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PRINCIPLES OF BULGARIAN MEDIEVAL DIPLOMACY

Diplomacy occupied an important place in the history of medieval Bulgaria.
It would not be an exaggeration to say that both the periods of upsurge and
the periods of decline of the Bulgarian State depended closely on diplomacy,
on the ability and skill to take the correct decision and position in the chang-
ing international conditions. In all cases Bulgarian rulers followed a policy
of combining peaceful with military means to be applied according to con-
crete aims. There were many cases when it was not arms but the skillful and
timely diplomatic battle that brought about much better and lasting results.
The relative independence of diplomacy as a means for peaceful settlement
of the foreign political relations of medieval Bulgaria justifies a definition
of that diplomacy as a specific system of separate elements, interrelated and
interdependent, which form one whole. The study of this system requires the
correct distinction of its elements, their interrelations, the dynamics of their
development and change, and the general regularities which they follow. One
of the main elements int the system of diplomacy are the near and distant objec-
tives of state foreign policy whose realization required diplomatic activities.
The nature of these objectives was determined by the concrete historical con-
ditions. But there were also permanent, strategic aims irrespective of whe-
ther it concerned the Christian or pagan times, the First or the Second Bui-
garian State. Thus it is well known that a major strategic aim of the polices
of Bulgarian rulers which can be called global, was the aim of defending the
territorial integrity of the state.

Its implementation was possible by means of both military and peaceful
action. It fell upon diplomacy to ensure loyal allies or find other ways to neu-
tralize the enemy. At the same time Bulgarian rulers strove to preserve the
new territorial acquisitions through diplomacy. It is hardly necessary to dwell
on the great significance of preserving territorial integrity for the state’s po-
litical and economic prosperity. The authority and power of the ruler depend-
ed to a great extent on how well he defended his people against foreign en-
croachment. Therefore practically every Bulgarian ruler did his best, irres-
pective of specific conditions, to preserve the territorial integrity of the state
using, with varying success, also diplomatic means.

Another important aim whose realization required the conducting of di-
plomatic activity was the desire of many Bulgarian rulers to attain prestige-
ous international recognition of their power, and gain privileges for the Bul-
garian church. Diplomatic activities also included the aim of forcing Bul-
garia’s partners to observe all agreements signed which were advantageous
for Bulgaria and did not upset the existing balance of power. Another impor-
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tant aim ol the diplomacy of most Bulgarian rulers was to seek ways and
means to obtain political influence on their neighbours, which was achieved
through convenient marriages, through interference in other countries’ home
affairs or winning them over as allies in return for some concessions. In time
of decline Bulgarian diplomacy had the task of deciding on a compromise
as a basis for the preservation of territorial integrity or reducing to a mini-
mum of inevitable losses. Naturelly, their success depended largely on the
diplomatic skill of the Bulgarians and the correct use of different diplomatic
means. Such means as international agreements — peace treaties, trade agree-
ments, military alliances and royal marriages — were an important element
of the system of Bulgarian medieval diplomacy. Their practical realization
involved talks, representations, written correspondence, meetings between ru-
lers, etc,, i. e. means precluding the use of arms. The system of diplomacy
included the relevant state institutions engaged in the task of conducting
diplomatic activities. These institulions had to prepare future diplomats and
envoys.

The systems of diplomacy of that time also involved the theoretical prin-
ciples and arguments underlying diplomatic work. Taken as a whole the me-
thods, forms, principles and arguments are what is called the art of diploma-
cy.! The better the mastery of this art, the more significant the results achiev-
ed in foreign policy. The above elements of the system of diplomacy are hi-
storically conditioned and cannot be identified and distinguished in the same
degree for all periods in the development of human society. Only a concrete
historical approach to the study of diplomacy can provide an answer to the
question: when did diplomacy arise and become a specific system. It is obvi-
ous that the character of diplomacy when it first appeared in tribal society
was quite different from that of antiquity when it acquired a new significance
and then once again changed substantially in the Middle Ages.? The system
of diplomacy developed through these epochs in close connection with the
peculiarities of the socio-economic system and the related superstructural phe-
nomena: philosophy, law, morality; on the other hand, a continuity can be
seen of already established principles, methods and forms. What has been
said so far mostly concerns the so-called ‘old’ diplomacy whose main features
can be found in antiquity and in the Middle Ages. This is an ad hoc diplomacy
conducted without permanent diplomatic representations, without a clearly
defined international law, in the conditions of state organizations widely dif-
ferent in the degree of their political and cultural development.® These pecu-
liarities of the ‘old’ diplomacy do not warrant an underestimation of its
place and importance. The popular idea that the Middle Ages were ruled by
fist-law and that the natural state of relations between states was war, is not
quite correct or complete. Violence or club-law cannot be the only characte-
ristics of the relations between the medieval states. There is no doubt, how-
ever, that medieval diplomacy had certain features which set it apart from pre-
sent day ideas of diplomacy. These features fully apply to Bulgarian medie-
val diplomacy and derive from the specific socio-economic and political con-
ditions in which medieval society developed. One of these features is closely
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linked with the very appearafice and consolidation of medieval states in Euro-
pe. The transition from Antiquity to the Middle Ages involved radical changes
in the political map of Europe connected with the fall of the Roman Empire.
New tribes, new nations and new states appeared on the historical scene. At
the same time in South-East Europe — where the Buigarian State was found-
ed — there was still Byzantium and it {ried hard to preserve and apply to
the new conditions the ancient {raditions established in the fields of political
life, law, diplomacy, culture, elc. In other words, there was an uneven social
and political development which rellected on the formation and nature of
medieval diplomacy. On the one hand, there arose inter-stale relations while,
on the other, we can speak aboul relations hbetween states and individual tri-
bal alliances, principalitics, city-republics and others. This created the spe-
cific character of medieval diplomacy since the iribes and nations nationa-
lities which had just appeared on the historical scene brought with them new
specific elements in the application of the already established general rules
and principles in international relations. The newly established feudal rela-
tions determined yet another feature of medieval diplomacy particularly no-
{iceable in the period of developed feudalism. As a resull of growing leudal
separatism, there arose a peculiar ‘internal diplomacy’ within one state effect-
ed by individual independent or semi-dependent feudal lords. Because of their
desire to ensure a stable political support and protection, in many cases they
undertook diplomatic moves which ran counter to the main objectives and
foreign political orientation of the state as a whole.

