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'REWRITING MORAVIA’S HISTORY

. Wd “South Slavic” (Bulgarian) elements in Moravia’s hi
nnﬁéeﬂ already by V. N. Tatishchev over two hundred years

; f e problems surrounding the controversy are still far from be *.a.a‘; _

solved. : o |

A confrontation of current studies on Moravia’s history with the
available sources reveals that a solution of the “Moravian-Bulgari_
controversy is hardly possible, because the study of the geography of
Moravia itself has been based on assumptions rather than on historic
evidence. The assumed connection between the northern Morava River
and the principality of Moravia has never been proved. A scrutiny of
the sources originating from the ninth century discloses that none of
the places and events of significance for defining the location of Mo-
ravia are to be found north of the Danube. The same sources 1iriag
quivocally attest that the jurisdictional territory of ArChbishop Me-
thodius was in Pannonia and could not cover areas north of the Danube,
In view of the inseparable unity of ecclesiastical and secular aspects of
medieval principalities, the realm of Rastislav and of SV@HtOpolk had to
coincide with the church province administered by MEthodjus, Hil s
the principality of Moravia had to be also south of the Danube, in
Pannonia.

Upon closer reading of the same sources it becomes evident that vikiak
scholars consider to be a nation-state called Moravia, inhabited by
Moravians, was in fact a patrimonial principality around a city named
Marava, inhabited by Sclavi, Slavi (Slaviene in Chlll'Ch-Slavgnic).
The inhabitants of that city were known as Sclavi Marahenses. A city
of Marava/Maraha is indeed well attested in medieval sources. This
Marava can be easily identified with the Sirmium of antiquity, Sremska
Mitrovica of modern times. Saint Methodius is named in al] T
bishop or archbishop of Marava and not of Moravia, as interpreted by
modern historians. His title is consistent with the canonical principle
whereby bishops are assigned to prominent cities and not to countries,

The same practice prevails today. Similarly, principalities are normally

defined by their main burg or urban center.

These basic revisions necessitate a scrutiny of the current interpre-
tations of the history of the realm of Rastislav and later of Sventopolk
as well as of the role of Cyril and Methodius in the ecclesiastical and

cultural life of the Slavs. This history of “Moravia,” as reconstructed

in Prdunéhistorické Studie, 9 (1963), 302-17. An illustration of the linguistic disput
ted orge Y. Shevelov's article on the problem of Moravian components in O
The Slavonic and East European Review, 35 (1957), 379-98.
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o REWRITING MORAVIA’'S HISTORY

" After the victories of Charlemagne, the Frax.ll';s had to face on the
'.teml frontiers, not a buffer state _of E}ue p.ac1_f1ed.4vars, but a chair
o e (or more precisely ““Slavonian”’) prlnmp:ah_tles that refuse
E Iv with the stipulations of the Avar submission. It was severa]
;Z:_l: gefore the Franks defeated Liudevit, prince of the “Sclayi Orien;g‘; ?I"

cipalities of Sclavo:

mum independenc

ales” in Pannonia inferior.® This Frankish victory over Liudevit jn
; .eswaq followed by homage in Frankfurt of “all the eastern Slays *
22011g bwhum the J)arz-;mz' are mentioned for the first time in the ans
am

nals of history. The analysis of sources Shfjws_ that thle1 Marvani or, ag g claimartekal mpremacy
modern historiography prefers, K :\I“r?uqfl'n}:, ?)I\I;tm -Ed t}}:e E?Stpfm- : mission by Rastislav of Mc
most part of Pannonia ;';!fp;-:;":)' around t?ll:‘ C 1\11\ 0 ,- Eljl:al:'.a,tt € S‘E-fmium 3 in 863 and /LS subsequmﬁ
of antiquity. One might begin a s?n‘\'t-'} ‘f}[ ] _Ura;ia S 1_18_ Oll'y with Fhe . clear defiance of established
vear 822, but there are strong .llldl(jil“_f-m‘* that t L Pa 1t1.c.a fOl'l'l."l‘atmn ' stabilize his pro-Byzantine |
that was represented in f«‘runl\"furt 1:1‘533 an(.i wa.s.ldentlftl‘ed as “Mar- ‘ his own nephiews, SUE I
vani’’ was already part of the federation of Liudevit, the “dux Panne- : assumed poler i RuE A
niae inferioris,” before that date. . :

The principality of Morava was Il'lf“;l[t‘ti in the economically and stra- "
tegically important center of the flnrnlcr A\'a‘r‘ kl.laganate. The area _ of political autonomy, Elssduean
WE\).S already prominent in Roman hlst‘r_}l‘_\', ff_)r blrm.lum was tf%e metro- to Rome and this thers were G
polis not UI‘II_‘.' of Pannonia, but also of Illyricum. Situated as it was gn
the border between the eastern and western le'tS of the Romafl Em-
pire, it had a precarious existence and was finally e.vacuat_ecil in 582
because of repeated barbarian invasions. .I)ll-l.' t(_.') ur.lsc.ttled political con- papacy. ok
ditions and personal rivalries, ecclesiastic jurisdiction over Illyricum The elevation of Sventopolk |
was claimed henceforth both by the Patriarch of C-onstantmople and :
by the Bishop (or Patriarch) of Rome.

e controversy between the two patriarchates over Illyricum, of
which Panonia was a part, became more complex with the dissolution
of the Avar federation. After 800, Frankish political control extended
into Dalmatia, Pannonia, and briefly into parts of Moesia toward the
rivers Timok and Morava (south of the Danube). While the Byzan-
tine emperors claimed Illyricum de jure, the Frankish kix.lgs, as Roman
€mperors, controlled p.’_l.I‘T.h' of it de fﬂf&?. With the Frzmlkish control the
territory of Pannonia and of some other parts of Illyricum was taken
under the ecclesiastical administration of the Frankish proprietary
church organization. Thus, the principality of Morava found itself in- |
volved in a variety of simultaneous conflicts of a political and ecclesias-

& Sources relevant to the study of Liudevit and of the Sclavi Orientales are assemble
Gradivo ta sgodovino Slovencev, ed. Franc Kos, vol. 2 (Ljubljana, 1906). f




REWRITING MORAVIA’S HISTORY

b. Premises of Moravian history and M oravia's location

bove, some of the premises on which the cur
Moravia’s history are based do not find conf

tion in sources. In their presentations of Moravia’s history, authoriti

have consistenly construed the meaning of the sources as indj;ca._'

the existence of a state Kknown as ‘Moravia’ and inhabited by M

* although there is 10 source from the ninth century that re

ate or such a pn'-uph'. Contemporary Latin sources do n b

know the form “Moravia'’ for a principality, but always and COns‘ié:

tently speak about terre
while Slavonic

As indicated a
reconstructions of

vians,’
to such a st

vorum, sources refer to Moravskaia zemlia or Morasls
kaia oblast. Authorities '§~
names allegedly denoting the inhabitants of Moravia. The forms listeq
include : Marhani, M aravi, Margi, Marahenses, Moravlene, gens Ma?aeﬁ
..7 This set of names, however, represents only truncated padl 6;
le in the sources. For the people of the principality of
ntly use the forms Sclavi, Vinidi, Scsl’ay'
Sclavi qui Maravi dicuntur. In Churcl:

Stun
the forms availab
Moravia the sources consiste
Marahenses, Sclavi M argenses,
Slavonic sourc
y is Sloviene.

es the common form used for the inhabitants of th

principalit
For those versed In Latin
Marahenses, and especially the forms Sclavi M,
ar-

forms Margenses,
enses, signify people of the city Margus/Maraha o
) aha or

genses, Sclavi Marah

he city of Margus/Maraha. This city appears to be
as indicated by the forms "egnﬁ”-,'- .
skaia oblast, etc. These forms are consist.en{;j- |

Sclavi belonging to t

the center of a dominial territory
Maraensium and Mora
with the usual medieval practice of defining the dominial territory of a

prince by the burg or urban center from which the pofestas (regnum,

oblast) emanated.
The terms Moravskaia oblast, Moravskaia zemlia are of the same tx
as the terms Novgorodskaia oblast, Riazanskaia zemlia, Ziemia Krak

ka. In the Church-Slavonic sources pertinent for the study of Mo
history, there are also ethnopolitical terms of the type Niemtsy

Viakhy, Shvaby, denoting both an ethnic group and its territo

what we call “Moravians,” the term used in the sources is Slovie;

7 Lubor Niederle in his Rukouét slovanskych starofitnosti (Pra :

P PR - \ a ik S g i gue 195

mg t: Marahenses, Margs, Marahi, Maravi, M arvani, later,’fr953, -
e Mm...'-‘cj.,_alsal.anmir Havlik, Velkd Moravaa stredoevropsti Slo

Ay q - il
u I

, Sclavorum, regnum Maraensium, ot terra Maq
ra-

also usually extract from the sources a list of

and familiar with medieval sources, the
» Lile

never used the
Germania, Francia, .
Latin sources whe:

term is distinctly the
(urban communiti
which the term Mar.

only to a city: “Rex M
An accusative form of |

Moravia with the possi

mas of Prague (ro45-

term ‘“‘Zuatopluk rex

““Zuendibolch Mara

of the Slavs of Maraha.”
The analysis of all sou

what past and recent

Moravia inhabited by M

by Slavonians an

one of severfal:-athé_

in a variety ofsg- 1

failed to find th

or of Sventopol




REWRITING M ORAVIA'S HISTORY

Q

g of Moravia's boundaries has led to the par

“This definition :
none of the places associa

what is believed to be its territory. :
The fact is that all events in the history of Moravia proper that

Frankish analis
f the Danube. The only instances of Mol‘aviang'.
f the middle Danube are cases when Morayvian

rritory from the south. In those cases wh
| identified, the logic of events also indiez

ted with Moravia’s history can be lg

known to the
curred south ¢

active north 0
pt-m-tmtr_-:'l to such te
place has not yet beer |
location somewl south of the D

the definition of Moravia's r¢ | :
hich. in connection with events in Mora

1ere

(A nnales Fuldenses) in w |
le to the Danube. In such cases, the annalis

several references arc ma .
s Danubium. If we note that only the an;

of Fulda use the phrase lra’ . .
composed 1n Fulda use this [lh-l‘:b‘t' in relation to Moravia and if
also note that Fulda is north of the Danube, then we cannot bk
clude that the events trans D
The Frankish sources d
realm of Morava i1

‘entioned, but only Pannonia, or Oriens, in Orie

ll'll'
Danube is not 1
In the medieval

1eant east-southeast and,

1
i\'ith “Pannonia.”’ Any place east (or more precisely, east-southea
Bavaria could only be south of the Danube. The frequent assogcia
and involvements of Moravia with the affairs of Carinthia, all ref)
in Frankish sources, Inc
with Carinthia. Since Carinthia did not extend to the Danubg
Carinthian-Moravian contiguity could only have been south of
away from the Danube. Not only were Carinthian-Moravian rela
extensive, but Moravia was involved in the affairs of the re
Prince Pribina and, later, Prince Kocel. Their realm was loca
tween the river Drava and Lake Balaton and did not reach to th
nube. Pribina was killed by the Moravians, and Kocel was the
tor of Methodius’ appointment to the see of St. Andronicus in S
The last stages of Moravia’s history, the liquidation of t
core of the principality, occurred somewhere east of the pring
Braslav. At that time Braslav controlled the region betwee:

