische Kunst. Augsburg, 1928, S. 62,
Abb. 25.
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by Latin missionaries.*” However, these conversions can hardly have been the
work of an Eastern Frankish mission, because, as will be seen further in the
Second Chapter of our exposé, at that time the activity of the see of Passau had
peen entirely disorganized by the severe illness of its bishop Hartwig (d. May 18,
866), the predecessor of the ill-fated
Ermenrich of Elwangen. It is far more
probable that it was the work of
Aquileian or Grado clergy, who had
come down along the Sava and the
Drava. The analogy between the
stone fragments of Strem and the
Adriatic favour this hypothesis.

It would appear that the Old
Croatian Church was also founded by
Aquileian missionaries.?® It is known
that Theodosius, whom John VIII
sent to Boris, was also consecrated
as Bishop of Knin by Patriarch
Walpertur, which got both of them
into later trouble at the hand of Pope
Stephen V.*

1t is also relevant to stress here the most interesting data about the bere-
volent attitude of the Aquileian Patriarchs to the Slavs. While it was noticed
that the Slav element was gradually driven by the Francs to the East®™ in
the nintli century, on the territory of the Aquileian dioceses the contrary process
was to be observed: even in the tenth century the Patriarchs continued to settle
masses of Slavs from Carinthia in Friuli, around Cividale — which, according
to Menis, was proved by the numerous burial finds of the Kétlach culture,
typical of the Carinthian and Pannonian Slavs®™. It would, moreover appear
that the attitude of the Aquileian Patriarchs to the Slavs was similar to that
of the Bulgarian Khans, i. e. the attitude of a ruler to allied tribes. It is known
that the defence of the Alpine Passes above Cividale, high up along the reaches
of the River Natisone, in Klina(e)tz, Klabusar and elsewhere, was entrusted
to militarily organized Slav groups.®

In the course of the missionary activity of Aquileia among the Slav tribes,
an activity which lasted nearly eighty years, and taking into consideration
the fact that the Eastern dioceses of the Patriarchate were densely populated
by Slavs (see the map in Fig. 8), it is quite natural to assume that there were
many priests and monks of Slav origin in the monasteries of Grado and Aqui-
leia. 1t is even possible that they may have attained higher ranks in the ec-
clesiastical hierarchy. (As is known, this was also the case in Byzantium, where
there was even a Slav Patriarch!)33 3

The well-known marginal note in the Cividale Fvangelia is also evidence
of Aquileia’s lasting relations with the Slav ethnos. This Tefraevangelin was

Fig. 7. Interlacing from Kotorska Boka
(after Stovanovich—Maksimovich)

27 P, Petrov. La politique étrangére de la Bulgarie. .. p. 45.

2 F. Dvornik. Byzantske misie. .. s. 42, 310 anot. 95.

F. Si§i ¢ Povijest Hrvata. Zagreb, 1926, s. 308.

20 MGH, Ep. VII, p. 338, 346; F. §i&i ¢ op. cit., s. 377—391.

F. Dvornik. op. cit., s. 243, 310 anot. 95.

3 . Niederle Manuel de I'antiquité slave 1. Paris, 1923, p. 86, 87.
3 G, C. Menis. Storia del Friuli, p. 185.

3 Ibidem, p. 185.
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the most sacred possession of the Aquileian Patriarchs, because it was believed
at that time to have been written in his own hand by St Mark the Evangelist,
the founder of the Aquileian see. More than two-thirds of the names inscribed
in it are of Old Slavonic origin. It is noteworthy that the names of almost all

Fig. 8. The Western and Southern Slavs in the Xth c. (after L. Niederle with our additions
on the areas of penetration of the aquilaian missionnaries among the Slavs and in Retia 11
according to the data of V. Vavrinek, Fr. Dvornik, R. Egger and G. C. Menis). Legend:
1) via Panonia (Zalavar) to Great Moravia; II) on Sava and Drava to Sirmium; III) to Cro-
atia and Croatian Dalmatia; 1V) to Carintia; V) Via Verona and Eisacktal to Retia II

the Slav Princes of the epoch® are to be read among them. This shows that
in those times Aquileia was the goal and the centre of numerous pilgrimages
from the Slav lands.