Another important feature characterizing the development of medieval
diplomacy, is associated with the great role of the church. The ideas of Chri-
stianity, its moral and religious norms, established in daily life, were applied
widely and obligatorily in the diplomatic practices of the Christian state.
An important role in the working out of standard rules in maintaining diplo-
matic contacts between states was also played by the church councils whose
decisions were binding on the Christian world., Religion exercised a great
influence on the external, purely formal, aspects of diplomalic work, as well
as on the shaping of certain ideological arguments used in international rela-
tions. Naturally, Christianity began to affect Bulgaria’s state diplomacy af-
ter the conversion. Before thal time we can talk, in most general terms, about
a pagan stage in the development of Bulgarian medieval diplomacy. During
that period Bulgarian diplomacy was under the direct influence of the expe-
rience and traditions of proto-Bulgarians and Slavs.* As is known, with the
very foundation of the state, the {wo ethnic groups were actively
involved in political interrelations on the European continent and in lively
diplomatic activity. One of their mosl permanent foreign political partners
was Byzantium which used every possible means, military, as well as diplo-
matic, to preserve its territories and draw the barbarians into its political
orbit. Long years of contacts with Byzantium helped proto-Bulgarians and
Slavs, yet in their pre-state stage, to adopt and apply some methods of Byzain-
tine diplomacy. Such ‘borrowing’ especially increased after the conversion.
Byzantine influence as a factor in medieval Bulgarian diplomacy was not
accidental. It was not due only to geographical proximity or a common reli-
gion. It is a fact thal the Roman Empire adopted the methods and traditions
of ancient diplomatic art and developed them in the conditions of the feudal
system. Therefore, Byzantium was believed to have the most highly develop-
ed system of diplomacy in the Middle Ages which enabled it to triumph in

1Cf. Angelov, P, La diplomalie médigvale bulgare. BHR, 1982, 4.
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difficult and tense foreign political situations.® It was therefore natural for
the Bulgarian state to use some of the means of Byzantine diplomacy in or-
der to try and to prevail over its main foreign political partner. It was mostly
a question of constructive adoption rather than blind imitation of traditional
Byzantine diplomatic methods which, sometimes, contradicted fast changing
political situations.

Another feature of medieval diplomacy which fully applies to Bulgarian
diplomacy, was the great role and importance of the ruler for diplomatic ac-
tivity as a whole. It is well known that the ruler was the supreme leader on
all issues of home and foreign policy. The ruler was legislator, judge and com-
mander-in-chief. His many rights were closely linked with the dominating
medieval authocratic and religious idea that the ruler was God’s deputy on
earth.’ In practice that meant that a large portion of diplomaticactivity in
the Middle Ages was directly linked with the name and qualities of the ruler.
His place in diplomacy may account for a common practice in the relations
between medieval states. It is the practice where a country sent its envoys
to their neighbours to inform them of the coming into power of a new ruler,
in a lawful way or as a result of a coup. In some cases the envoys confirmed
that existing agreements would be honoured, while in other cases that they
were declared nill and void. This clearly demonstrates the great role of an
individual ruler in establishing and maintaining a certain type ol relations
between states.

A condition that also influenced the nature of medieval diplomacy is
that it developed in the absence of well established and generally recognized
international law and in the conditions of uncertain and often unreliable means
of communication. This explains the role of accident as a factor in achieving
one or another result in diplomatic activity. The Middle Ages did not see the
foundation of international institutions with the task of supervising the obser-
vance of agreements signed and of taking sanctions against violators. Despite
its enormous power the church was not in a position to play such a role, cer-
tainly not in the Eastern Orthodox world where it was inferior to secular au-
thority.

The study of medieval diplomacy also requires a good knowledge of the
thinking and mentality of the people of that time. An insufficient and super-
ficial knowledge of the middle ages may lead to an incorrect interpretation
and understanding of the diplomacy of one or another state. Care must be
taken when concepts from the present day diplomatic vocabulary are used to
elucidate elements of medieval diplomacy. It is well known that the value
system of the individual in the Middle Ages had its peculiarities which do not
correspond, and sometimes even contradict, modern ideas of the world, socie-
ty, human interrelations and relations between states. Medieval man, restrict-
ed by convention, attributed a different meaning to such concepts as duty,
truth, justice, benefit, reason, etc. from the meaning we give them today.?
This was due, above all, to the dominating religious outlook and the power-
ful traditions, customs, etc. handed down from generation to generation. That
is why without knowledge of this particular outlook it would be difficult,
and sometimes impossible, to grasp the essence of one or another event in the

0Obolensky, D. The Principles and Methods of Byzantine Diplomacy. — In:
X1le Congres International des Etudes Byzantines, Ochride, 1961, I1,c. 57; Brehier, L.
Le monde hyzantine, Les institutions de 'empire byzantine, Paris, 1949, 281—324.

8Cf.Anrenos, JI. KoM BbIpOCca 3a LAPCKATA BJACT B CPEJHOBEKOBHA Dparapus. —
C6. B namer na mpod. An. Bypmos, C,, 1973, 158—162.
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history of medieval diplomacy. It would be equally impossible to clarify ade-
quately the theoretical principles and arguments underlying the diplomacy
of a medieval state.

Bearing in mind all these peculiarities in the development of medieval
diplomacy, this paper sets itsell the task of revealing the specific methods and
principles underlying the development of medieval Bulgarian diplomacy. Al-
though the foreign policy of medieval Bulgaria was determined by different
factors in different periods and its surrounding did not remain the same, the-
re are several main directions which may cover the basic principles of Bul-
garian diplomacy.

i K

As was already pointed out, one of the chief concerns of diplomacy was to
find reliable allies. In many cases this was the only possible and reliable way
of resolving the existing contradictions and conflicts to the advantage of the
Bulgarian state. Another well tried traditional method in diplomacy was to
seek an ally amidst the enemy’s enemies. The practical application of this
principle requires a good knowledge of developments in international rela-
tions, conditions and intentions of neighbouring states, current changes on
the political map of Europe. These changes acquired particular intensity in
the early medieval period when new ‘barbarian’ states were born one after
another, considerable migrations of tribes and peoples occurred, old civi-
lizations disappeared. The analysis of the relevant source material suggests
that Bulgarian diplomacy followed several paths in recruiting allies.

The first of these involved looking for an ally whose interests largely
coincided with those of the Bulgarian state and thus presupposed a natural
alliance. This approach often gave good results when potential allies were fac-
ed with the same threat to their independence. In this case it usually took
a relatively short time and relatively small diplomatic efforts to persuade
the other side that their salvation depended on unity of action. Such alli mces
were concluded without prior discussion of conditions concerning the division
of newly acquired lands and spoils or any advantages involving mutual con-
cessions. The main thing was to agree on joint military actions specifying the
number of troops, their movements, command, sphere of action, etc. In other
words, these agreements were essentially military pacts aimed at repulsing
the common enemy.