Drava and Sava, and west of the Bulgars, whose frontier

- confluence of the Sava and Danube at Belgrade. Moravia pi _. -
fore, could have been located only along the rive L SO

ts, as far as locations are concerned. o

anube. Of especial importance
Jative location are the Annals of Fi

anubium took place south of the Dazl

lso provide geographic references that d.ﬁ_'

| relation to Bavaria. In these instances,
]

<vstem of geographic references, “Oriens” actu
in fact, Frankish sources equate “Orien

licate that Moravia must have been contigu

kings (or Roman emp
of 817 and of 876
Carinthia, the Boh
Bavaria.” In 876, 1
Pannonia, Carinthia,
hensium. Considering t}
detectable territorial ¢
Danube, the Sclavi M
of the division in 817, he
The above arguments i
possibility that Moravia pro
Danube, but such a mgmn [

the river Gran/Hron in
between Bohemia (as of

A totally in
tenth-century
tine VIII P




ad REWRITING MORAVIA'S HISTORY L

consideration of an area along the northern Morava River as :..f-.‘:;;
b = 14 ropt‘.l'.

tuting a part of Moravnp . e .
SﬁCons.tgantine Porphyrogenitus 1s recogn 1zed‘ as the best iNiea
tenth-century historian, a veritable encyclopedist of the geography a
en y astern Europe. On the other hand, no sou

1 of Central and E . | .
. 50 much by modern historians as his work. 9

as been tampered with iy ‘ g
has b I yeraphy, all of his information has been treated

the case of Moravia's ge« o gon AR
with the utmost E-I\"-‘I)‘i“i-‘m and yet historians have never brought

forward any concrete evidence limm ‘\\-’I'I'HL'I] -.‘-':()'l}.l"ceg_; t.hat would sub.
stantiate the skepticism I't‘;ﬁ'.ll'lhlu.{l(_nllhtlll'ltlllf;!}:‘. tf!St-lmOny_ All the
suggested emendations to his narrative ;11-1- bilf-‘:t‘Fl solely (')n the assump-
tin.n. that Moravia was located north of the Danube in Present-day
Czechoslovakia. -
. Significant information on Moravia's gecrgrz’i’phy can Ialso be ex-
I!}lcll't[ from the ﬁll--‘."\l”l‘l,l ”[“ul'g_,’('l'it':-%. of L(‘_)I‘Ch, ' a C.OHE‘Ct.lOIl Of pa_pal
letters, the authorship of which is ;1([1‘11‘)ut.eq to Plhgn.m, bishop C{f Prial
sau (97r-791). The letters are ('un«;:(_'rm,'(ll Wlt?l the.clalm of the- blShOps-
sdiction over Pannonmia orientalis and Moesia. Some

of Passau for jurl | |
of the letters explicitly state that Moravia was part of these regions,

The whole correspondence has been rejected by Schollars of Moravian
history on the grounds that the letters were forgeries and that, in
;uhli{i;m. Piligrim had only a vague notion of geography.

Nevertheless, the “forgeries” deserve attention. Medieval “forge-
ries’” were not necessarily inventions, but in most cases reconstructions
of lost or destroyed documents. This is the case with papal letters
reconstructed by Piligrim. The letters were submitted to Rome for
confirmation. What is more, there is also an authentic letter from
Bishop Piligrim to Pope Benedict VI in which tho claims are specified,
The letter places Moravia precisely in Pannonia and Moesia. Bishop
Piligrim claimed only territories that had once formed part of the Ro-

man Empire and were ecclesiastically controlled from Lauriacum, %

The same territory, Pannonia and Moesia, was claimed by “forgeri
of the archbishop of Salzburg. The conflict did not involve the bish
of Regensburg, who controlled territories north of the Danube, 1
the bishop of Prague, who, as of 973, succeeded Regensburg in j
diction over territories north of the Danube toward the river G

Hron in present-day Slovakia.
There are many indications that the bishops of Passau

For issues and interpretations and extensive bibliographies see Cons
De Administrando Imperio, vol. 2, Commentary, ed. R. J. H. Jer

any claim or

the Danube,
especially int I:
shoprics in Moravia
part of Pannonia tl
Methodius around t}

favor of the contention
and of Moesia. As noted
by the counterclaims of t
source or argument whatsa
Piligrim’s geography. i

The clarification of t]
to a revision of sever:
first crucial re

Methodius was
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ced emendation based on t’I’le assumption that M,
. ssigned to a “state of Moravia nor?h. of the Da:
e “’5.‘5 3; gIl;:ut outside, Pannonia. The surprising aspect of
i “O‘t m!'ﬂ' tt:l at scholars have accepted it without checking
emendation 15 l] c;f Vita Clementis in two other instances, in each
ithor and IV. 14), defines the episcopal see of Methodiu_j@ .
. in Pannonia, and there are other fragments of b

Pannonia,” is a for

.}

source. The al
case differently (I1. 4
P 4 r f AV
e \:;(I:-:l\'u is clearly a city. : 4
The ecclesi: .'t'i"ll sources of the minth century define Methoding®
e yiscopal see as comprising beyond any doubt a
territory ecclesiatically controlled in the pa.:_;‘t.bthom;I_ \}F:fhen the
ioone of Morava |u-1itin|u:(.,l the I’“If"-’ tt_?'gn:c them Methodius as
ik to he see of Saint Andronicus (Z.e., Sirmium), they stressed the
act tl ‘mtllnlat;i;tl':rtc-l'.Alrln-rx had once received baptism from Saint Peter
f‘_“'l : l'dl ). This claim definitely places at least the ancestors of the
g\flt [\l:::hyln | 1'1--:'im; [']].l[ \\':15111'111L-1' Roman ('Cclesiasticaljurisdicti{m’
Moravians 1n a regiol
hence south of the Danube.
The authenticity of this i
the grounds that Moravia (I

: o g i v ) .5
ved baptism initially from Rome.
the correct ok

as bein
the text where

episcopal and archief

bishop

reument, however, has been questioned on
orth of the Danube) could not have recej-

The skepticism here is derived from
servation that Rome's jUI'iSdic.

an attempt to combine : _
l'” ] ii d only as far as the river Danube with the unfounded assum-
tion reacne Vi ar «

: ~via was north of that river.
ytion that Moravia was nol R Y fr e
I The main evidence for a citv named Marava/Morava, however, and
c [ . - -

the chief clue to its location are contained in the I.f"fita :’I'Iet-kodz'i, Whi.ch
states that Methodius was ;1;)1'mi|1tvd to the episcopal ISEB of Sal.nt
:-\mlrnml.;us. Saint Andronicus is lu‘ni'n\-'n to have F)c.cn .blshop of Sir-
mium during Roman times and Sirm.mm, as a C.ljtl)ltéll c-lty,. Inust. have
been the see of a bishop of metropolitan rilfll{. Methodius is variously
named successor to Saint Amh'nni.(:.-m, flI'CT.}lb{SII()]) of Marava, and arch-
bishop of (rz'z.rz'{as-) Pannonia, i.e., Sirmium. The concurrent use of these
definitions shows, | . he .
was identical with Sirmium or civitas Pannonia of ant1qu1.ty, 'the epxsf;g-
pal see of Saint Andronicus. The modern name for the city in question
is Mitrovica or, officially, Sremska Mitrovica. il 14 .?‘,

The observation that Methodius was bishop c-:)f Morava/Sirmium and _'.
that his jurisdiction was primarily in Pannoma.and not north__ g_f t
Danube is evident from several other sources, unique among which
document written ¢. 873. This document is the memqrandum kno
Conversio Bagoariorum et Carantanorum, written in defense .

i

beyvond doubt, that Morava of the ninth century ,'

ecclesiastically to t
Because of interfere

in other words, their juris
what scholars consider to be
hand, Pannonia orientalis,
miensis of other sources, the
predecessor of Methodius. T
dependent documentary evis
of Methodius was located so
not have been elsewhere than
that Salzburg was involved
north of the Danube at th:

A twelfth-century ex
de Karentanis) named ]
matie partibus.” The de
and thus Moravia, ag
and Istria in a t
jurisdiction could
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..“ "
archbishop, the author of the Excerptum would have corrected or ay;
_ : R 85
the Conversio accordingly. : i L
me:: ttzﬁere are no Sources that would contradict the propostion that
iscopal see of Methodius and his diocese were south of the Danube
e;:pl-u,)l;;,r«; h"z.w to accept at face value the testimony of the Slavonje
if‘.m *V;'umu' (11). According to this source Methodius, after his o

- : =
nation ‘‘went to Pannonia,

grad Moravou).

d. Moravia part of Slavonia

sources that defined the jurisdictional territory of Me-
thodius also }ll'n\'ilh» sufficient l‘]l.'nlt_‘llti"v‘ ff)f &.I.)El.SiC .I'CViSiOI'l of the
history of the |-:i:1ri;nln_\- of Morava. This pf'lnm[-)ahty was not an
l,m,‘_;\f of its own, but only a part of l;n‘g.-;.l" }_n(}tl'lrpnnlzll rffalm. An ana-

the history of the principality of Kiev viewed as

ln:_:‘\’ 1S ’tllt:\'ir.h‘l.i 1!_\' b i
part of the history of the condominial realm of Rus.

The nature ol medieval church-state F‘t'liltif)l’ls was. such that the
territory of a dominial realm had to coincide with a unit of ecclesiastic
: Thus kingdoms Were entitled to have an arChbiShop
with his suffragans and ]ll'irl1'i]!.llilit'h to have a bi&shop. This basic rule
will enable us to explain a number of problems of Moravia's history,,
association with other principalities. The
ated by many facts of which the

_“lt' same

administration.

primarily its patrimonial
ture of Moravia is illustr

more commonly known are the following.
Rastislav and his princes jointly approached Emperor Michael of

H\'Z{ll'llil[lll for a [1’([(‘!‘[['1'. I‘;H(,‘["] I‘l"(llli_‘.‘-it(‘(l thC PUP@ to appoint Me"
tl{‘_nlil_ls' to the see of Saint Andronicus, but this see was on the terri=

tory of Prince Rastislav.
869, Sventopolk, his neph

name and location. Pope :
bishop “for all of the Slovene lands.” His letter was addressed 1

Rastislav, Kocel, and Sventopolk. The term “all of the Slovene lan
does not mean, as usually explained, that Methodius was sent, theo

to all of the Slavic nations, but precisely to the “Slove

tically,
principalities represented by Rastislav, Kocel, and Sventopolk
L i ]

terms “‘terra Sclavorum,” “fines Sclavorum,” and “Sclavonia
Middle Ages always had the concrete connotation of a specific ¢
realm as contrasted to the modern classificatory, but va,

‘Slavic territories,” “Slavs,” and “Slavic people.” A

patrimonial na

to the t‘it_\-‘ of MUI‘II.VEI“ (Otidﬂ v Pamﬂi‘ﬂﬁ.