The supposed contacts of Cyril and Methodius with Vitalis 1 (856-875),
Patriarch of Aquileia Nova (Grado), who already resided in Venice at that time,
also incline us to this line of thought. Whether they sought recognition there
and consecration in episcopal and priestly rank, as Golubinskiy, Malishevskiy,
Gruden, Dittrich, Emil Georgiev and others think,3® we do not know. However,
their long stay with Vitalis in Venice, who was on good terms with the Pan-
nonian Slavs and with Kotsel, can hardly have been accidental. Nor can it

% B. H. 3narapcku. Heropus na 6harapekara Ahpiana npea cpefHHTe BEeKOBe,
C., 1, 2. 1971, c. 191, Gea. 30.

3% Ibid., p. 190, 191.

9% F. Kos. Gradivo za zgodovino Slovencev IT, Ljubljana, 1906, s. 248—-256.

3 72d. Dittrich Christianity in Great Moravia. Groningen, 1926, p. 148-—154;
J. Gruden. Aquilejski Patriarhi za dobe sv. Cirila in Metoda. Cas, Ljubljana, 1905,
s. 9—20; E. Teoprues. Kupur u Meroguii. . , c. 67; E. Tony6usncxu Ku
puns H Megpoxufi. M., 1885, ¢, 23—29. -
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have been by chance that it was precisely in the capital of New Aquileia, and
probably in the presence of Vitalis himself (in Chapter XVI of Vita Con-
stantini, itis said that ¢ .. bishops too...!" were present at the dis-
pute) that the well-known theological dispute took place, a dispute which opened
the way to Rome and the world (Urbi et Orbe!) to the Slav liturgy. To all this
should be added the later benevolent attitude of the Aquileian Patriarchs to
Slav letters and literature. According to Gruden and Dvornik, it was exactly
this which favoured the preservation of Glagolitic in Istria, Northern Dal-
matia and Croatia until the late 13th century.*

The data cited above indicate how far-reaching were the relations of Aqui-
leia with the Slav world. These relations make the supposition that the Aqui-
leian (Slavonic-speaking) clergy took part in our conversions quite natural and
acceptable.

However, aside from the above conclusion there is also another direct and rather
eloquent indication of a connection between*the mission sent by Nicholas I
and the Aquileian churches. It is the fellowing: Dominic, who went to Pliska
at the end of 867, was Bishop of Tarvisium, a see which had always been sub-
jected to the Aquileian Patriarchate.®® Indeed, 120 years ago Hergenréter had
suggested hypothetically that this Dominic was Bishop of Triventum in Bene-
vento (Southern Italy).? This conjecture’.was.also accepted by Zlatarski, and
thereby officially entered our histe: literature. However, in Paragraph
639 of his ‘VITA ADRIANILH, Anastasius Bibliothecarius quite categoric-
ally names Dominic Bishop of Tarvisium or Tre(i)visium, the present-day town
of Treviso, a score or more kilomelres -North of Venice. In this § 639 it is said:
‘.. .cum Leopardo Anconitano et Dominico Tarvisiensi episcopis™®. An error
on the part of the copyist can hardly be in question here, because in another
variant of the same work (Lx codice Regio Mazarino et Thuano)*' this bishop
is entitled Dominicus Trivisiensis, a designation equal to the first, because
Tri(e)visium is the other name of Tarvisium. That the Tarvisian diocese was
part of the Aquileian Patriarchate is also proved, aside from other documents,
by a mural inscription behind the Patriarchal Throne in the Aquileian Ca-
thedral ** (fig. 9)

The second group of Latin priests and preachers also left with Dominic,
having been additionally requested by Boris. This, at least, is what we learn
from Anastasius Bibliothecarius.*® It is logical to assume that there must have

37 J. Gruden. op.cit, s. 19—-20; F. Dvornik. op. cit., s. 249.

3 pDalla BarbaBrusin-Lorenzoni. L’arte del patriarcato. . . p. X.