The above can be illustrated with some typical examples. The very foun-
dation of the Bulgarian state is essentially the result of an alliance based on
the common interest of Slavs and proto-Bulgarians. Faced with the obvious
threat posed by Byzantium which never reconciled itself to territorial losses,
only an alliance of the two ethnic groups could hope to ensure the protection
of the conquered lands. There is an opinion in science, mainly based on a nar-
row philological interpretation of source material, that there existed unequal
political relations between proto-Bulgarians and Slavs.® However, to adopt
such a view would mean that the two ethnic groups were not clearly aware
of their own interests and even less of the one matural way to uphold them.
Such an accusation of diplomatic ‘immaturity’ is obviously untenable since
it is well known that in the very first years of its foundation, Bulgaria’s di-
plomacy proved successful and facts show unambiguously that proto-Bulga-
rians and Slavs acted as allies.

8 Different views are discussed in A nreuoep, Il. O6pasyBanero ua Gbarapckara
AbPXKAaBa B ChbBpPeMeHRaTa OBJArapcka MejHeBICTHKa. — In: BoenHo-ncTophueckM CcOODHHK,
198t, 3, 7178,
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Another typical example which illustrales well the aforementioned me-
thod of recruiting allies takes us back to the time of the brothers Assen and
Peter. Historical evidence clearly shows that they made considerable efforts
to enlist the support of some of the main enemies of the Byzantine empire. At
that particular point in time a natural ally for the rebellious Bulgarians was
the Serbian state of Stephan Neman. The common interests of Bulgarians and
Serbs were based on their desire to win their independence. Their unity of ac-
tion was expressed in their support for the crusaders of the 3rd Crusade who
were in cenflict with Byzantium when they moved across the Balkan Penin-
sula. The western chronicler Ansbergt writes in detail about this alliance which
set the beginning of traditionally good relations between Bulgarians and Serbs
which remained, with minor exceptions, throughout the 13th century.® These
relations were based on a common anti-Byzantine orientation.

During the 14th century Bulgarian diplomacy was again faced with the
need to find allies in the struggle for political independence. This became
particularly obvious when the Peninsula had to face the Ottoman threat.
The idea of forging an alliance against the Turks was not alien to the Bulga-
rian rulers but it took a long time to materialize. For a long time the desire
to seek independent diplomatic and other ways o settle relations with the
conquerer outweighed the feeble attempts at joint resistance. This can explain
the failure of John Cantacuzene to conclude an anti-Ottoman alliance in 1351
as well as the inaction of Bulgaria and Byzantium after 13556 when the two
rulers’ families became related by marriage. Documents preserved from that
time show that one of the main objeclives of the signed lreaty was to be “de-
trimental to the unbelievers’” (i. e. the Ottomans), but no practical steps
in this direction were undertaken.’ In the last decade of the [4th century
Bulgarian diplomacy looked for allies in the struggle against the Ottomans
on many occasions but conditions were no longer favourable. The forming
of an alliance was difficult because of the feudal disunity of the country and
its vassal status. In general, the events of the second half of the 14th century
demonstrate that it is not always sufficient for two or more states to become
aware of a common threat to their independence in order to form an alliance.
Diplomacy has a crucial role to play in this respect, it has to consider many
factors, overcome deep-seated prejudices so as to take the correct decision. It
was not always, however, that a common threat to independence was the ba-
sis on which Bulgarian diplomacy looked for allies. In many cases alliances
were formed on the basis of common interests in gaining new lands, trading
privileges or other advantages. In such cases also the treaties provided for de-
tailed conditions concerning the obligations of each country, the amount to

% Different opinions exist concerning the chronology of this alliance, 3marTap-
¢ x u, B. Meropus na Gearapckarta Abp:kaBa npes cpepuure sekose. 111, C., 1972, ¢, 2, Gen. 3
accepts 1188 as the beginning; ITerp os, [1. KoM BBIpOCcA 3@ BHPTHHCKATAa IpaMoTa i
ChbPKAMHTE ce B Hest cBefienuda. — [CY, Mo @, 1957, 51, 2, 235237 argues for 1186.
However, the exposition of the Western chronicler and certain cross references suggest that
the alliance was concluded not earlier than the summer of 1189, i. e. when the crusaders
first set foot on the Peninsula. This is also the conclusion indirectly reached by depejan-
ynhi, B. Kaja ce EBnoxuja ynana sa Crepava Hemannfia, — B: 36opunx dumnososcxor ¢a-
kyarera, Beorpax, VIII, 1, 1964, c. 222.

oMiklosich, Mitller. Acta et diplomata graeca medii aevi, sacra et pro-
fana, v. 1. I. Vindobonae, 1860, 432—433. According to Halecki, O, Un empereur de
Byzance a Rome, Warszawa, 1930, 51, the marriage was arranged because of the threat
posed by Serbia and the desire of Byzantium to keep its influence over Bulgaria. How-
ever, such an explanation would be rather onesided. Cf. also A nreuxos, Il. Bearapus n
GajKaHCKHTE BOCHHH CBIO3H CPeuly TYpPCKHTE HamecTBHs, — Boedno-muer, cbopnuk, 1982,
4, 127--130.
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be received by each country in case of success, or the conditions under which
the alliance will come into force. Mutual compromise and concessions were
essential in this type of alliances. However, the initiator of the alliance, being
the more interested party, was usually prepared to make bigger concessions.
In such cases diplomatic skill consisted in the correct choice of an ally or in
the thorough assessment of an offer for joint action. Such action commonly
involved pressure on the common enemy on two or more fronts, which was
essential for the final victory. The medieval history of Bulgaria contains a
number of such alliances. Only a few of these will be cited here, alliances about
which we have more detailed evidence.