While Rastislav is named prince of Morava in
ew, owned his own realm of yet unspecified
Hadrian despatched Methodius to be arch~

Kievan Rus (j
dominant part, of
centuries. As the prin
Rus were related mer
charge of allodial shares
Slavonian principalities,
temer, princes of the same fz
an earlier protoplast, the fo
principles of Moravia's his
rules governing any other
times, be it the principality
dynasty or Bavaria in the re;
the crucial point in reconst:
location: if Moravia is
dictions surrounding i
inconsistencies fall in

A multitude of sources
Morava has been consistent
ninth-century history si
cumentary nature,

organization
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the name of Domagoy (864-ca. 876). Trpimir's
trol of Dalmatian Croatia in 878, but he re
zed Byzantium, thus provoking the 0p£)‘r)sit’;‘c;ln‘ o(fl s?.mfa sigmmtanﬂ
nobility led by the hi\h“l.'-'-l"ll"{.'t of Nin, ’ ‘t._u O.hlu:a. ds a result of
these developments, the Trpimir (l}'ll;-tst}' was urécc m?re EPO§edi
certain Branimir emerged as the new ]}I‘]Il.l:t' (879-92). .Bfflm:tm.r ;
Theodosius returned the episcopal see ”.f i\ln from the ]l.lI'IS{?llct,l,(:uggI
the Patriarch of Constantinople to that of Rome. : o
Omitted from the ace epted history of these events is thf!'part Plﬂygd?,
in them by Methodius. According ln‘lhr- [’]’l’)f({)«?kﬂﬂﬂ zhitie Mgfad“‘,i .
Zdeslav was defeated because of lh." n':_tv::\'vntmn f,;f M.et.hodlus. The
argument against the historicity of this intervention is that in 875 10
Methodius was in “Moravia,” north of the ‘l);muhc and, hence, could
: . been in Dalmatian (Croatia. But it would be the height of
arrogance to impute su h careless rr:hnm.n_q to the author of the
l’rm.f'.«-;--/m:.w‘ ~hitie Mefodna. Surely, if Moravia }lit‘d n—;_flny been located
north of the Danube, he too would have seen {Iu_-lllluglcal aspects of his
statement. But he knew that Methodius _w;u. b'lshr_:p of Morava, and
not of Moravia. He also knew, without pnmng it in so many words, that
neither bishops nor are hbishops can irll-"rh-.rv, \'.'lmtt;;.‘,..cr tha problems,
with other church provin Hence, the intervention of arChbishop
Methodius into the affairs of the principality of Dalmatian Croatia
must have been a function of his jurisdiction in the church province of

~ but by a usurper by
Zdeslay regained con

not have

o ——.
't[L]J,“r;,P lm‘. ipality of Morava was part of the |]:|_:_rimc'mium Sclavonia
and so was Dalmatian ( roatia. That it could not have been r)therwisejs
amply illustrated once more by documentary evidence. Pope John
VIII in his letter of June 14, 879, to Sventopolk refers to the latter’s
envoy as ‘‘Johannes presbyter vester.”” In a letter written on June o
870, ;_” Theodosius, bishop-elect of Nin, Pope John mentions the same
_IUIJII Presbyter as coming ‘‘de vestra JJ:lI'lf..” The two remarks suffi- |
ciently well express the geopolitic al relationship between Nin and the !
I'tfélIITl- of Sventopolk: Sventopolk’s envoy came from a territory of T

which the diocese of Theodosius was also a part. ) '
It is of extraordinary interest that Theodosius, bishop-elect, and s

later bishop, of Nin, the person who with Methodius opposed Zdeslay,
was evidently in possession of a Book of Psalms in Glagolitic, the 2 &
phabet used in the church province of Methodius. The diocese of ;
eventually became the main center of the Slavonic rite and of Glage

tic literature in Croatia. Theodosius, while retaining his functio;

Sventopolk are ente
located in the eight and ni
tian-Istrian region. The m
of the Gospel the names of
The observations made so f;
based mainly on contempor
the Gospel of Cividale) and t!

there are some medieval chron

unique value for the early h
Latin, Croatian, and Italian, |
compiled by Presbyter Diocleas
these chronicles is accorded to

allow us to identify this B
Morava. According to the So
was crowned king under
reflects the historically
subordinated his realm d
indeed, from 885 on, '
title “rex.” First to use




nt of the city of Maravna.” The new title ¢

s not the function of a barbarian “rex,” but of the
e by the Roman church, namely the chansn'mﬁg-
o -e of God,” a phrase that remained part of the title of

Croatia (“‘Sclavonia”). i o
d(l;‘;: shoslld take note of the semantic difference between a ‘

or “prince” (even if the prince is a grand duke) and the cha n
“King."” Whereas the king, prince, or grand duke has total jurisdict
o f the patrimonium, the charisma

only over his immediate share ¢ : . sm
King, in addition to his own patrimenial possession, has actual, in:
d,-w-g{b[t-. “royal”’ power over other principalities of the realm. §
pelek at one time

was in control of White and Red Croatia, Bost }
Rasa, and Zagorie,

as noted fl\ [)l't"ﬁl}_\'t(‘r Diocleas. ThlS could ha‘v
been the case only if he had been a charismatic c-hristian King, ol '
In the capitulary of the Saint Peter nmnasﬁcry n (:}omay in Dalmatis,;f‘ '
a list has been preserved (13th-14th century) in which the bans (nllem); il
of Croatia are listed “‘from the times of king Svetopelek to the times of
the Croat king Zvonimir.” Zvonimir was the last charismatic national
]\'in.q ("l)j\' the grace of God”") of Croatia. 5‘.’(‘101’)016‘1{ could well haVﬁ o
been the first King who centralized the patrimunial principa.lities in

Slavonic for the chi
given with reference t

assumed, after 885,
been the principality of Me
L\".‘( 34, ¥ i S
f-;}“,%lh.”‘.h”,_‘ connections of Sventopolk with the ruling house of t e
Si‘nnni.l:t‘lmlid are also indicated by the following facts. From papal '
correspondence it is known that the realm of Prince Muntemer, south
of the Sava, formed part of the church province of Methodius. THie liturgy in Slavonic.
The same papal s
continuity of a Slavo
the times of Saint M

rite could not ha

the principalities of Muntemer and of Sventopolk were parts of the
same patrimonial dominium and the two princes related to each other,
The same Muntemer was also related to King Zvonimir, the one who
was a descendant of a Svetopelek. Therefore, if not a Svetopelek-Svens
topolk dynasty, then a family of which Sventopelek-Sventopolk was'@a

member obviously shared the dominium in Sclavonia.

e. Slavonic liturgy in Dalmatia and Croatia

In the papal bulls and ecclesiastical documents concerning So
Slavic church provinces there is a considerable amount of direct ey
dence showing a continuity of the use of Slavonic in liturgy E
Glagolitic in literature in Croatia and Dalmatia from the nin
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_ cubstance than the evidence derijvad. rom

o ; ¢ Cyril s archbishop of the monastery cht
o founded in the thirteenth century). g

f a variety of sources overwhelr

tion that the principality of Morava was.
his pmpus.ition runs contrafy to the af:e. ot
p, it will also be appropriate to _revxe?p the ma
; entopolk and Methodius with the re

The preceding surveys 0

to the propos!
Danube, Since thi
modern schulars?u ) i
nets of an association Of < ;
"Orth“f“w_Df"”Tu:;::: study of medieval BOhf_fmia and Sl ’

P it s ‘mlt of St. Cyril and St. Methodius north of the
i l : l; 10t u-;n'Iivl.‘ than the fourteenth century and on A
- Hl;nh.‘“ l nvﬂun to the newly introduced veneration
i e at time was considered to have been the inve
gt 5 The veneration of Jerome, Cyril, and Met
B Bohemia from territories that today constitute
o h]l““:m. “{ j ‘;""‘l**‘ and clergy of the Slavonic rite. In Bohers
i . of Rastislav is unknown and Sventopolk’s realm is
oty & “ﬂf Bohemia. Archaeological and lin J

istinctly south L . .
- ni\' confirm these Pl't"llmlnar}.r observations
(81

who at tl
writing.

SOUICes,
Pl.lt‘('tl

research will

ning Moravia as ref
history of a nation-st:
sovereign country. T
papal letters, annalistic |
late provenience - ever m
Moravians, or a territoriz
of Moravia. There are,
and its inhabitants.1 |
graphic concepts and 2

to the existence of a «

of the same name. The
was Sclavi or Slaviene, an
of the principality.

is contained in th
it is reported
the Pious in
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finition, since such a definitio
lavi. Corres Londing forms in ninth cent e i
the citizens of Forum Tulii; Carm‘:? _
{ Krnski Grad;? Romani, people and.

.d reference to the Moravians in. niﬁ. .‘
curs in 840, when various chronicles refer tot-h\
and Marahenses Sclavi. These composite t:' ‘
arban center known as “Mar: %
the p.lpnltui‘.sn of a principality controlled from angus

) of that name. The terms Sclavi Margenses or S;rd
Slavs of @ city Margus Or Maraha not onl ’UI
logic of the phrase, but because Lafi:

considers an ethnic de

the term Se
the I-'nrm'uh'am',
city and region O

The second date
Ces n

Margenses
only to the citizens of an

burg
refer 10 the .
i[!l.lit'll{l.'li ii\ the
t‘tlllﬁlt'lh'lililla with the
lucullilinw;_-_T [he derivatives SO formed are used as a s
burgensis, 1.€- . Oxonienses, citizens of Oxforgl?enaﬁf- ¢

ih‘(ll,lll_' of Forum [ulii. References to Moravians in medj’ Foroiuljen tha peont fdl
all cases and in all languages (Latin, Greek, Church Sevalsa Oursgl::pe -w-n
Russian), only be related logically, grammaticau- lavonic es that th
lence to a city named Morava. The evidi;l:g- p rected into the pr i

is provic e - princ
The part of the 4

by the following Cases.
independent sources reported the fi

. burg uses the form

s the forms

rum, Zwentibaldus di

[n 835 three fairly

“Rex lll\1|ln\'u'u~_-in Sclavos Margenses contra Rastize ;

adiit” 8 ".I.llll”\‘il-'““'-’ rex cum magno exercitu cOntradeuc?m

,Uum/’z:'usmm" 7 “Tudovicus rex Rastizem ducem M e
s, vastata ex parte regiones, subiugare n:m{w?‘ﬁ

s express that the people of Rastiz were “S?u“m ;

;l1'g115;")[:1r;1}1;1" or “Slavs controlled by the -

result emerges from surveyinglfl‘;Ple.

€| ‘ the analysis of any single chroni ref

[he Annales F uldenses, the most extensive and OIPCIe‘f

f Moravia [_n':n'idcs the following inu;ehaP

; i cum exercitu ad Sclavos M argenses r,;tl :

lientes profectus ut -s.a. 858: “[Ludovicus rex] decr Bf:_

regni sui terminos esse mittendos; umf‘;ml

a Rastizem...”; S:@. 8,63- '._,m

, quffix -emsis are used to form a.d..