3 Cited after B. H. 3amarapckHn. Hcropus na 6warapckara abpxasa. .. I,
2., c. 130, Gen. 45.

Actually in § 609 of Vita Nicolai 1 by Anastasius Bibliothecarius, Dominic, Bishop
of Tarvisium, also figures with the nickname ‘Trivem’, but this probably indicates not his
episcopal see, but his origin. Just as, for instance, Ermenrich, Bishop of Passau, is also called
of Elwangen, because he came from Elwangen. Moreover, there were Triventums in other
mountainous regions of Italy, not only in Benevento.

0 Apastasius Bibliothecarius. Vita Hadriani II, § 639, FLHB 11,
y. 186.
: 4 Tbidem, p. 194, anot. n.

2 pDalla Barhba Brusin-Lorenzoni. L’artedel patriarcato. . . Fig. 66.

48 Anastasius Bibliothecarius., Vita Nicolai I, § 609, FLHB II,
p. 186.
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been priests from the Aquileian Dioceses in this missionary group (Anastasius
writes that it was most carefully selected), headed by an Aquileian bishop.

The question of the presence of Bulgarian names in the Cividale Tefra-
evangelia is also put forward in this connection. This can also hardly have been

Fig. 9. luscriptions behind the Patriarchal Thron in
Aquilaia (after Dalla Barba Brusin — Lorezoni)

an accident, and undoubtedly evidences relations between Pliska and Aqui-
leia. As is known, Yordan Ivanov supposed that the marginal note was made
at the time of the second journey of the Bulgarian dignitaries to Rome, i. e.
in 867.4 It is possible that it was precisely Dominic, Bishop of an Aquileian
diocese, on his way to Pliska, who took the Bulgarian emissaries to the monas-
tery where the miracle-working Tetracvangelia of St Mark was kept.

In any case, the presence of the name of Boris in this ancient beadroll,
alongside the names of almost all the fribal Slav Princes of the period is a most
significant circumstance. 1t not only indicates good relations between Pliska
and Aquileia. It also indicates that at that time Boris already considered
himself the ruler of a Slav people.

44 1. Upawop. Bwarapckure umeda B Yusuganckoro ebaurersue. C6. JloGomup
Munerny, C., 1933, ¢, 26 ca.
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. However, it is possible that Aquileia was also visited by other Bulgarian
pilgrims be51_des th‘e Boyf’irs Peter, Sondoke, Zergubila and®the others * The
fact that on line 107f Folio V an ESTIMER*can be read, pérhaps a latinized

form of the Proto-Bulgarian ESTMER, brings this to mind. A new detailed

Fig. 10. The inscription of Verona (after J. Ivanov)

study of this beadroll by our respective specialists might well reveal to us other
names of Proto-Bulgarian origin.

Another indirect indication of Aquileia’s being connected in some way
with our conversion is the well-known fresco in Verona. It has, moreover, al-
ready been indicated by others of our researchers that it reflects the role of the
WesternjChurch as well in the spread of Christianity in Bulgaria.*® Indeed,
it can hardly be an accident that the image of Boris should be found not in
another town, but precisely in Verona, which was often the capital of some of
the Aquileian Patriarchs,*” in an Abbey (Santa Maria in Organo — founded
in 734) at that, which was a personal patriarchal fief.4s The present mural, the
work of Morone, does date back to the end of the Quattrocento, but it is most
probable that it was painted in the place of an older image, dating back to the
time before the restoration of the church. One is led to this idea not only by
the custom of that day of restoring the previously existing images of saints and
the respective inscriptions® when church buildings were restored, but also by
the fact that in the present case the accompanying inscription very exactly

4% F, Kos. op. cit., s. 251.

St Michailov. La christianisation des Bulgares, Separ. ex Acta II Con-
gressus internationalis Historiae Slavicae. Salisburgo, 1967, p. 8.

47 G. C. Menis: Storia del Friuli.. ., p. 176.

¥ Dalla Barbha BrusinLorenzoni. op. cit, p. X.

4% Ibidem, p. 41.
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repeats the Chronicle of Sigibert®® (Fig. 10). It could hardly be thought that
an inscription with such an archaic content could have been composed at the
time of Lorenzo the Magnificent or Ludovico il Moro, when educated monks
were algeady reading Plato, Dante and Boccacio, instead of the old monastery
chronicles.