An alliance against the Latin empire was signed in 1234 between the Bul-
garian tsar Ivan Asen Il and the Nicean emperor John Vatatsi, The most im-
portant provisions of this treaty are contained in a historical document by
Georgi Acropolitus.’ The two rulers agreed on the restoration of the T#rno-
vo Patriarchate and this was an indisputable success for Bulgaria’s diplomacy.
It was one of the main terms of the treaty and on it depended the implemen-
tation of the whole treaty. Other provisions concerned the future joint mili-
tary actions against the Latins and the fate of the conquered cities. The text
suggests that the two partners had prior agreement on the division of conquer-
ed land. The Bulgarian t{sar was to receive the land in Southern Thrace and
an area around Andrianopolis and John Vatatsi was to expand his territories
to the West of the Maritsa river. All these rights and obligations of the two
sides were confirmed by a sworn agreement and sealed by a royal engagement.
The underaged daughter of the Bulgarian tsar was engaged to the Nicean heir,
Theodor Laskaris.!®

A similar treaty, with even more specific clauses, was signed my Michail
II Asen and Dubrovnik against Serbia. This is one of the few treaties of the
medieval Bulgarian state whose text has been preserved. It contains predomi-
nantly clauses of both offensive and defensive nature and describes the enemy
clearly: “The faithless king Urosh and his brother and all his kin and all those
who live on his land.”” There was a specific provision to the effect that the al-
lies must not conclude a separate peace with Serbia. There are clauses provid-
ing for the division of the conquered Serbian lands. A further text is added
specifying the commercial relations between the two parties.'®

Another similar alliance was offered by the Bulgarian tsar Michail 111
Shishiman in 1330 to the Byzantine Emperor Andronic II1. The Bulgarian
tsar sent his envoy to the emperor and proposed a military alliance in the
forthcoming was against Serbia, The emperor, who was related to the Bulga-
rian tsar, did not hesitate long. He accepted the offer. According to John Can-
tacuzene, the chief aim of the alliance was to attain an easier victory over the
Serbian king.'* Nicephorus Grigoras, another contemporary of these events,
adds that the aim of the alliance was to force the Serbian king to cede as much
land as possible.’® Clearly, in case of success this land (newly acquired by the

LGeorgii Acropolitae. Historia. MBU. XV, THUBM VIII, .p 163,

12 Thidem, 163, A detailed discussion of the terms of the treaty and the division of the
land can be found in 3mxaTapcku, B, Op. cit., I, p. 389; [w3eaes, B. brarap-
ckarta AppkaBa u Huxkes B Gopba cpemy JlaThuckara nmnepus, — Hasectust Ha Hau, HCro-
puueckn myaseit, 2, 1978, 2--37.

BIlerpos, M., Fwosexesn, B. Xpucromarus no mcropus Ha Bwarapus, I,
1978, 211—212; Cf, 3martapcxku, B. Op. cit, p.443.

Wloanis Cantacuzeni, Historiarum, ed. J. Schopen. Bonnae, 182832,
I, p. 428,

P I Nicephori Gregoras, Byzantina historia, ed. J. Schopen, 1828—30,
I, p. 454,
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Serbs, mostly in the northern and the middle parts of Macedonia) was to be
divided between the allies. As is known, the treaty could not be realized since
the Bulgarian tsar was defeated by the Serbs and was killed in the battle field
near Velbuzhd.'®

These examples show that irrespective of the time when the alliances were
concluded, irrespective of the concrete circumstances, or the number ol clau-
ses in the treaties, their main feature was the respect for the mutual interests
and the clear awareness of mutual advantages. These agreements specified
conditions on whose implementation depended the realization ol the alliance
as well as clauses whose completion depended on the final success of the mi-
fitary actions.

This conclusion applies also to the agreements concluded by the Bulga-
rian state with different tribes and nations to recruit them as mercenaries,
which was otie more way used by Bulgarian diplomacy to find allies. The need
for mercenaries was particularly great when the state’s own forces were not
sufficient or were fully engaged at another front. It cannot be claimed that
the role of mercenaries was invariably decisive for the realization of the {o-
reign polilical goals of the Bulgarian slate. But it must be recognized that
they sometimes played a considerable role. The word ‘mercenary’ itself suggests
that the main means of recruiting this kind of allies was money and spoils.
It may seem, at first glance, that no great diplomatic effort was required for
the purpose. Concrete facts show, however, that it cost diplomats considerable
effort, somelimes, to prevent the enemy {rom securing the same tribe or nation
as an ally. There were many cases when mercenaries were prepared to side
with those who promised and paid more. Usually the loyalty of mercenaries
was not based on some deep conviction in the correctness of a political line,
but on material interest. Therefore, alliances with mercenaries were never
very lasting or stable.

It should also be mentioned that mercenaries usually came [rom pagan
tribes or peoples of other religions, for whom the established rules of diplo-
macy in the Christian world were not necessarily binding. Thus, without par-
ticular qualms of a moral or religious nature, they could violate any agree-
ment reached and join the enemy. Because of all this, the Bulgarian diplomats
took particular care in recruiting mercenaries and in maintaining relations
with them. The need for mercenaries especially increased during the flourish-
ing of feudalism in Bulgaria when the extreme feudal division made il dif-
ficult to ensure that everybody did their compulsory military service.

The history of medieval Bulgaria is rich of examples showing the role
of diplomacy in the recruitment of mercenary troops. It is a known fact, for
instance, that during the long years of struggle between Bulgaria and Byzan-
tium, in Tsar Simeon’s time, an important role was played on some occasions
by the Pechenegs. When the first war against Byzantium broke out in 894,
the Bulgarian ruler skilfully used his alliance with the Pechenegs to deal a
crushing blow on the Hungarians whose action was inspired by the Empire.'?
Especially indicative of the skill with which the Bulgarians maintained their
alliance with the Pechenegs and used them as mercenary {roops on given occa-
sions, is a letter by the Byzantine Patriarch Nicholas Mysticus. He writes
that Bulgarian envoys often went to the Pechenegs to offer them an alliance

16 Keropusn ua Bwarapug, I, C., 1982, 331--332.
7Bowuaos, We Boarapuag s neuererure. — Meropnueckn npermep, 1973, 2,
p. 40 i1,
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and that ‘was a constant concern of the Bulgarians and so they try to arrange
marriages for their children and thus ensure an alliance with the Pechenegs’!®.