“eitizen’

can

external eviC

forms Maravi are
could have re

vorum {'nrlt'z
or a form cf

gsentenct
named M
Maraha.’
one given ye

' The same
ar or from

the study ¢
«Hludovicus rex

in diversos
Sclavos Margenses contr

Gradivo, vol. 2, Index s.7. Fulransko’ and ‘ Karantanija

& Annales Fuldenses and Herimanni iensi
11 Augiensis icon
5 Cf.,¢.8 Charles E. Bennett, New Latin Gmmm‘::'f?;ostdﬁ
ton,

s Amnales Fuldenses. For text see note 16 on p. 37

2 Annales Ottenburant.
8 Herimanni Augiensis chronicon. For text see note 17 @

3 Cf.,e.85
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24 |
d Marahava. In the entry for gor he stated t;
; nes Marahava missi sunt.”

city name : :

v ~npus et Udalricus COT . adi :
s « for the omission of a preposition in the above
mar ;Ill(;\\:’ < a city. In case of a country or region the st
?t "llhl:f :h;“-{_.llmsilivr.m, e.g. “Ilﬂpf‘rﬂtﬂf PEE Carentam in
e .. 884). The compiler, even if not faulfl
- ({.J:. “_:i'”':i_‘ . the same entry for gox he applied the
i-i-lrll(l-:inll:‘zn'n.'lin:,' that “Generale placitum Radaspona civit
MI'l-'liia analysis of the Annales 1’1!/:‘&'!1_5{'-5‘ in itself provides eng

the conclusion that Morava was nof
s i ' but a principality centered aroung
II"II.]i‘ll Morava (Marava, Marahiatds I'Ifrzrg-zt;s cle.). The MGS
. Margenses etc.) were the inhabitants of that cjte

Jle controlled from that city. It migh

cations on which to base

' or ‘“‘empire

(Marahenses,
pnasi!ll\', also the ])""]I
dundant 1
ties derive thei

0 stress t1

r name from a castle, burg or town, e.g. Beney,

Tvrol, Styria, C rinthia. Those who insist that Moravia was
VIOL, DL (=) . 2

mav at least agree that even empires derived their name

tl,!iill\{_' bure or castle, like the Roman empire, the Byzantine emp
Ilu: Habsburg empire. :
Similar deductions can be made on the basis of an analysis of
<ources. For instance, the Annales Xantenses uses for the Mi;
Alhf* term Margi: “870 (recte 869) Eo anno Ludevicus rex ¢
missis duobus filiis suis. . . contra Margos diu resistentes sibi,
regem eorum fugaverunt. .. "and ‘871 (recte 870) Rasticus
sorum...” The term Margi refers also to citizens or subjects
;:mml Mareus, because the compiler of the Annales Xantes
tifies the people of Rastiz also as Sclavi, the ethno-political ¢
of the gens: “872 (recte 871) Iterum regnum Margorum &
Karlomanni per quendam eisusdem genti Sclavum ela
the certain Sclavus was of the same gens as the Margi, th
have been a part of the Sclavi. Indeed, the form Margi
identical with the form M arvi; it represents only a prob
g in place of w or 7, a common occurrence in ninth cen
illustrated by such cases as Slougenzin instead of S
for Winedi, Bagoari in place of Bawoari etc. To co
Margi used in the Annales X antenses is derive

known in the south in antiquity as Margus o

\at most of the medieval (and modern) princi

that thei il

been used

only use the

its citizens, but
Morava.’ These
texts are self-e
historians, lose m:
modern languages
Slavonic sources

Vita Methodii, contain r

tury, among °

Suri, Viakhi,

in many case

an ethnic name

given people.

ning ‘to the lan of
If there had b
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used as appelatives, for citizens of a place. Thess

exactly to the Latin -ensis; thus the Latin burgenses in C)

is grazhdane (plural) and grazhdanin (singular); both, ¢

Church-Slavonic forms refer to ‘citizens,” inhabitants

is evident from both the Vita Constantini and the Vi

paragraph fourteen tell us that Rastislay *

cil with his princes and with the Moravians” (Rostislé

s hnenzt SVOIMELS Moravlieny). The logic of the sentence

Moravians were partners of the princes and of Rastislay. |

the princes N0t Rastislav were ‘citizens’ of Morava. The

noted that Methodius, when arriving in the realm of Svén

received by the prince with all of the Moravians (I priime |

bnenz S vStemi Moravlieny). ‘All of the Moravians’ could on]
. of one bourg and not of a whole country. The b

the }):'llll{l
tini provides an interesting syntactic structure in which -

first source 11

stan
Morava,
(city), can e

oven without the ending -ane, -ene, or the definitig
fer only to a locality. The structure in question js
in the phrase “Doshedshou zhe iemu Moravy. .." for Whichj
the same Vita a parallel phrase “Doshedshu zhe iemu Rima .

ture seems to be used only with names of localities, 11;

struc
the form ‘Moravy’ isin the singular,16 and as already indicate
and countries are expressed by plural forms of ethnic name:s
The same result, independently, is provided by the analy
bl Y )
phrase moravska oblast.17 The term oblast (ob-vlast) carries thes
potestas, auctoritas dominial authority, dominium, and is used i
Slayonic and Old Russian in combination with names of 1
express the aut hority, or political power!8 emanating from anur
ter or bourg : rostovskaia oblast,19 oblast novgorodskaia, oblasty
» d
A rather eloquent testimony 1s provided for our case in
of Vita Methodii: ““And thus it happened that in those da
er altsorbischen Bewohnernamen auf -jane"’, in Slavia 31 (1962)
. ene (p. 349) is also South Slavie, Cf
Vergleichende Slavis d ed., vol. 1 (Gottingen, 1924), 542 4
15 This structure in South Slavic is influenced possibly by Greek’ and
structure in Old Russian, but with dative case, cf. R. Aitzetmiiller, “Zu
2 )

tiv des Altrussischen. Typus ide Kyevu", in Zeitschrift fiir slavische Ph
16 Cf. also Vita Constantini 15; “‘chetyridesent miesents stvori v Mc

thodsi 5;"*Rostislav. .. s Sventopolkom poslasta iz Moravy. . . " p

breitung de
Note that the form Slo

pp. 348-4¢ :
che Grammalik

17 Vita Methodii 10.
18 In Slovenian ‘oblast’ still today means ‘power’. The same z

Croat ‘ovlast’.
19 Povest Vremennykh Let, ed D.S. Likhachev, vol. 1 (D
20 1.1, Sreznevskii, Materialy diia slovaria dreone-rus.

1893-1903), 5.1.

of Rastislav a
Greek form def
and is similar
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e pmrimuniul realms of three Slavo
, the message of Pope Hadrian to K

the parts of tl
lone but for all these Slavonic parts

is evident fron

“Not only for you @ . '
am sending (Methodius) to be a te
fined in the Pope's letter sent at the

| slovienskym) !

fien
re l_il

Glavonic parts &

Rastislav, Syentopolk and Kocel: “...When the twol

and Methodius) found out that your parts [‘uashg Shany)-'

tion of] the Apostolic See, they refrained from doi
canons. .. Weé having consecrated him and

Methodius o your parts (na strany vashg ‘_

would teach you. .. in your language.” Since the te

‘parts of a region’, in Latin ‘partes,’ the ph \

» and na strany vasha make the pa

wam biem, vashy strany
.‘;\n-llluiml]{ and of Kocel only and not of

Rastislav,

Slavi :h-‘,r.!\g':-l The ]'-”
1avic j
Aot only * the logical deduction that parts together

because ol
~but mainly because & bishop, or archbishop can funeti

whole

olitical region. Therefore the realms of the three princes
form parts of a joinft |'».|ll'inmni;11 pOSSessl
into three (or more), principalities. 23 We know that Sver

the nephew of Rastislav, and before 870 both of them#
of their own principalities. The Greek Vita S. Clem
nes Rastislav prince of Morava and Kocel prm
ytion which existed before 870. In 885, whe

ted most of the Slavonic principalities, his own,
ye Stephen V addressed him as "‘r': :

]mi-.llu
against the
decided to despat h

that he
(plural) means

ii]iL!' Ol

divided
was
charege
[H_LI‘.QI'JE‘II 15 nat
of Pannonia, a situs

I!HH{ «_'l!l]x’t‘llill.!
Rastislav and of Kocel, Poy

rum.

In 876 and 880 the Reginonis chronicon, when describing the
between Carloman and Sventopolk, refers to the realm of thﬁ ;
regna Sclavorum (plural). In 883 (under the entry for 884) ¢

ded Frankish Pannonia wi

Fulda noted that Sventopolk 1nva
led from all districts of the Slavs (ex ommni parte Se

The Latin phrase om#nes partes Sclavorum is equivalent 1
strany slovienskie used in the Church-Slavonic Vita M
cribing the realms of Rastislav, Sventopolk and Kocel. ]

' did indeed, form a patrimony, and this:

vonic parts’
cated by the reference to “Rastislav and all his pri

assemb

n partes tres,"”

21 Cf, “Gallia est omnis divisa i
“Methodius, .. into his h

93 Cf. also Vita Methodii 12;
parts.”

+ts of the three princes must have been

on, “‘all of the Slavonie ¢

Serbs. In the
coastal Dalr

of Tomislay and
Croatia (with its
dual monarchy,

(dux, banus) of
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nia prescrved

as Kingdom 0
vonia. Slavonia

the continuity of the ninth century Sclant

f Slavonia,
even today

part of the joint kingdom of ( e
is a geographic subdivision 1 of Vi

ve arguments placing Sclavonia in a territory

Byszance ¢t Rome au I X e siécile (Paris, 192 3

Selavia or Sclavonia could and was used also for some territories

In the ninth century territories north of the Danube were

Einkards vita Caroli, ¢. 15, (Cosmas, 1, z). Note also that today
A history of Slavonia has not yet

history of the Croats and the Serbs

were Serbs or Croats. The fact is that the

Je Ages under the ethno-political name of a jc

Adewmﬁum to t

history of its comp srincipaliti

# For more persuasi
F. Dvornik, Les Slaves,
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gmphus Bavarus lists the names of the Bohemi, Ma
and Merehant 1 political entities that bo
empire; hence there may be a logical order in the en- .
cording to the Bavarian Geographer, the SUUthernmosf]ﬁ el
. empire Were the Merehani. If we accept the :'1""
the Bohemi occupied some territory of
Marharii Were cast-southeast from them
red the empire somewhere between the Mﬂr}m-
.t locations at this point are not so important. We
listing of the empire’s neighbors starts m &
[ erehani In the south, that is, along the Soufh
of Frankish pannonia. The question still remains wh' ‘
Annales regni Francorum, mentioned in 822 sh"
Bavarian Geographer’s M arharit, POSS:;b. a
possibly in the south. by
a contempor: indcpendent of the Avine ]
Fyancorm and unrelated to the Geographus Bavarus, that
indication of the g‘gu}'}nli[iuﬂ situation north of the Danu'b
the life of Charlemagne. The source is the biography of Ch.' )
written by Einhard, his secretary and counsellor. This Wﬁ-tei; I
his narrative between 817 and 830. The milita-_ry- W,L'M
are described by Einhard in th

Charlemagne

;ll'[ll'll'l_:_.‘r severa

ring on thi
ninth century,

the
then the

Bohemia,
|'-I11|'_;.|1'~ ]lnl'llt'
_‘-./i'};'»':gri:.". E xad
only that the

note
15 with the

and ent
frontiers
A\.’.-u'mma' of the
od with the
Merehant,
ary source,

identifl
north, or with his

There 18

sometime
in the East
terms.
tributary all the barbarous a i

AT @ nd
. between the Rhine, the Vistula, the Ocean :_1:1".
last are the Weletabi, the Sorabi, the Abodn';i '
aged war. But the others, and by far the la.;'g