& & #

However, a line of thought of another order also supports our hypothesis about
the Aquileian origin of the Latin missionaries. It is known that the liturgical
practice of the Aquileian Church ritum antiquissimo usu recepti differed from
the Roman Liturgy leaning more towards the ancient Eastern type,® chieily
in the character of the ceremonies and probably in the manner in which the
Proskomidion (Offertory) was held. Thus, in the documents of an Aquileian
Synod (although of a later date) it is said: ‘/n nostra Metropolitana Ecclesiae
Agqquileiae de proprio breviario canebaniur superioribus annis cannonicae horae
et erat proprium etiam missale atque alii. proprii adibevantur in diocesi nostra
quidam ritum antiquissimo usu recepti.'®

Actually, it would appear that this was one of the many West-Syrian va-
riants of the old Jerusalem Liturgy of St James. And incidentally, in the ninth
century in many of the peripheral provinces of the Byzantine Empire, it had
not yet been replaced by the developed liturgy of St John Chrysostom. The
liturgical practice of the Balkan churches appears to have been of this kind,
close to St James’ Liturgy. Being of the ‘apostolic foundation’, they had their
own ritual.®® Thus, for instance, in Western Illyria, and most probably in certain
of the Macedonian dioceses (subjected to the see of Rome up to 732), the Greek
Liturgy of St Peter was in use, a shortened archaic liturgical order of a typic-
ally Byzantine structure in which certain ‘orientalized infiltrations’ of the
Roman canon had been introduced.** It was obviously also used by the Slavs,
who made use of the Greek liturgical language (before the creation of the Old
Bulgarian literature), because a later translation of it into Slavonic has been
found.®® Dvornik even supposes that the same liturgy was also known in East-
ern Illyria, since up to 732 the same diocese, including the diocese of Serdica,
was subordinated to the See of Rome.?® And that in the Balkan lands, even in
the 10th century, the Proskomidion was held not according to the Constanti-
nople order, is apparent from a datum provided by Pseudogerman.®?

% [{. UBauos. Juker na cs. llap Bopuc Bvp Bepona. — Hssectnsi Brarapcku
Apxeonoruyer Hucruryr, 1927, c¢. 1—13.

Bulgarus Bulgarorum Rex ad fidem cum sua gente conversus: adeo in fide solidatur:
ut non multo post majori superstiti relicto Regno: ipse monachus factus sit: verum cum fi-
lius ejus infidelitate corruptus: idolis immolaret: Pater zelo fidei accensus: Regno Reasumpto
filium secutus caepit. Eiusque oculis effossis: in carcerem trusit: filioque juniori Regno
tradito: Habitum reassumeus ibidem sanctissime quievit. Anno Domini DCCCLXIV.

8. Monsignor Duchesne. Origines du culte, II, édit., p. 82, note.

2Cabrol-Lecler que Dictionaire d’archéologie Chrétien et Liturgie (DACL),
Paris, 1927, I, 2, col. 2684.

5% Gr. Dix. The Shape of the Liturgy. London, 1960, p. 156.

%4 J. Hanssens. La liturgie romano-byzantine de St. Pierre, Orientalia Chri-
stiana periodica IV. Roma 1938, pp. 234—258; V, 1939, pp. 103—150.

5% F, Dvornik. Byzantske misie u Sfovanu, S. 127.

% We. CHerapos. XpPHCTHAHCTBOTO B Dwmirapuss mpexn 865 r. — TogmimiHHK
Jyxosna Axajemus, V, 1956, c. 200.
52 11 B. 'omr e B. Crapo6rarapckara Jutyprus. -— logumrug Ha CodHHckHA YHH-

Bepcuter, Borocnosecku Paxyarer, I1X, 1931, c. 27, 28.
Migne. Patrologia Greca, V. 98, Psendogerman, Mistiki Theorie,.
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Well acquainted with ecclesiastical matters, the fulure Pope Formosa
and the other Latin Bishops must have been informed that in Bulgaria also
the local Christians used a variant of the Old Eastern (St James’) liturgy,
whose orders of services were, moreover, still in use in many of the dioceses
controlled by the See of Rome. They were also aware that in those times the
common people considered the ceremonial of far greater importance than the
texts of the services — in any case they did not understand either the Greek
or the Latin liturgical language we!l. At the same time, the missionaries were
fully aware of the fact that they were going to a Prince and a court who had
been baptized by Byzantium and were obviously already accustomed to the
Eastern ritual. For this reason Formosa or Dominic must have considered it
more prudent to select their missionaries from a diocese, like that of Aquileia,
where the liturgy, although in Latin, was served not according to the Roman
order, but in a manner close to the ceremonial of the Eastern churches.