Another tribe often used by the Bulgarians as mercenary troops were the
Koumanians. They played a considerable part in the uprising of Assen and
Peter which ended with the restoration of the Bulgarian state.!® Historical
records of Western and Byzantine origin unambiguously show that Kaloyan,
the successor of the two brothers, also used mercenary troopsin his wars against
the Latin Empire. We can quote one such record of the [3th century, the so-
called ‘The Praise of the Wonders of the Great Peacemaker Dimitrius’ by the
Byzantine John Stavrakis. He writes among other things that ‘Kaloyan’s ar-
my consists of Bulgarians but also nomads, Khazars, Byzantines, Albanians
with the Russians — a multitude of all peoples.“?® The role of Koumanians
in Bulgarian history does not only consist in that they were used as merce-
naries. There is proof that Koumanians penetrated the high aristocracy of the
Bulgarian state, made atternpts to interfere in the political life of the coun-
try, etc. Koumanians were involved in the conspiracy against Kaloyan and
this is a clear demonstration of the risk of a continual use of mercenaries. Du-
ring the 14th century some of the Bulgarian rulers also resorted to the help
of mercenary troops. That was necessary because of the weakening military
and political power of the state caused by the growing process of feudal sepa-
ratism. Thus it is known that in his war against Serbia in 1330, Mihail Shish-
man formed an alliance with the Byzantine emperor and used mercenary tro-
ops. Nicephorus Grigoras writes that there were 3000 mercenaries in that
army.? In the introduction to Dushan’s status book and in some Serbian genea-
logies and chronicles it is mentioned that the mercenaries were Tartars, Usal
and Bessarabians (i. e. Wallachians).?” In conclusion it should be underlined
once again that Bulgarian diplomacy used different ways and means to se-
cure allies. The choice of one or another of them depended, above all, on the
concrete conditions and the financial and political capacity of the State at
that time. A fundamental principle of Bulgarian diplomacy was to secure
an ally for the realization of the foreign political aims of the State. The ti-
mely and correct application of this principle determined, to a great extent,
the political stability and international prestige of the state. Closely linked
with this foremost principle were other principles followed by Bulgarian di-
plomacy.

In many cases diplomatic efforts were guided by the principle of preserv-
ing the relative balance of forces in the Balkan Peninsula. The notion of
‘balance’ of forces itself became widely used after the appearance of modern
diplomacy during the European Renaissance but the need and usefulness of
such balance was well understood in the Middle Ages as well. It was particu-
larly important to follow this principle at times when the country needed
peace or when its interests were threatened by a hostile coalition. A balance
of forces could be maintained in a variety of ways but in each case diplomacy
had a considerable role to play. One of these ways was when diplomacy was

BNicolai Constantinopolitani. Epistolae, — HBH, VIII, THBH
1V, c. 210.

93 parapcxiu, B. Op. cit,, III, 1—91. All scholars dealing with this uprising
acknowledge the role played by the Koumanians. Some of them, however, tend to exag-
gerate thal role. Cf. Malingoudis, Ph. Die Nachrichten des Niketas Choniates
iiber die Entstehung des Zweiten Bulgarischen Staates,, Byzantina, 10, 53 sq.

20 [ToxBa/dHO CJIOBO 3a uyjecaTa Ha Besukis mMuporBopen Jlumuatap® or Moan Craspa-
ki, — MBU. XXII, THBM X, 1980, c. 129,

2Gregoras. Op. cit, I, c. 455.

22HopakoBuh, Cr. 3axonukuapa Credpana [Hymana. Beorpap, 1898, c. 3.
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called upon to interfere and foil the progress of some talks or planned alliant-
ces which were against the interests of the Bulgarian state. To follow such a
way successfully required a good knowledge of the course of political events,
the aims and intentions of the sides involved.

An example of this can be found in Bulgarian diplomalic activities in
the end of the 13th century when Serbia and Byzantium began peace talks.
They concerned the fate of a substantial part of the Bulgarian lands in North-
ern Macedonia which, at that time, were occupied by Serbia. The Serbian
king wanted to marry the grand daughter of the Byzantine Emperor in return
for the above mentioned lands as dowry. The Byzantine diplomat Theodore
Metochitus, a participant in these talks, writes that when the talks began
Bulgarian envoys arrived at the Court bringing counter-proposals. Their main
task was to prevent the conclusion of a pact and alliance. The Bulgarian en-
voys iried to persuade the king that Byzantium was not a reliable ally since
it was weak and lacked military and financial power.* Moreover, they conveyed
the proposal of the Bulgarian isariisa, Tsar Smilets’ widow, offering to marry
King Milutin and thus hand over the power of Bulgaria. We are not going
to dwell here on the question of whether it was possible to set up such a dual
Bulgarian—Serbian monarchy. We shall mention only that in all probability
the proposal was only a diplomatic maneuvre aiming to foil the planned Ser-
bian—Byzantine agreement. The latter posed a threat for Bulgaria not only
because two of the main forces on the Peninsula were forging a lasting allian-
ce but also because it concerned lands with Bulgarian population but failed
to take into account the interests of Bulgaria. In this case Bulgarian diplo-
matic efforts were not crowned with success but soon the new tsar, Svetosiav
Terter, found other means to bring the state out of the deep crisis.

Bulgarian diplomacy acted in a similar way during the reign of Ivan Ale-
xander. This was particularly clear after 1342 when Bulgaria and Serbia took
an active part in the internecine war over the Byzantine throne. That same
year one of the pretenders, John Cantacuzene, approached the Serbian King
Stephan Doushan asking him for help. One of the main questions the two of
them discussed was the fate of the Serbian acquisitions in Macedonia at that
time and the conditions under which Stephan Doushan would agree to help
John Cantacuzene, The pretender had to recognize all Serbian gains and agree
that Stephan Doushan would take over the lands of the semi-independent ru-
ler Hrelyo. These negotiations became known to the Bulgarian tsar who took
steps to prevent the planned alliance. He was aware that the interests of the
Bulgarian state were once again threatened, therefore Ivan Alexander sent
envoys to the Serbian king asking him to throw Cantacuzene in prison or kill
him. This happened several times and we learn about it from Cantacuzene
himself.?! Apperently the main argument of the envoys was that once Canta-
cuzene was removed, Doushan could easily realize his ambitious plans to con-
quer the Empire. Stephan Doushan, however, was not persuaded. He was
aware that it would be much more difficult to agree with Ivan Alexander on
how to divide the conquered lands than with the pretender to the throne who
was then in a weak position. Irrespective of this, Bulgarian diplomatic efforts
were well justified in this case and they proved the will of lvan Alexander

28 Cf, Huxos, I1. Tarapo-6uirapCkn OTHOMCHHUS IPe3 CPEAHHTE BEKOBE ¢ oOriep
KbM mapypauero Ha Cwmunen, — FCY—-HOP, XV_-XVI, 19191920, 36—39. -

#Cantacuzenos., II, 338, A detailed analysis of this diplomatic action can
be found in A nrenos, [I. Brarapo-cpplckurte NOAHTHYCCKA OTHOMIGHHSA NP uapysa-
sero Ha Mman Auekcanfnp (1331—1371) n Credan Jdywan (1331—1355). — I['CY, Heropu-
secku Qagyarer, 72, 1978, C., 1982, 104—105,
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not to allow an alliance between Serbia and Byzantium which would tie his
hands for more decisive actions in Macedonia.