He L'n_nuluvrml and made

habiting ¢ sermania
The chief of these
against these he W
I'l'lll.lvrt:‘tl."

s north of the Danube de
¢ listed among the tribute-p:
the unnamed people w’h-'
lage (Carolus.. . .in deditiones

the Moravians would be known

to the empire, although 1

h obligations. Moreo |

This description of the people

avians. They are 10

the Mor
among

and they could not be
der direct Frankish tute
through their history
tributary relationship

refused compliance wit

center of
another
Danube.
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The version { nnales regni Francorum keio

of the £
s states that both armies reachec

home (. . - usque ad fluvium, cuius v .

erque exercitus de ambodus ripis ad P:"-

.d that the army marching along therm
campaign had to negotiate the
basis of Einhard’s life of Charlem s
basis of the two versions of the 4 nnales regni Franco '-
tious observation that in 791 the regions
and west of the river Morava We!e
correctly, with the Beehaimi, and not with the
¢+ words, all these sources ex stlentio m
Jentioned in the Annales reg

Laurissenses Mmatore

before returning
el r"lH!Ju' wul
[t should be note
the Danube during the
twice. 'l'hr'n-lnn', on the

the
make the very cau
Danube stretching east
l_'tlII'l'i_'ll_\' or 1n
M arvani. [n othe

01
Marvani

ln-ull.ahh- that the

in 822 contre 1led the r
[he next dated entries of the Frankish annals that have

problem of Moravia's location are the descriptions

n basic, partly independent, partly l‘elét ad
three distinct, unrelated accoun
uldenses, most important of £
al nearly identical annalistic entries based on
lost Annales Hersfeldenses; and, finally, the
a compilation of some preserved
relevant fragments read as follow

egion along the northern Morava River l

on the
846. Among the te
entries for the year 846,
established: the Annales F

group of sever
entries of the
Augiensis chronicon,
contemporary annals. The

Annales Fuldenses Annales Hildesheimenses Heriman
(based on A nnales Her-

feldenses)

Ludowicus, filius

,leudm\'icus,f girca
Ludowici,

medinm mensem Augus-
tum cum exercitu ad

um regnorum limes habebatur. Ibi supplie: ‘
bellum prosperos ac felices haberet eventus;tum demum cas
porum a Francis indictum est. Pulsis jigitur Honorum p:aeai'dﬁ
quarum una super Cambum fluvium, altera iuxta Com 0
berg vallo firmissimo erat exstructa, ferro et igni cuncta va
ducebat, exercitu usque ad Arrabonis fluenta venis :
eius usque ad locum, in quo is Danubio miscetur,
habitis per Sabariam reverti statuit. Alias vero ¢ )
preafecerat, per Beehaimos via, qua ve rant, e
magna parte Pannoniae €l colomi

:

currens certus duor
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formed from a place named Maraha. Whereas the form M

sibly reflects a vernacular usage, the form Margus was used |
scholarly annalist who knew the classical equivalent for Mors

ha. Consequently, neither the Annales Fuldenses (using the
genses) nor the Herimanni chronicon (using the forms Maral
provides any grounds for locating the Sclavi referred to in 846 north
the Danube.

The three entries for the year 846, analyzed independently rar
preceding and subsequent events, unequivocally place the Moraviansin
Pannonia; hence a discussion of the entries in some depth seems to/| e
of crucial importance for the whole history of Moravia. In addition,--
analysis of the events of 846 would not be complete without a reference
to the Annales Xantenses, in which the entries for the years 831-60
were composed independently from other annals or chronicles. The
author of the entry for 846 was acquainted with the fact that Louis
had marched from Saxony across the Elbe against the Winidi and that
subsequently he had been in conflict with the Bohemians.1! The en-
counter with the Winidi (another term for Sclavi) occurred before the .
conflict with the Bohemians, therefore the encounter (without an ar-
med conflict) with the Winidi is the same event which the other
sources described as affecting Rastislav of the Moravians or as occurring
in Pannonia.

Finally, the contemporary Amnnales Bertiniani report in 846 that
Louis suffered losses from some Sclavi. According to this source, Lo
conducted a campaign against these Sclavi also in the following
and recovered territories that had been previously lost.12 As
not suffer at the hands of the Moravians in 846 or lose te
them, the Annales Bertiniani obviously took account only ¢
flict with the Bohemians in 846 and 847.

have expected $o0
‘n'nl 4-_ 1 h :
Bohemia, bec

These obse
846 lead to the
connecting the
river Morava ni
region in the v
sons to consid

The new a
854, when the M

eastern bo

11 4 nnales Xantenses. 846. Eodem anno ivit Ludewicus de
Albiam. Ipse vero cum exercitu suo contra Boemmanos p
mus, sed periculose valde; Karolus contra Brittanos, sed

12 4 nnales Bertiniani. 846. Hludowicus rex Ge
intestino suorum conflictu quam hostium vi
847. Hludowici Germanorum regis exercl
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This description does not mention a crossing of the Dl.mi : ’
of the armies, although such notice would be expected if a I
traversed a major river while being pursued by the enemy
had been explicitly stated that such a crossing took plnce
position frans in and of itself still would not indicate whetherthinf
sing occurred from north to south or from south to north. The sent S
quoted states solely that the devastated regions were across and alon
tlu Danube. We umnut tell from the text itself whether the ph

“trans Danuvium’ means south or north of the Danube, nor is th re

any indication whether the settlements in question were close to pm

sent-day Vienna, Bratislava, or Belgrade. Of decisive Importancelsthe, 1

fact that this reference to the Danube was written in Fulda, north of the
Danube, from which point of view the phrase frans Danuvium, i.e.,
“across the Danube,” “‘on the far side of the Danube,” would mean
“south of the Danube.” The description of the same event in the Heri-
manni Augiensis chronicon, although written in Reichenau, south of
the Danube, also includes the reference trans Danuwvium ;17 this fact,
however, is without significance, because this part of the chronicle is
copied from the Annals of Fulda.

As the description of events in 855 does not indicate that the Danube
was ever crossed by the withdrawing forces of Louis or by the pursuing

army of Rastislav, but only that the events took place south of and
along the Danube, the conclusion is again manifest that the Moravia of

Rastislav was somewhere in the territory of Pannonia.

In the following year (856) Louis the German entrusted the defenses

of the Eastern Mark to his oldest son, Carloman. According to t
Annales Tuvavenses antiqgui, Carloman, in his new function as prefe
organized a military campaign, but because the manuscript
annals is in part defective, it is not clear against whom the camj
was directed. There is no indication of the area of conflic

name of the enemy.1® Nevertheless, some deductions can

we note that the conflict is reported in the Annals of Salz

in the Annals of Fulda. The annalist in Fulda

that King Louis had conducted a ca
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attempt at pacifying his Slavic neighbors. After a parley in Frankf

he dispatched three armies - one against the northern Obodrites
Linons, one against the northern Sorbs, and a third, under the co
mand of his son, Carloman, against the Sclavi M argenses of Rastislay
Evidently, there were no armed encounters between the Franks and
the Moravians at that time, since Carloman and Rastislav had agreed
to make peace, 22 a peace that lasted until 863. '

Carloman, who now enjoyed friendly relations with Rastislay, re-

volted in 861 against his own father, Louis the German. In alliance

with Rastislav, Carloman expelled the Markgrafs of Carinthia and of

Frankish Pannonia and entrusted these territories to his own people.
The forces of Rastislav were essential to Carloman’s occupation of
parts of the East Frankish realm up to the river Inn.23 This could
only have been the territory west of Carinthia and south of the Tauern
Alps, along the valeys of the rivers Drava and Sava toward the upper
Inn valley and, obviously not along the Danube, as there is no evidence
that Salzburg, east of the lower Inn, would have been affected by this
expansion.

According to the document Conversio Bagoariorum, a basic source for
the study of Carinthia and neighboring regions, Pribina, the count
of Frankish Pannonia and de facto prince of the Slavs between the rivers
Raba and Drava and Lake Balaton, was killed by the Moravians.24

Pribina’s last recorded public function was at the court of Louis in
Regensburg of February 20, 860.25 It is possible that Pribina was killed

21 Annales Fuldenses. 858. (Rex Hludowicus). .. reversus in Franconofurt, cum m
utilitate regni cum cum suis tractaret atque disponeret, tum etiam decrevit tres e-_xa_,ci_,‘
diversos regni sui terminos esse mittendos: unum quidem per Karlomannum filium
seniorem in Sclavos Margenses contra Rastizen, alterum vero per Hludowicum filium
minorem in Obodritos et Linones, tercium autem per Thachulfum in §orab‘05 dict
nolentes, ut sedatis extrinsecus adversariorum tumultibus facilius intrinsecus re

cula disponeret. _ ¢ ! 2
22 Annales Tuvavenses antiqui (Excerpta Aventini). 858. Rastizolao iu

t. ‘
be:lao i:::gﬁ Fuldenses. 861. Karlmannus quoque ﬁhumm re%is maxi __m 3
est; expulit enim duces, quibus cust‘odia‘ coqksg erat P f
per suos marcam ordinavit. Quod regis animum rebellic
Annales Bertiniani. 861. Carlomannus, Hludowici
Winidorum regulo foederatus, a patre deficit et Re:
ad Hin fl

tion of Rast
Carinthia im
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[n the events of 862-63, there are several clues to the

slav's Moravia: (1) Carloman, who was in

and receive direct help fm

o campaign of Louis’ that was aIIEgedlyw

suddenly be diverted to the valley of the river

astern border of present-day lower Aniat

(3) rumors Were spread that Rastislav would be a.tta_cked'

[ ouis coming from Bavaria and the Bulgars coming from the so -

(the “east’ of medieval geography). All of these facts S“Ppoﬁ
ation that the realm of Rastislav was located "_'

Iit'l' UE)M'I'
south of the Danube and east of Carinthia. ‘I

In the year 864, after paci
[ouis moved directly against Rastislav. This
t least elg i
yal l_-,;;‘1'1_'51)(mdcll(‘c of the time. There are four basic versions
which tend to complement each other. Hincmar arch
of Reims, noted that Louis marched with his army to m:eet ; b
of the Bulgars and then proceeded to settle some problems
“Winidorum marca.” 22 The place of the meeting, Tulln, was - |

. written by Pope Nicholas I. The same letter also :
that the army of Louis was in readiness to proceed against Re
The Herima wni chronicon notes SOme details about an e .
Louis that resulted in the siege of a burg called Dovina and t
tion of Rastislav.3! A more precise geographic reference f

is provided by the Annales Fuldenses, in which we read,
susto ulira Danubiwm cum Mant valida 1

rex mense Aug
n in quadam civitate, quae lingua gentis illius Dow

location of Rasti
of Carinthia, could count upon
of Moravia,; (2)
Rastislav could

zacha on the southe

der house arrest,
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paj

narrative,

in a lette

tize

m fraude decepisset. Et hic quidem prae
mannus vero per iuramenta principum venit
quia innocens erat; et testimonio consc
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missum est, si dominum suu

modo promeruit. Karl
sibi criminibus securus,
omnia exhibebat atque iocondum.