Actually, at a time when the polarization of the churches was already
beginning, Aquileia was obviously still a buffer zone between Constantinople
and Rome, an intermediary ‘third’ world in which East and West mingled
without clashing in order.to be recreated in a specific Aquileian-Adriatic cul-
ture. Economic reasons were mainly responsible for this. At that time Ra-
venna, Aquileia and Grado, and later also Venice, were the principal centres
of trade between East and West. It was from there that the great trade routes
which, through Verona and Retia Secunda carried the influence of Antioch,
Alexandria and Constantinople far into Central Europe, set out.’® The poli-
tical situation also favoured this. In accordance with the peace signed in Aix-
la-Chappelle in 811, Venice, Istria and part of the coast remained under the
supremacy of the Byzantine Emperor, although ecclesiastically they were
affiliated to Rome. Moreover, in the ninth century, Greek was still widerspread
in the zones in question. These economic, political and cultural relations with
the East assigned the place of the Aquilean Patriarchs in the ecclesiastical
‘polarization’. Their policy was markedly oecumenical, that is, directed to
building up an understanding and balance between the Sees of Constantinople
and Rome, which corresponded, above all, to the trade interests of the rich
port cities. Among the numerous significant indications of this policy, for in-
stance, are the personal relations of Patriarch Walpertus (875-899) and Pho-
tius, at a time, moreover, of the greatest disputes between the Papacy and
Byzantium.® These contacts are most interesting. An Aquileian Bishop was
sent to Constantinople, while there were letters from Photius.?® Incidentally,
they show that after ‘saving’ Bulgaria from the ‘foul Hyopaterian heresy’ for
good, he was now trying to detach Aquileia dogmatically from Rome, and the-
reby also Croatian Dalmatia. To achieve the latter purpose, which was perhaps
his principal one, he must surely have depended on Walpertus’ great influence
over Theodosius of Knin, whom Walpertus himself had consecrated a bishop.
Like Boris-Mihail once, Walpertus now also received from Photius a whole
theological treatise in which it was explained to him that the Holy Ghost did
not originate from the Son, but only from the Father. In any case the Aquile-
ian Patriarch did not reject the Filiogue, nor did he join Photius’ schism, al-
though Baronius undeservedly reproaches him for doing so.®* It would seem that
Walpertus was not much interested in theological arguments. He was more of

5 P, Paschini. ‘Aquileia’ in Encyclopedia Trecani. Roma, 1949, p. 806.
8 7 d. Dityrich Christianity in Great Moravia, p. 151, anot. 43.
60-F, de Rubeis. Monumenta Ecclesiae Aquiliensis, 1740, col. 488 s.
66 Baronius. Annales Ecclesiastici ad anno 883, n. 4.
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a politician than a dogmatician and now made skilful use of the Constantinople
card to defend his rights as an autocephalous Patriarch. For instance, he re-
fused to appear or to send a representative to the Synod in Ravenna (877),
where the endless dispute about the Primacy between Aquileia and Grado was
to be examined. However, instead of a more serious punishment for his dis-
obedience, such as he did, indeed, deserve, Walpertus was only taken to task.5?
It is obvious that John VIII was not eager for new complications at that time.