Another way to maintain a relative balance of forces was for Bulgaria
to form alliances or sign peace treaties aiming to neutralize hostile coalitions.
In such cases Bulgaria either found a reliable ally or established peaceful re-
lations with one of the enemies. As is known, in 815 Omourtag concluded a
thirty-year peace treaty with Byzantium. The Bulgarian khan took this deci-
sion not because he was a less capable military commander than his father
Khan Kroum. The need for peace with Bulgaria’s major enemy was dictated
by the concrete foreign political conditions. Only a year earlier when Khan
Kroum was still alive, Byzantium and the Empire of the Francs were forming
an alliance against Bulgaria.®® This was one of the main reasons why Omour-
tag sought a peaceful settlement of the conflict. A proof of the foresight of Bul-
garian diplomacy in this case is the fact that the peace with Byzantium allow-
ed Khan Omourtag later to settle his disagreements with the Francs by force
without fearing a surprise attack in the rear.

The same desire to maintain the balance of forces later led Knyaz Boris
to establish close alliance with the German Empire against the coalition form-
ed by Byzantium and Great Moravia. In order to restore the balance of for-
ces, in 1213 Tsar Boril made peace with his greatest enemy, the Latin Empe-
ror Henry after the latter made peace with the Nicean Emperor Theodore
Lascaris.?® This diplomatic move ensured Tsar Boril recognition for his crown
by the Pope since until that time he had been considered usurper of power
in Bulgaria. The conclusion of peace was followed by a royal marriage: Boril’s
daughter married the Latin emperor. However, in return Bulgaria ceded im-
portant lands and towns in Thrace. It should be pointed out that following
the principle of balance of forces did not lead to a lasting setilement of the
contradictions between Bulgaria and its neighbours. 1t was necessary to ap-
ply the principle at times when the couniry could not act successfully at se-
veral fronts. It was diplomacy that helped to assess the situation and decide
when such a balance would be useful for the state and what the concrete ways
to achieve it might be. As we have seen, sometimes the existing conditions
required compromise and concessions which did not correspond to the aims
of the country’s foreign policy. In general, the balance of forces in medieval
times was a temporary state of relations between states which was difficull
to achieve and quite easy to upset. Another principle which guided Bulgarian
diplomacy in certain cases was interference in the internal affairs of neigh-
bouring states. The interference meant lo derive specific advantages, mostly
territorial gains, and sometimes, to undermine the political slabilily of the
enemy. Also, to reduce considerably the risk of surprise enemy actions against
the Bulgarian state. Interference in the affairs of neighbouring states was
resoried to in different cases. Often this happened when overthrown lawful
rulers approached Bulgarian tsars asking for assistance to regain their crown.
Treaties were signed in such cases which brought new acquisitions to Bulga-
iadand, sometimes, restored to Bulgarian possession formerly lost territories
and towns.

% Mcropua ua Bwarapus, I, C., 1981, c. 142,

26 Thid, I1I, p. 149. On the connections between the reconciliation between Borii
and Henry and the relations between the Latin empire and Nicea c¢f. Prinzing, G.
Die Bedeutung Bulgariens und Serbiens in den Jahren 1204—1219in Zusammenhang mit
der Entstehung und Entwicklung der byzantinischen Teilstaaten nach der Einnahme Kon-
stantinopels infolge des 4. Kreuzzuges. Miinchen, 1972, 108. There is no proper justifica-
tion for the opinion that relations between Tsar Boril and Emperor Henry had improved
as a result of the growing Bogomil movement in the country, put forwardin Longon,J.
L’Empire latine de Constantinople et la Principaute de Moree, Paris, 1949, p. 149,
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Naturally the decision to give assistance required an assessment of the
concrete conditions and existing potentials. It is likely that promises for as-
sistance were given more readily when the partner in need was a relative of
the Bulgarian ruler or a loyal ally. However, quite often interference was
undertaken solely from material motives.

As an illustration of the above we can use the reign of Khan Tervel. As is
known, in 705 the ovethrown Byzantine Empeéror Justinian 11 turned to him for
help. A military pact was signed between the emperor and the khan and its
successful implementation brought Bulgaria considerable gains. For the first time
Bulgaria conquered a sizeable ferritory in South-East Thrace (the region of
Zagore), Khan Tervel was given the lofty title of Ceaser as well as a lot of
money and other valuables.?” In this case it was immaterial for the Bulgarian
khan whether one or another ruler had greater rights to the Byzantine throne.
What mattered was what he would gain provided Justinian 1T was restored
to the throne.

In 1203 the overthrown Serbian king Stephan Pervovenchani turned to
Tsar Kaloyan for help. He had been driven away by his brother Vulkan who
had the active support of the Pope and of Hungary. A letter by Pope Inno-
cent Il suggests that Stephan Pervovenchani succeeded in regaining power
with the help of the Bulgarians who undertook crucial military actions against
the Hungarian king and his protégé in Serbia. In this case the decision {o help
King Stephan Pervovenchani was prompted by Tsar Kaloyan's desire {o put
an end to the Hungarian expansion to the North-West of Bulgaria as well as
win the Serbians as his allies. The [urther course of evenls shows that Kaloyan
was successful. In return for the assistance he gave the Serbian ruler, Bulga-
ria acquired an important territory, the city of Ni§ and the area surrounding it.*®

An example which demonstrates that a concrete assessment of circumsian-
ces was required before taking a decision whether to render assistance to a fo-
reign ruler in need, again comes from the reign of Tsar Kaloyan. After the
firs{ siege of Constantinople by the crusaders in 1204, emperor Alexius 11
abandoned his capital and lurned to the Bulgarian tsar for help. Historical
records suggest a possible personal meeting of the two rulers, However, in
this case Kaloyan did not give his support to the emperor in need since he
could see clearly that the empire was fast nearing its downfall.?® In many
cases Bulgarian diplomacy decided on interference in the internal affairs of
a foreign country when internecine struggles broke out in that counfry. Then
usually the Bulgarian ruler actively supported one of the warring sides guided

27 Ucropust na DBwarapus, 11, 110-—I111.

28 Innocentii 111 Papae et Calojohannis regis, Epistolae. -—— IBM XII, JIMBUK 111,
p. 362. Hcropujsn cpncxor xapopa. 1. Beorpanx, 1981, p. 270, 16 questions, without justi-
fication, the support given by the Bulgarian ruler to Stephan Pervovenchani. Cf. 3 na -
Tapcxu, B. Op. cit,, III, p. [50.