missum fratris sui Hiudowici nomine Blitgarium accipit,
eius, a Restitiio Winido desertum et a se fugatum, si l
longo post tempore, deceptum atque desertum a st
o owicus recepit et secum in libera custoc i
: tiniani. 864. KL {

‘nnales

fying Carinthia and placing Carloman ;

ht Frankish annals and is reflected al i
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persisted throughout the Middle Ages as administrative defi .'.;F;“;j::' . SO

part of former Carinthia. R - to-in.
The analvsis of the several descriptions of the events of 864 provid T
. e , ke : Rlithy: the arrival o
no evidence for identifying the realm of Rastislav with a region nort| 1 ouis thelGe
of the Danube, but there are sufficient indications to place the event: e
A Y ) o : - . y-. requested m
affecting Rastislav and his Moravians uifra Danubium, i.e., south the Bulgars
the Danube as seen by the annalist in Fulda, and in the vicinity
Carinthia as indicated by Hincmar's reference to Winidorum mareas The annals
[he conflict between Louis and Rastislav was carried over into 865, graphic réier' ol
This time Werner (Werinhar) II, count of the territories west of the '
Vienna Woods. incited Rastislav against Louis.3” Their conspiracyss
was probably caused by the return of Carloman to Carinthia, a turn of
events that made several markgrafs in the east dissatisfied with the

policies of Louis. The dissatisfaction and conspiracy resulted in an

armed conflict between the Franks and the Moravians: Hincmar tellss
about the forces of Louis returning from a successful campaign “contras

Winedos.” 38 It was Hincmar who had used the term Winidorum regu=
lus for Rastiz in 861, and the term Winidorum marca for a region south
of the Danube in 864, when Louis wanted to pacify Rastislav. There is
no reason not to place the events of 865 also somewhere south of the
Danube. The conspiring Frankish-Bavarian associates of Rastislav
were defeated by Louis in an independent campaign organized during
the summer of the next year.39 B
The reconciliation between Louis the German and his son, Carloman, 7
accompanied by the division of the realm and the transfer of some
possessions from Louis the Junior (a younger son of Louis the German)
to Carloman, created new dissatisfaction within the royal family. This
time (in 866) it was Louis the Junior who, through an emissary, sought
the military support of Rastislav and of a group of dissatisfied )
including Werner II, who had been deposed from his office th
before for plotting with Rastislav. Upon learning ab the n
plot, Louis the German entrusted the defax;x@q-.@fﬁiﬁ
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In August of the same year, King Louis the German was prepared to
pacify the neighbors of his realm in the east and the north. His s
Louis was dispatched against the
the Susli and Bohemians, were ravaging Thuringia. Carloman was as-
signed the task of subduing Sventopolk, who is first mentioned in the
sources on this occasion. Sventopolk is named “nepos’” of Rastislav,
A third force, originally under the command of Louis the German, was
Rastislav. But because of the

readied to invade the [mr-‘.f%vssions of
sudden illness of Louis, the army was entrusted to Carl, his youngest

nd Carl succeeded in attaining their military
ch other as soon as the conflict
ded against the Polabian Sorbs

son. Both Carloman ¢
lllljl"i'[i\'l“%, and lllt.“\" t‘t:l]gl'ill’lllatt‘tl ea
was over. Louis the Junior also succee
and their supporters, the mercenary Bohemians.43
[hese events provide some further elements for defining the location

lav’s Moravia. First of all, the three campaigns were indepen-
nt against Rastislavand Sventopolk,

of Rastis
dent of each other, and the forcesse
although dispatched from Regensburg, did not proceed across Bohemia,

as would have been expected had the Slavs of Rastislav and Svento-
polk been situated north of the Danube. Also, the composition of the
three Frankish armies may indicate their destination: the army com-
posed of Thuringians and Saxons was engaged against the Sorbs and
Bohemians, all of whom inhabited areas north of the Danube; the two
armies sent against Rastislav and Sventopolk were formed from contin-

suorum vindicaturus iniurias in desertores arma corriperet. Carlmannus exercitibus
ictor extitit, praedam inde capiens non modicam, sicut ipse
tulit. Sorabi et Siusli iunctis Behemis et ceteris circum-
transgredientes plurima loca devastant et

pore
Rastizi bis numero congressus v
litteris ad patrem suum destinatis re
circa vicinis antiquos terminos Thuringiorum

quosdam sibiincaute congredientes interficiunt. :
Gundacar vassallus Carlmanni, qui multis periuriis et dolosis machinationibus Hludc

regi eiusque filiis saepenumero extitit infidelis et proprium dominum derelinquens ad R
tizen defecerat, contra patriam more Catilino dimicare volens occisus est. ‘

43 Annales Fuldenses. 869. Mense vero Augusto rex Hludowicus collectis copiis
partes divisit exercitum: nam aequivocum suum cum Thuringiis et Saxonibus ad
mendam Sorabum audaciam destinavit, Baioarios vero Carlmanno in adi
pit contra Zuentibaldum nepotem Rastizi dimicare volenti, ipse aute ran
Y tinuit adversum Rastizen pugnaturus. C oficis

Polabian Sorbs, who, together Wi-.

T
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of these events, although recordeq in detai] i
gives no information that would hel

graphic location of the two realms,

ever, that it was Carloman of Carinthia
nated himself and it was that same Car]
delivered. Since 865,
to Engilscalk and W

jurisdiction ove

Danube, the conclusion should be dr

involving Carloman and Sventopolk t

rinthia,

In the fullowing year, 871,
borders of the F rankish real
Carloman. Carloman accuse

him. In the meantime, the “Sclavi Marahenses,'

cted in his place a relative of h
r. The accusations voiced against Sventopolk, how-
€ver, turned out to be without foundation. He was released from captj-
vity and with the support of some forces of Car
fight against Sclagamar. At an Opportune moment he entered the b

or town of Rastislay (antiqua urbs Rastizi), but instead of expel!
Sclagamar, he joined the Moravians and, with large forces, turned
upon the Bavarians entrusted to his command.48 Sventopolk was now

prince Rastislay had perished, ele

Y7 Annales Bertiniani, 870. Karolus. .. mense Maio ad Attiniacum venit; ubi et
missos fratris sui Hludowici pro divisione regni acceptit; qui suparc_.i__liqge. e Si
corporis Hludowici quam de prosperitate — quia Resticium Winidum, sibi diu no
infestissimum, tam dolo quam bello captum — | | dhtan

Hludowicus. . . ad Reghinisburch petgens,VResﬁtiqn_i Winid
per dolum nepotis ipsius Restitii captum et aliquandiu in cu
mortis excaecari et in monasterium mitti aec

Annales Fuldenses. wicus re

loman he undertook to

in poss&wion bﬂthi -I
own patrimonium. i
Independently of th
and the confli.c.ts with
undertake mxhtafy :
to invade Bavaria. In ..
bishop of Wuerzb'urg,.
This conflict, Obﬂomly
no connection with d A
this Bavarian-Bohew. :
According to the A”@' /
fortifications along the
(Bavarians) who werc o
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emian territory, 1 |
}c:f Wurzburg. The lee
still able to reach the
because of the tra
don their horses _




50 THE REALM OF MORAVIA

If we now repeat the question of
was Moravia locat

ed, then the ans
Bohemia, but rather separated fr
Bavarians, In order to reach Mo
through some border zone

our in-vestigation. namely, w
wer is that it was not contiguousg y

om it by territories contralled""
ravia from Bohemia one had to pg
Seéparating Bohemia from Bavarian-cor
trolled territory, The incident was unexpected for the Bavarians ang
was definitely a surprise to the Moravians, A minimum of conjec: re
would suggest that the Moravians were about to leave Bohemian tepgj.
tory toward the south, crossing a zone that by coincidence was under
surveillance of forces dispatched there to prevent a possible Bohem ian
Invasion of Bavaria’s interior (as of the ninth century). Since th'
Moravians were heading southward, then their route obviously leg
toward a crossing point on the Danube. The retinue, composed of ov'
six hundred armed Moravians, Tepresented a formidable force g
Pared to handle any emergency in their passage through enemy terrj.
tory save this unexpected encounter in no man’s land. Indee

of the size of six hundred would be

expected only if the bride’s jour-
ney had to be protected on the way th

might be expected. This could not h
Bohemia directly to the valle

Sventopolk’s treason in 8

ave been the case in a transit from
y of the northern Morava river,

71 had its consequences in the following
ated effort was made by King Louis and

)

epulsed, the land of th
ravians suffered extensive devastation. While Carloman was ra:

the Moravian countryside, Sventopolk dispatched some scor
attack a Bavarian detachment guarding the boats of the ex
the banks of the Danube. Only a few Bavari
this ambush, among them Embricho, bish

DCXLIIII equos cum frenis
invenerunt ;nu_;l .‘_I'.' g

d, a retinue

rough territory where some enemy

-
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e
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support to ex:::- et
Charlemagne for transports
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It could be argued
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ambush on the Ister. The sources of his information ¢
none other than Embricho, Bishop of Regensburg, one
vivors of the disaster on the Ister, and Sigihart, the abbot
stery of Fulda, who also participatcd in the campaign, U
prove that the author of the Annales Fuldenses was Wrong
term ‘‘Ister,” we have to assume that he had in mind the st
Dantibe bordering on Pannonia secunda (Strmiensis) on ﬂm
east (from the confluence of the Danube and the Drava tod
and the Sava). It is to this region that the entry in t
i refers, where it is stated that Carloman advan
‘he “most remote” regions of the Moravians.54 R
A note should be added on the participation of Th
in support of Carloman’s campaign against the
employed by Charlemagne in his
of 791 against the Pannonian Avars. In 820 Saxons were ur_»;
Ljudevit, prince of the Slavs in Pannonia, south of the Dm'
846 they were again employed when Rastislav was aPp.O.
in Pannonia.’® : "7.
The defeats that Carloman suffered in 872 did not lea,’dl =
settlement. In the following spring hostilities were renew
I‘l'lil‘u'l[l7l}' on 5\\*11'[()11()11-:'5 illiti&lti\"t‘. An Alemann by
Berchtram, who had been captured by Sventopolk the‘-p“
was released from captivity and entrusted with some m' s
livered to Louis the German. 37 The substance of this
known, but it must have been unpleasant in tone or con
be deduced from the fact that it was entrusted to .
oath: otherwise he would probably not have agreed
king. At any rate the message did not lead to peac

Danube
Juvavenses anliq

SAXO0NS
Saxons and Frisians were

tuated the conflict.
In August of 873 Carloman of Carinthia ha

Louis, to come to his aid to the “marcha cc
wished to see him alive. It was not until Nov
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It was probably Also on this occasion that Carloman, as &
e entrusted the direct (:(mtrol of C.arinthia
[his is implicit from the entry in the Reginonis chronicon
it is noted that upon Carloman’s death, :
Louis Junior allowed Arnulf to control the same Carinthia ¢
warlier been given to him by his father.51
In respect to the geographic location of Moravia the che
f events for these years sheds little light. At most we may
‘hat in 876 the regna of the Bohemians and Moravians %
some spot on the Izr{l\‘illl‘t‘s gi\'t'll to Carloman, 'i_g_, Bﬂh .
Bavaria proper and Moravia upon Frankish Pannonia, asu-
Carinthia. A more precise definition of Moravia's geographj
will emerge, however, if we note that Carloman received _1”_
realm that his father himself acquired from Louis the Pious dg
division of the realm in 817.62 The parallel presentation of ¢
f the two acts of the division will serve as basis .
interpretations: g that had occuf
e his forces
| Count Vez

vear 8580 where

fragments O

817

s volumus, ut habeat Carlomanus sortitus est « i
Baioariam i 18

Pannoniam ,

et Carnutum. . .

et regna Sclavorum

Behemensium

et Marahensium.