All this sufficiently elucidates the intermediary and comparatively neu-
tral position occupied by the Aquileian Patriarchs in the disputes between
Byzantium and the Papacy. Without breaking dogmatically and administra-
tively with Rome, they maintained good relations with Constantinople

However, in Rome, too, there were oecumenically inclined higher clergy
who did not share the exaggeratedly sharp and authoritarian line of Nicholas
I with regard to Photius. Bishop Arsenius, as well as Gauderich, Bishop of
Veletri, was among them. The good reception accorded by Adrian II to the
Byzantine missionaries should also be interpreted as a change in the anti-
Greek policy of the preceding Pope. The respect shown to Cyril and Methodius
was also a political act directed to improving the relations between the two
churches.®* The reinstatement of Zaharias,® Bishop of Anagni, was also indica-
tive of this new orientation towards Constantinople, He had been removed
by Nicholas 1 in 863 because of his agreement to the appointment of Photius
at the Oecumenical Council in Constantinople in 861.%¢

Formosa must also have belonged to (or at least have sympathized with)
the group of these clerics. He must also have been in clese contact with the
Salonica Brothers. What makes one believe it was so is the fact that together
with Gauderich he took part in the ceremony of consecrating the Slavonic
books and the ordination of Clement, Nahum and the other disciples. As we
learn from Vita Constantini, Arsenius (the biographer does not
fail to mention that he was ‘one of the seven Roman Bishops’, i. e. one of the
‘most important personalities of the Papal Council’) took part in the solemn
services, as did the far-famed Anastasius Bibliothecarius.t”

As to the leader of the second group of preachers, sent at the end of 867,
Bishop Dominic of Tarvisium, his oecumenism was beyond all doubt. Above
all, because he was a member of the Synod of the Oecumenical Aquileian Pa-
triarchs, and also because he was the head of the diocese situated almost at
the gates of Venice, which still recognized the supremacy of the Byzantine
Emperor. His co-bishop, Leopard of Ancona, subjected to Ravenna, the old
capital of the Exarchate, and still the centre of the economic and cultural in-
fluence of the Greek world in Central Ttaly, must also have been one of them.

Anyhow, by sending oecumenical clerics, i. e. such as were comparatively
friendlily disposed towards Byzantium, the Papal Curia probably wished,
incidentally, to soften the unpleasant reaction which its Bulgarian mission
would arouse in Constantinople. However, it would seem that this diplomatic
move proved to be a two-edged weapon. It may have been precisely this feel-
ing for oecumenism of the above-mentioned bishops (their names are to be found

62 J, Gruden. Akvilejski patriarhi... Cas, Ljubljana, 1905, s. 16—17.

63 [pidem, s. 9—20.

8¢ F, Dvornik. The Photian Schism, Cambridge, 1948, p. 130 s.

66 F, Dvornilk. Byzantske misie u slovanu, s. 336, anot. 11.

6 F Seppelt-K-L5ffler. Papstgeschichte. Miinchen, 1933, S. 77.

67 Vita Constantini, § XVII, Cf. A. Teogopos-Baaan Kuapuas n Merogu I,
1920, c. 64, 65.
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among participants in the Ei.ghth Coqncil) which was the reason for their re-
signing_themselves comparatively easily to the decision of the Eastern patri-
archs. The unity of the Universal (Oecumenical) Church was, indeed, saved
once more thereby, but Rome lost the Bulgarian diocese, and this time for

ever.

e o® 7

The account of the missionaries sent from Rome should not be concluded without
mention of an interesting episode connected with Formosa, which took place
later, when the Latin clerics set out on their return journey.

As is known, aft.er 870 Rome did not give up its intention of drawing the
Bulgarian Prince to it once more. Numerous letters were sent. There were also
embassies. Nothing will be said about them here, for they are well known.
However, among these embassies there was one which has been undeservedly
neglected by our researchers. I have in mind a second journey undertaken by
Formosa to Pliska which took place in 873 or 874, to convince Boris to return
once more to the Roman Church. Gyuzelev® does, indeed, say that the Bishop
of Porto ‘asked the Pope for his permission, letters and means’ to this end,
but he does not tell us if the journey actually took place. It would seem, how-
ever, that Formosa did indeed go to Pliska asecond time. John VIIT’s circular
letter to the bishops of Gaul and Germany provides clear enough evidence.
In it we read the following:

¢, .. that he (Formosa) had bound himsel{ with the same (Boris) by ter-
rible conjurations, so that he had to return to him as quickly as possible. And
as he received from us permission, letters and the necessary supportfo depart
thither, since for a long time already, owing to ambition, he had been making
an attempt to move from a smaller church to a larger one, i. e. to the Holy
Apostolic See, he had created many assistants for himself, AND NOW with
his habitual hypocrisy, refurning again, without our permission.and knowledge,
he abandoned his own see, left the city (Rome) and together with his protectors
made a conspiracy. . .” (brackets and italics T. S.).?