29 According to Prinzing, G., op. cit,, p. 5, the records are not quite clear as
to whether negotiations actually did take place between Kaloyan and Alexius III after
the emperor fled to the town of Develt at the Bulgarian —Byzantine border. At the same
time, the author quotes less well known records like the chronicle of Balduinus Constanti-
nopolitanus, Tafel, G, G. Thomas. Urkunden zur &dlteren Handels- und Staatsge-
schichte der Republik Venedig mit besonderer Beziehung auf Byzanz und die Levante.
Wien, I, 1856, p. 297, as well as a letter by Dimiter Homatian. (CI. 31 atapcxku, B.
111, p. 171), and they provide evidence that negotiations did take place. The chronicle ex-
plicity says that Alexius III fled to ‘the tsar of the Wallachians’ Yoan. The author seems
unaware of a very interesting Georgian record where it is shown unambiguously that Ale-
xius met with Kaloyan in Plovdiv. However, the Bulgarian tsar is incorrectly called son-
in-law to the Byzantine emperor. Cif. 'pyansckue wucrouHukn no Hcropun DBuaauTHu-
Téuaucu, 1974, C. T'. Kayxuwwsuan, 46— 148.
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by concrete external political tasks. Often this support was decisive for the
victory of one of the sides. There were also cases when in the course of the in-
ternecine war Bulgarian diplomacy changed orientation depending mainly on
changes in the situation and providing evidence of diplomacy flexibility.

The above can be illustrated with typical examples from the history of
Bulgaria during the 14th century when internecine struggles for the thrones
of neighbouring Serbia and Byzantium were a frequent phenomena.

Thus for instance it is known that Mihail Shishman participated actively
in the internecine struggles for the Serbian throne following the death of King
Milutin. The Bulgarian ruler supported the main enemies of Stephan Dechan-
ski, his brother Constantin and later his cousin Vladislav. The aim of this
interference was chiefly to maintain the internal instability of Serbia and
check its further expansion into Macedonia. Furthermore, Mihail Shishman
helped the two pretenders because each of them had a lawful right to the thro-
ne. Constantin was to succeed King Milutin in accordance with the latter’s
last will, while Vladislav claimed a right to the Serbian throne based on an
earlier agreement between his father Dragutin and King Milutin which was
later violated. Later Mihail Shishman was involved in the internecine strug-
gles over the Byzantine throne. At times he supported young Andronicus,
in other cases he tended to give support to his grandfather Emperor Andro-
nicus 11.%

The most eloquent example of the advantages for diplomacy as a result
of interference in the home affairs of neighbouring countries takes us back
fo the time of Ivan Alexander and his involvement in the internecine strug-
gles in Byzantium in 1342-1347. Having failed to remove Cantacuzene, in 1344
he offered his support to his enemies, the underaged Jhon V, his mother Anna
of Savoy and Alexius Apokaukos. Agreement was reached according to which
Bulgaria received 9 cities in the Rhodopes, among them the city of Plovdiv.
This can be called the last major success of Bulgarian diplomacy before the
onset of Ottoman conquest.? It has already been mentioned that an impor-
tant task of the foreign policy of the Bulgarian state during certain periods
of its development was the desire to achieve authoritative international re-
cognition and independence for the Bulgarian church. It is known thal Bul-
garian rulers made exceptional diplomatic efforts to climb as high as possi-
ble in the hierarchy of medieval rulers and at the same time win a privileged
position for the Bulgarian church. This led to the elaboration of a specilic me-
thod of Bulgarian diplomacy which consisted in using, to the maximum, of
the contradictions between the major political or religious forces on which
stch recognition depended. This is a reference mainly o the {wo Christian
centres in the Middle Ages: Rome and Constantinople. It is well known that
the Pope had a great infiuence over West European states and his attitude
towards Bulgaria largely determined the atlitude of those states lo Bulgaria.
On the other hand, political relations between Byzantine emperors and Bul-
garian rulers determined, to a greal extent, relations between the two Ortho-
dox churches. Bulgarian diplomacy was well aware that the existing rivalry
between Rome and Constantinople for religious and political domination over
the rest of the Christian world, could be used safely and successfully in order
to derive maximal advantages. This principle is associated with the bril-

3 T uwuunh, M, Opuoc usmehy Kpana Muayrun u Jparyruu. — 3PBI, 3, 1955, p. 49;
Bypwmosr, Aun. Hcropus na Bearapus mo spemero na I[lumumanoBud. — In: IaGpann

nponssepenns, 1, 1968, p. 242.
3LCf. Aureanos, [I. Bparapo-pu3adTiaiickure OTHOWEHHs NpH uapyBaHerTo na Mbpau

Aunexcangsp, Bropu nepuon (1341—1347), — Boenno-ucropuueckn coopuuk, 1974, 1, 35—36.
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liant diplomatic activity of Knyaz Boris. Researchers are unanimous in their
opinion that Knyaz Boris compensated for failures on the battle field with
skilful diplomacy.?® The Bulgarian church question which arose immediately
after the adoption of Christianity (866-870) clearly reveals the essence of Bo-
ris’ diplomacy. The struggle for domination over the Slav world set Rome
against Constantinople, each trying to win the newly converted Bulgarians
over to its side. It is well known that when two forces fight for domination
and influence each one of them may be prepared, at a given moment, to make
a compromise running counter to its own interests. This is the fact which Bo-
ris took into account in his actions. It is our opinion that the sudden orienta-
tion towards Rome in 866 was not so much caused by an indecision in the Bul-
garian ruler concerning the affiliation of the newly created church as by his
intention to make Byzantium more flexible. This was a diplomatic maneuvre
which was ultimately crowned with full success. Bulgaria had an autonomous
church, which determined, to a large extent, its further independent deve-
lopment.