Hludovict
Baioariam

et Carantanos
et Beheimos :

et Avaros atque Slavos qui ab orienta-
li parte Baioariae sunt.

If we eliminate from the two columns Bav.

is an equation: on the one side the Avars an

on the other, Pannonia and the Morav.

viously refers to the Frankish pa P:
Lake Balaton. The rem
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[Infort anately, the sentence in the Annals of Fulda that
especial importance in determining Moravia's lo
‘Nam de -|-111|-lltt'it1lliili parte Histri ﬂuminiscahm'
hario. .. dexterum manum. . . absciderunt " This sa t he
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selves lmu'm'i_ln'tl .'1;..[;-I.in'.~‘-t HV(_?IIIU])U]k:
titudine in regno Arnolfi per XII dies .
demuimn, ]maul voluit pmspcrc reversus est (3'3 '” U L
missa quadam exercitus sui parte supra Daxi;;b-vmﬁ.
helmi et Engilschalchi, qui majores natu era.ntmm'

\m secum assumptis contra illos ..;e
nis iniere non utile, nam ad illos vi :te ]
legingoz et Papo in flumine quic:in'a '

A citur

Cum tanta enim mul

tur,
(||]|H|[]¢'

filii ‘Willi
usdam Pannoniort

gnam certamil
lium querentes N

.Iur!
tamen |l1l

fuge presi
Raba) vitam finivere. . .

i chronicon reports the same events more b
; . o e brie
Pannonias 1mmanissime vas b
e as AIllSs ; stans, quosd
am ex

.

Herima)

Zuentibald

iuxta Rabam flumen incaute congressos vicit g

; ,, o , occisisque aliis

comprehendit. . . que alijs

[ reading these fragments, the following points should

e 374 3 . ’ 0 d I
Sventopolk first retur ned home (reversus est) f

i<h Pannonia, and only then dis

in Frank
the Danube. Herimanni chroni
T wcon states that '
\at Sven

towalrl |

unexpectedly (incaute) encountered Megi

Raba, south of the Danube. Hence, Sf:rll‘%z;oall]l{li :Eapo

must have been on the same side of the Danube as th:Se

.put it another way, if Sventopolk had crossed the Da,.nrl

}[] anf'ltlt_-x‘llilv n-alc.;] home, then the forces of the Wi 7

tngilscalks could not have encounter i - gl

Raba as they did. i
In 884 the Emperor Charles stopped in the Eastern

to Italy and held a “colloquium”’ that was attended‘ ,L

others. According to the Annals of Fulda (cam . b

the meeting between the two took place at th M

edge of the Vienna Woods near the river Tul

same annals that was written in Fulda descr

being located on the borders of th
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stated by
were with ti
around, or




i THE REALM OF MORAVIA 4
come to Rome to restore peace and order and assume "L l
[talian Kingdom.?? The Herimanni chronicon had alsg ,, 1
that Arnulf was in Pannonia to settle various matters and n
prey ented from going to Rome because of other obligations‘.'l_fi;
[he place “commonly called Omuntesperch” has not s
<atisfactorily located, but the German form of the name Of
(Omuntes-perchfberg) indicates that it was in the Frankish ., '
\s the parleys were concerned with problems of P: n'-_«:.-“.‘
presence of Sventopolk at the parleys warrants the assummpgs
his realm was also in the vicinity of Frankish Pannonia. Bugyy
to be of especial value in the effort to locate Moravia is.'
that Sventopolk transmitted a message from the pope to A
could have happened only if Sventopolk’s realm were closer
any other place along the road taken by Arnulf from R

nornid

than

to Frankish Pannonia. Having learned that Arnulf would
Pannonia, the pope had dispatched a messenger with th
join Sventopolks’ entourage before Arnulf reached Omup:
Moravia were north of the Danube, the messenger woul
cepted Arnulf on his way, or delivered the letter person

in Omuntesperch and under no circumstances through thy

tion of Sventopolk.
The parleys in Omuntesperch early in 89o, concerned

blems of Pannonia, might well have been the result
situation created by the sudden arrival of the “Un

Regino, bishop of Cremona. The narrative
up to the year gob. Regino died in 915. His
the value of a contemporary source |
first roamed the “solitudines ]
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ted in the light of the new military situatio

q

 mE.
Ll i
’
slh

st ]'u I'\'.ll“
of the 1'|.uukial:,fH;wuri:m realm.

the frontiers

I'he urgent matter that iu‘vw-nlt'd Arnulf from attend.ilﬁ
faced by the pope in [taly must have been the -H‘.-.
sh realm |m~.|-(l by the Hungarians, whowe nit
.athian Basin or, more precisely, in the ‘
of Pannonia of Bohemia to Sventopolkh
fore. a strategn significance for the defenses of Thul’ingia, Sasd th
particularly, Franconia and Bavaria. Sventopolk was a “compa
¢ a former friend, of Arnulf’s and he was Certainly r'-
military leader. His ability could now be utilized in the .'_aq”%-

!

Arnulf’s own posse
« are not clea

event n

tween

words, this is
political infl

is the first pe

would be hard
neighbor of E ohen
found little reason to :
dience to him, therek

eCT1OUS ¢« risls
r to th Franki

in the Car]
['he concession

dange

.I\ 1Ly

i'.l!'

Wit ”

SS10115.

¢ on this point, but it is possible that Sy
polk had feated by the Hungarians in 889, .
even at Arnulf’s instigation. 7@ A defeated Sventopolk would 1 '

n willing to cooperate with Arnulf and, by accepting:
could have hoped once more for political indep
The Bohemians until then had been ruled by princes fr
and they were loyal to the Franks in 890 ; con
ly, they had reason to Uhjt't‘t to the ilI'lpOSitiOIl of a fﬂl‘eign*
;Lppuiutnu-nt to the duchy, Sventopolk prob

his assumption of rule in Bohem:

I]l*' sOUTICe
Ali[l.lil.\ bheen r.l:

more tha
of Bohemia,

their own l\t'ul}in'

implement his

resort to force; hence,
more upon his own efforts than upon the fact that Arnulf h

him.
territories ceded by Arnulf t

A description of the
conquered by the latter, is given by Cosmas of P

Sventopolk] sibi non solum Boemiam, verum eti
usque ad flumen Odram et ¢nde versus Ungariam
subiugaret.”'78 The implications of this geograpt
If Sventopolk took over or conquered the territc

J
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.t Hengistfelden, 1n the vicinity of Graz, where it was
invasion would be carried out by the Huuga_ﬁﬂiui:' ‘
me from the north''; the army of Arnulf, comPOBed W

nd Allemans; and the forces of Prince Braslav'. |
ion, the land of the Moravians was systematieal
od of four weeks, beginning in July and extendine
\ugust. In September Arnulf dispatched, pro
but definitely across the possessions of B

.ime was the prince “between the Drava and the

. 1o Bulgars to renew the peace and also to request the

. <oll salt to the Moravians. The mission returned fra

me route only eight months later, in the fol

| become more peaceful. 79

0Tl ;ll-f-'l-

mditions
‘he problem of Moravia’s location, the facts set forth
¢ Arnulf’'s place of sojourn before and after the

cant

i A2

was here in southern Carinthia (as of the ninth cen
where the meeting with Braslav was held (Hengistfelden}

v Arnulf’s mission to the Bulgars had to cross the prir
According to the 4 nnales Fuldenses the party
bv boat along the rivers Odagra, Kulpa, and Sava, in @
being ambushed by Sventopolk’s troops. Hence, the ter
Odagra, along the roads from present-day Zagreb toy X
was within the reach of Sventopolk’s retinue.

The conclusion has to be drawn that the events .
occurred south of the Danube and, possibly, only sot
Pannonia Sirmiensis and in areas south of the riv va

SOIMEW

wi
Braslav.

19 Annales Fuldenses (continuatio Ratisbonensis). 8g2.
mannia, curte regia Ulma, honorifice natalem Domini
tur, sperans sibi Zwentibaldum ducem obvium h:
rennuit, fidem et omnia ante promissa men

cum Brazlavone duce colloguium habuit,




OO THE REALM

pretat ion, however uluqucnt -

fh‘!hl’.’h r'/ l'“/ff(l

804 Zwentibaldus, dux Maravorum et
vagina totius perfidiae, cum omines
regiones Sibi affines dolo et astucia
perturbando humanum sanguinem si-
circumiret, pltimum hortanda
pacis amotares, sed pocius
sticis persisterent, diem

clens
ne

SUOS,
inimici dome
wltinm lausit infelic iler.

Avari, qui dicuniuy Ungari, in his
temporibus ultra Danubium pera-=
multa miserabilia perpetra-
omines et vetulas matro-
occidendo, iuvenculas
tantum ut iumenta pro libidine exer-
secum trahentes fotam Pan-
usque ad internetionem dele-
Pax tempore autumni inter
Maravos compacta est.

grantes
vere. Nam I
nas penitus

cenda
noniam
verent.
Baioarios et

There should no longer be any
deed pa
both contain
fronted with the
gorous criticism,
Moravia's history. The

of
894. Thus,
nonia throughout the

P

literature.