68 Incidentally on March 4, 870, the Latin Bishops fell inlo a ‘diplomatic trap’. The
Council had already come to an end, and the so-called ‘formula of unity’ (it recognizes, at
least de jure, the Primacy of the Pope) was adopted. The documents had already been signed
and sealed. However, if the Roman emissaries did not now agree to the decision of the Eastern
Patriarchs concerning the Bulgarian diocese, they would run the risk of a new schism. In
this case there was a danger that Constantinople would reject the ‘formula of unity’, so ar-
dently desired by Adrian T1. Yet to agree to handing Bulgaria over to Constantinople meant
arousing papal erith. In Rome it was §till remembered how in 863 Nicholas I had excom-
municafed Zacharias, Bishop of Anagni, who had approved the election of Pholius at the
Council in Constantinople in 861. That is why the Papal Legates now chose the middle road.’
They did, indeed, argue quite a lot and brought many proofs of the right of the Apostolic
See to Bulgaria (and thereby left us valuable historical data). But in the end they conlented
themselves with declaring that ‘we have not received any powers in this respect and that
is why we cannot decide anything whatever without an order’. (Anastasius Bi-
bliothecarius. Epistola ad Hadrianum papam, FLHB, p. 201). The question was
thus practically transferred for further decision between the Palriarch, the Pope and Boris.
This is exactly what we had in mind in saying that the unity of the Qecumenical Church was
saved, for the time being, but this occurred at the price of the Bulgarian diocese.

69 5. N'tosenes. Kuas Bopuc I, C., 1969, c. 267.

70 FLHB 1I, p. 146, 147. *. .. seque eidem terribilibus nihilominus iuramentis, ut
ad eum quantocius reverti debuisset, obstrictum fuisse professus sit, quique a nobis profis-
cendi illuc licentiam litteras et necessaria adiutoria impetravit, quoniam iam dudum per
ambitionem a minori ecclesia in maiorem, videlicet sanctam sedem apostolicam, prosilire
conatus plurimos sibi consolatores effecti et nunc per repertam hypocrisiam retrorsuin re-
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And indeed, the question should be asked how else can the words fo de-
part thither be interpreted than as fo depart thither to Boris and the expression
and now. . . returning again, as ‘and now returning from Bulgaria’. Undoubt-
edly a second journey of Formosa’s to Pliska is in question here, which preceded
the conspiracy of the Nomenclator Gregory.

Undoubtedly the passage cited is rather confused, probably by the fault
of later copyists. Something may have been omitted. As can be seen two dif-
ferent actions of the Bishop of Porto are interpolated in one and the same phrase,
namely his repeated journey to Bulgaria, and his attempt at a coup d’état.
Nevertheless, we consider that on the basis of this letter the events can be re-
constructed as follows:

Urged on by his ambition to rise in the ecclesiastical hierarchy and fa-
voured by the embarrassed situation of the See of Rome, Formosa, with ‘his
habitual hypocrisy’ succeeded in convincing John VIII that if he were now
to receive his appointment as Bulgarian Archbishop, once so much desired
by Boris, he (Formosa), on the basis of ‘the mutual terrible conjurations’ would
succeed in prevailing upon the Bulgarian Prince to recognize once more the
supremacy of Rome. This time, in contrast to the time of Nicholas I and Adrian
II, Rome had no other alternative. Formosa obtained the Pope’s written consent
(‘Litteras’) for his consecration as the Bulgarian Primate. However, it was
already too late! What Boris had once so greatly desired, and what the two
preceding Popes had refused him, he no longer needed. It is clear enough why
not! He had once needed the authoritative, experienced and ambitious Roman
prelate in order to build up with his assistance his own independent State
Church. Now, however, that Bulgaria had obtained the Status of such a Church,
through the decision of the Eastern Patriarchs at that, the Bishop of Porto
had already become superfluous. So Formosa, like the other papal emissaries,
was obliged to leave empty-handed. This time again he had failed to become
the Bulgarian Archbishop! On his return to Rome there now remained only one
way in which he could ‘move from a smaller to a larger church’. This was by
way of a coup d’état! And he joined in the conspiracy of one of the feudal parties,