The same path was followed by Tsar Simeon towards the end of his rule.
He had a cherished dream — to be the equal of the Byzantine emperor and
enter Constantinople as a victor — and for its realisation he also relied on the
existing rivalry between the Western and Eastern church. As is known, al-
though Simeon called himself tsar, the Byzantines did not recognise his title
and this is quite clear from the letters of the then Emperor Romanus Laca-
pinus.®® Therefore Simeon began negotiations with the Holy See and asked
to be crowned by Rome. In this he was probably guided not only by the de-
site to gain recognition for his power but also a possibility to find new poli-
tical allies in Western Europe. It cannot be said with certainty, because of
lack of sufficient recotrds, whether Simeon was granted the desired crown.
Judging by letters of Tsar Kaloyan to Pope Innocent III, it may be accepted
that if not Simeon, who died suddenly, then surely his son Peter was crowned 34
The principle on which Kayaz Boris and Tsar Simeon based their relations
with Byzantium and the Roman church found its brilliant continuation in
Tsar Kaloyan’s diplomacy. In his letters to Pope Innocent III he underlined,
repeatedly, that his desire to submit to the Roman church was prompted,
in a high degree, by the example of his predecessors Peter and Samuil who also
received their crowns by the Holy See.®® In the complex international situa-
tion at the end of the 12th and the beginning of the 13th centuries, Tsar Kaloyan
displayed fine diplomatic skill, correctly estimated the state and potentiali-
ties of the major political forces in Europe. He had hardly any. doubt that at
that moment only Rome could give him an authoritative recognition of his
power. The Holy See was at the peak of its might, a new crusade was gathering
momentum in Western Europe. The Bulgarian ruler had made his choice yet
he continued to rely on the existence of sharp contradictions between Byzan-
tium and Rome in order to make the Pope more flexible. In one of his letters
to the Pontiff, Tsar Kaloyan purposefully suggested that the Byzantines had
been sending him tempting offers of a crown and a patriarch.?® However, so

2T paeaesn, B, Kuas Bopuc 1. C., 1969, p. 241,

BRomani Lacapeni. Epistolae. — HBHW VIII, THBM 1V, pp. 299, 307, 308,

8 Cl Duicev, Iv. Patriarcato Bulgaro del secolo X, Medioevo byzantino—sla-
vo, I1I, p. 259. According to Jugie, M. Le schisme byzantin. Paris, 1941, p. 171, it
was in the interest of the Bulgarians to maintain good relations with the Pope in view of
their war with Byzantium.

35 Inocentii II1 Papae. Op. cit., p. 310.

36 Ihid., p. 319, Kaloyan wrote to the Pope: ‘... when the Greeks learned about this
their sent to me (an envoy with -an offer).” ‘Come to us and we shall crown you fsar and we
shall give you a patriarch because a kingdom without a patriarch cannot be.’

24



as not to make it sound like open blackmail, the Bulgarian ruler went on to
say that he definitely preferred a link with the Roman church. All this was
exceptionally skilful diplomacy which played a considerable role for the de-
cision of Innocent 111 to crown Kaloyan and acknowledge him as a sovereign
ruler. It is a fact that the Church Union concluded in 1204 which placed the
Bulgarian church under dependence from Rome was above all a political act.
It did not result in essential changes in the religious life of the country, nor
did it exert a decisive influence on the foreign policy of the Bulgarian rulers,
Yet in a number of cases the Pope became a kind of mediator who could affect
considerably Bulgaria’s relations with her neighbours. Bulgarian diplomacy
made good use of this and with the help of Innocent III settled, for the time
being, its tense relations with Hungary which did not recognize Kaloyan as
a lawful ruler.®

The examples cited above show that Bulgarian diplomacy mastered and
deftly applied an imporlant principle which often led {o success. This princip-
le could best be expressed through the maxim that ‘when two parties are
quarrelling, a third party wins.” Of course, this ‘third party,” i.e. the Bulga-
rian state was not just any diplomatic partner, it was not some minor factor
in international life. It was the authority of the Bulgarian ruler, as well as the
important strategic location occupied by Bulgaria at the border between Asia
and Europe that made Byzantium and Rome enter into a bitter argument
as to who should win her over. From everything said so far, the following most
general conclusion may be drawn: Bulgarian medieval diplomacy was guided
by a number of principles which delermined, to a large extent, its image.
These principles were never explicitly formulated in a piece of writing, in some
treatise. Their typology is based on the concrete analysis of one or another
moment in the history ol Bulgarian medieval diplomacy. Such typological
analysis is possible insofar as the relations of Bulgaria with the other states
display many things in common, things which repeat themselves, irrespective
of whether reference is made to the early Middle Ages or to developed feuda-
lism. Therefore in this concrete case the application of the chronological prin-
ciple was not obligatory when illustrating the principles underlying Bulgarian
diplomacy. The typology was also based on the already mentioned fact that
the foreign policy of the Bulgarian state had permanent sirategic aims. This
naturally presupposes the applicalion of general, unchanging and well tried
principles in diplomalic activity.

While we point out these general directions in lhe diplomacy of medieval
Bulgaria, we certainly do not deny that sometimes history presents us wilh
examples and facts which cannot be [itted into a ready scheme. This determi-
nes, to a great extent, the relative nature of the typological analysis applied
to diplomacy. However, this analysis makes it possible to look at the foreign
policy of the state from a different angle, to define more precisely the causes
for its success or failure, to clarify more fully the characler of the different sta-
te institutions, to penetrate more deeply and many-sidedly in the ideology
of the ruling class and to see more clearly the bridges which span the separate
historical epochs, thus confirming the law of continuity in the historical pro-
cess. Another important conclusion that can be drawn is that no sharp diffe-
rentiation is possible between the separate principles of Bulgarian diplomacy.
These principles were mutually connected and interdependent, which, inevit-
ably, led to their simultaneous implementation. Thus for ins{ance, the seek-

Tautu, L, Le conflit entre Johannitza Asen et Emeric roi de Hongrie (1202—
1204). Studi e Testi, 233, Vatican, 1964, 367—393.
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ing of an ally among the enemies of the main enemy was often connected
with an intention to restore the political balance or exert pressure in order
to obtain important political and church recognition. In the same way, inter-
ference in the internal affairs of another state was sometimes determined by
the desire to maintain a balance or find an ally prepared to make substantial
concessions.

Of course the fact that Bulgaria’s diplomacy was guided by the above men-
tioned principles as well tried principles of international relations did not
promise automatically success in negotiations. Obviously the ultimate suc-
cess of one or another action depended to a great extent, on the correct combi-
nation of these principles at the appropriate time as well as the correct assess-
ment of the powers and possibilities of the state. Diplomats had to make
sure that the aims set before diplomacy were mutually compatible and the
means chosen for their implementation, the most effective. In other words,
even when the aims were correctly formulated and the principles were good
and the diplomatic means well tried, that stili did not equal good diplomacy.
Many things depended on subjective factors, mainly in the person of the ru-
ler and his closest advisors. It was equally important to know well the diplo-
matic partners, their aims and principles of foreign policy. These were all
factors which also influenced, to a large extent, the sinuous path of Bulgarian
medievel diplomacy, marked by viclories, as well as defeals.
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