If events did, indeed, take place in the way we have tried to present them,
they once again reveal two things, which will be dealt with in the following
chapter. On the one hand, the morbid lust for power of Formosa, who was not
too nice about the means he chose to satisfy his ambitions and, on the other
hand, the cold political pragmatism of the Bulgarian Prince. Formosa pro-
bably depended on his friendly relations. He certainly also depended on ‘the
terrible conjurations’. But Boris was not a sentimental personality, he was a
realistic statesman. This man, who had once dealt so cruelly with the boyar
revolt, who was later to blind his son, could not be influenced now by friendly
feelings in determining State policy. What Formosa did not even suspect was
that Boris was not even a mystic, but a man of common sense. That is why he
was not frightened by the power of the ‘terrible conjurations’. Despite the magic
of the Middle Ages, the mission of Formosa failed. The papal letter was several
years late!

diens sine licentia vel conscientia nostra proriam paroeciam diseruit. Urbe discessit et con-
tra salutem reipublicae dilectique filii nostri Karoli a nobis elecli et ordinati principis cum
suis fautoribus conspiravit. . .” (MGH, Ep. VII, p. 326—328).
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The second half of the ninth century was a time of great struggles between
Rome, Constantinople and Salzburg to win over the developing Slav peoples,
whose appearance on the historic stage was being made ever more manifest.
The Aquileian Patriarchate also played a definite part in this struggle. This
was favoured not only by the wide range of penetration of the coastal clergy
in Pannonia, Great Moravia and the lands along the Sava and the Drava, not
only by the Slav character of its eastern dioceses, but also by the traditionally
penevolent attitude of the Patriarchs towards the Slav ethnos.

Thus, in the light of what has been said, the sending to Bulgaria of preach-
ers from the Slav or semi-Slav territories of the Patriarchate should be esti-
mated as a law-governed political move. Through it the Lateran Palace showed
tact, and that it was well informed. In Rome, certain things which some of
the present-day researchers still refuse to admit, were already being taken into
consideration. It was known there that at the time, the ethnogenic process
in our country had already entered upon its final stage, that ‘Bulgarian’ and
‘Slav’ had already become equivalent conceptions and that Boris was already
the Prince of a Slav State.™

An account has been given of a number of matters which make us believe
that the Latin bishops (whether Formosa in 866 or Dominic in 867 is not so
important) took with them to Bulgaria the Slavonic-speaking missionaries
drawn from certain monasteries in Aquileia or Grado, whom they needed. The
author of these lines admits that, considered individually, each of the data
indicated can be interpreted as an accident. Even the fact that one of the Bi-
shops heading the mission, such as Dominic, belonged to the Council of the
Aquileian Patriarchs could be an accident. But so many accidents taken to-
gether, according to the laws of dialectics, cease to be ‘accidents’. Considered
together, in the light of the political situation of the ninth century, according
to us, they give sufficient grounds for a ‘working Aquileian hypothesis’, con-
cerning the origin of the Latin missionaries to Bulgaria. It will be particularly
useful to us in elucidating certain particular features in the construction of
Pliska and Preslav, features which are out of place for the ninth century in
the central regions of the Empire, yet at the same time do not follow the tra-
ditional basilical plan of Papal Rome and Central Italy. The connection between
these features precisely with a clergy, probably originating from the Aquileian
or northern Adriatic region, will be considered elsewhere,”™

1. Aereanosn. O6pasybane na Gwarapckara Hapogsoct, C., 1971, c. 265 ca.

" T.CMsaroBcKH, 3a npousxoma Ha [lpecnaBckute HHmH. — Apxeosorus,
1976, 4, c. 33—47. T. CMa 0B cKH. AKBUTeHCKO-TOMGAapACKH BJHSHHA B PaHHO-
cpejHOBexKOBHATA OBIrapcka xamenHa miactuka. Tlog nevat s: COOPHHK HA CeBePOH3TOUYHHTE
Mysed B DBmarapus, 1. IIL.
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