OF MORAVIA

Regino topolk‘w d

8g4 Circa h . with Sver
oy ey aec etiam 0 X e

dibolch rex Mamhcnsi:.:::ln e wises thw

vir inter suos prudenti ~3_ ;

genio callidissimus, SImus g

diem
i‘zi’a-:sat extremum cuius repn
sius pauco empore infeliej

e
unt. hclter
Ungaris

doubt that Moravia pr

rt of Pannonia. The 4 nnales Fuldenses and Regine
accounts of contemporary witnesses. Bot
most severe scepticism or subjected
will still sustain their unique value f
re is no way to challenge th )

the statements made in these sources regar
the proposition that Moravia proper
time of Sventopolk’s

orted by evidence gathered so far from
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507 m localities north of the Danube, along the river Regen
vicinity of Regensburg. He was 1-’“'}’“”'d to render assista.n" p
case of an invasion of Bohemia and not for a preventive war '(
presence with an army in and around Regensburg, a placE.f 3
“oval sojourns, is indicative only of Bohemia's location, Bl:.:r
alen @ Inmillilit_v that Bohemia, a Frankish depend.-‘ !
mnenaced by 8 splinter group of the Moravian army that, aft
death, remained in areas east of Bohemia proper, tg
iver Gran/Hron. [his is the territory occupied by Svent(,)polvl:
but not .ll'i'lill!l[t'll for after the return of Bohemia proper to F
rutelage in 895. This possibility will find confirmation in the';;‘
ents of the tenth century, but in this survey of events Ye&rh“
<hould suffice to note that the danger posed to Bohemia b

s in 897 could not come from Moravia proper, the re'
because they subordinated themselves ¢
in 894 and there is no basis to assume that the two sons, §
[I and Mojmar, would disrupt the peace by attacking B’Q. '
other dependency of the Franks. Indeed, the annalistic nota
t.(‘l.”i”;_:- ,\Ii_,ll'.l\'iil [)1‘(_'11)1'1' know UIII}" about a fratricidal COnﬂi
the two sons of Sventopolk and the efforts of the Franks an
to restore order in that strategically important region east
I}O.‘i‘-“L'SSIU“H- |

here these events took place and the log

To ascertain w
ravia the following details are of importance. In 898 En
ordered his markgrafs Aribon and Luitbald of Carinthia, {

‘iberate’’ those in the Moravian conflict who so
emperor.86 Liutbald was markgraf of Carinthia on

strong

|H|”\l'.

ravian

lnlunil\".~ two children,

85 4 nnales Fuldenses. 897. His ita expletis contigit, ut
ratorem Arnulfum, qui tunc temporis civitate Rad

ei munera regia et sua suorumque fidelium

ccilicet, postulantes, a quibus sacpe,
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ling this grant make clear that the recipi .
e other than the young Svcntope:l; of the
as “liberated” by Luitpold an who, g

'n'llllllllh
ty can be non

brother Mojmar,
or Arnulf, in 898.8Y
plac

|1||1]la'l
by his

FEmpel

[his donation took
|u:li!'-. first intervention in
e on this occasion was qui
hever of the two brothers wished to h :
ler does not mention whether the i ave th

but the fact that there was a second intlnterv.
winter of 895/99 implies that the first ended in failure ';‘Lvenh

sulted 1n the devastation of Moravia bllt.al e‘ e

that son of Sventopolk who had a’cceptedso §
the luring the first intervention. Since the o
tion began with the devastation of Moravia and engecon-‘
protégeé of Arnulf, the conclusion must be flf ”

ot on Moravian soil between the first and_a;

rvention (in 899) had as its ob]ect

vention. The third 1nte
young Syentopolk from his beleaguered burg in M
n-controlled territory. GRS

The young Syentopolk appears in these events by n
cription of the third intervention only, but the intenj: 7
criptions shows that he was the one who accepted L
ring the first intervention and was reinstated in Mor
of the second intervention. Since between the firs
second (winter 898/9) intervention Sventopolk a4
“|iberated and protected” by Luitpold of Carinth

he and his entourage should have been ac ' ﬂ% -
sistence according to the prevailing usa 0 o

by some landed property. This i wl

Arnulf gave somé estates to S

l'|'|1'l L1y

and to |

Arnulf.
ssful,

yrotect whic

[he chronic

SLICCY

vention Ic
to [HI\\I'| of
Bavarians ¢

turn of the

;'vrui{-;.'- was 1

of
transfer to Bavaria

e on August 31, 898, a :

p » » a h r }
the fraternal conflict il?ll\)d;:::!y T
te simply to liberate (fro:):. ~uis

latter appe
gventopolk ¢
935-%3 Svent:
Zuentibolchi.




72 a8
Slavic prince Braslav. After the incursion into Frankish,ﬁ-‘l
Pannonia the Hungarians dispatched a peace mission to the Ba !
but only to gain an uppm'lllnil}’ to explore the approaches td
proper, for shortly thereafter they invaded the territories west
Before the Bavarians could organize effective r@*-- .
the Hungarians had Inilldgc-d a large area of Bavaria and "re .
trom whence they came, t0 their own (people or habitat) in Pa
a4 detachment of the Hungarians on a scouting missj
rcepted and destroyed by Luitpold of
1t of the Hungarian invasion of goo,
of Bavaria was pulled back to the river Enns, 94 '
bishop of Cremona, in his Antapodosis, noted tha
sarians claimed control over the natié—ﬁ

THE REALM OF MORAVIA

river kEnns.

However,
of the Danube, was inte
and his retinue. As a rest
I-t'll'-wl' line

l,rlul]u'.‘nul_

Arnulf’s death the Hung
M aravorwm gentem. . .sibi vendicant), occupied the |
ted much destruction of property and :

Moravians (

of Bavaria and inflic

s. goo. Imperator urbe Radaspona diem ultimum clausit
,mmi martyris Christi a suis sepelitur. Luduwicus filius ej -
wzali uxore natus illi erat, in regnum successit, Cuius fgate:l
-allicanum regnum Secum retinens, res ecclesiarum
maxime crimen €o, quod Ratpodo Treverensi arg;'
apite percutiens intulit, a suis tam episcop
erare nitens cum paucis contra

94 Annales Fuldense
in domo sancti Emme
tunc parvulus de le

Zuentipoldus nomine ¢
affectans, B
onorem baculo suoin ¢
est. Ipse vero recup

inmoderate
sacerdotalem h
tibus omnibus desertatus
cans vitam cum regno finivit.
Baiowarii per Boemanniam
per tres ebdomadas devastantes

secum assumptis regnum Marahavorum

ipsis
dem cum omni prosperi

inruperunt; tan

sunt.

Interim vero Avari ,qui dicuntur Ungari, tota devastata Italia, ita ut
plurimjs Italici contra €0s depellare molientes in uno prelio una dla
Ipsi namgue eadem via, qua intraverunt, Pannoniam ex maxima s
sunt. Missos illorum sub dolo ad Baworios pacem obtando reg'ian: o1
transmiserunt. Quod, pro dolor! primum malum et cunctis T toa

damnum Baiowarici regni contulit. Igitur ex imprisio cum.
ultra Anesum fluvium regoum Baiowaricum ostiliter i
in transversum igne et g

following ri
death of E
[taly in 899

the devastal
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ia and at one time controlled i
in secular .

Matters

on Baval

rian counts (mufn‘ comites). (It should be j J 3]
h of Pannonia, along the Morava " ediaty
rol of Frankish or Bavarian Count:e)rs P

reised only over Carinthi
y over C: ua, the march

Ing
kish Bava
areas nort

that the
v the cont

1evel unds

st of Bavara\
and various pe

|
vas ¢Xt

the | yanube

furthermore,
of adopting thet mode of t
jointly with the Hungarians - the p(-(_)ple of B

: avaria 98

[his act usation see

reliable, sOurce,

|{.l|.\- in 800-900 to the g(‘llteq Pa_n
in addition to the Hungarians tll‘lomm--[
] e s

Illt' ]'hl‘l\t] "("!:’(..‘: 1“‘”.”““’!‘(.1‘ | i S

devastatioll ol

that may include,

any rate,

operating from Pannonia. [n favour of assuming joi
-t 0 J
sions into Italy, as well as into Bavari]a “'ltM

garian mvs
Bavarian expedition into Moravi
a

t the
- the invasion occurred while

|11~-1!H--nr-.l tha

encounter any resistance

jcae were 1n [taly.

now recall that the Hungarian inroads into I

hated and ended in Pannonia, then the territo t- o

garians were harbored by the Moravians, as Wen s

qvian-Hungarian military enterprises hgs.

also with those parts of Pannonia that were not 'coa"s .
The geographic references contained in the b

markably precise. The letter refers to a Mora ;

part of the diocese of Passau in the church T

church province of Bavaria and the dioc

references to Noricum (the classical .

Iﬂdeﬁd ajunsdlcﬁﬂnal involvement

non
[f we

orig

joint Mor

irts of Pannonia.®?? The B -hes s
.u‘ru-‘-t'(l the Mur;n'i;u]_‘; of harbOrin avarian |
onsure (shaving their headgs)the Hung

ms to be confirmed by a rath ,
the Chronicon Suevicum universal m late,
e, which cred

north of the e ”
bishops of Regensby
In the ol
lend themsel 68
are contained in | he A
universale, the latte -
pbut based partly
the Chronicon, th
feated. The next
Sventopolk’s son M
direct relationshi
Hungarians in f
of the defeat o
The Annals
ation: envoy
peace; the
Moravia

mearlit

-

L
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VMoravia, over which Bisho : ")
[n light of this iutc'l'prlﬂ:tilz:mm-‘ “i.
1t the time when the Bava ?i th‘j ~ In this ¢
line (_l*'..nml:urg) on the riv:lrm existed , il
[{ungarian rol of parts of Pannonia as w llE!m"ii fifty yHese I- V" th
hes south o (he Danube, Cal inthia was invaded by ﬂel. & “ lowlands of ‘1"_"“ :
Voravian terl itory. The topography of Cae.w"' the Frﬂ.ﬂh .
«uch that invasions by cavalry coulr:lnthw'- ' S . ,, e
from the east along the Sava and Drava valle <outh of the H e
nn-nnl.tlma from the north. MOraviayts};but'.'. who died in a8
arians and east of Carinthia, inlsol' o Frankish sourc s
least forces of the Fr nks a
ce Braslav, were op
vicinity of the i
viding the Huny
that earlier sepa
where in the Dra
rating acros

L

wat with

[ |||I[nl|~|.I
al -'Hnllnl.

clesinsti
Fr il l\ erMerges .

thing ¢
{ hetl delense

Bt ldimg

in cont
el

. \\¢'|u‘
P 12

ans LT USS

at that time was

eastly
t h Qemmering
3] -nl]”l ol ”Il‘ Illl.ll;'_;

ol Pannonia

b, Testimony of Byzantine sources

Western annalistic notations
glavonic Sources relevant to the study of i{l:,
loss NUMETOUS but equally significant Bden:. ia’
ortant of these arc the writings of the ,4"--":
VIl porphyrogenitus. His compendjm |
his son Romanus and known under

lo Impcrin." is 4 unique source fl-

{ Byzantium and of her neighb

1' ll nis

ll1t|l‘|‘t‘llt|t‘lll of the

Church
are the
Most 1mp
Constantine
written for
“De Administran
pnlitical gvngr:\phy 0
tenth ccnturivs.-““
Constantine ma
location of Moravia.
describes the locatio
[i.e., the Hungarians],”
Turks: on their western side, I

de several references to ﬂlﬁ

In chapter I3 of his ¢
n “of the nations that:

o TR
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pannonia of the Longobards ..
L] u ""“‘, |

as stated inchapter 1
3v thEnM Ll "
oraviam | The Moravianss
at the hand of

!
lived In the

Hungarians
in the Moraviad of Sventopolk,

have been 1n Pannonia.
Constantine llr(}\-'idpq a mo .
gl . re precise locati :
OcatIOni i
0]

[n chapter 25,
I.-nu{uh.m[--. hefore their departure to Italy: “The Gepids
later div ided off the [ongobards and Avars, lived i' from
junum (Belgrade) and Sirmium." Consn the t
territories controlled by the Longobards ancrclluenﬂ
as Pannonia Sirmiensis, the territory dEfinedaI:lr s
1 chapt

territory held b
Pannonia Sirmi
An inde eI
in chapter 38
history of the

were
ries about Singic

core ol the

Hungarians W
t of the Moravians.
Hungarians in the tim
garians - time of Constanti J
ntlneis

_ 30. This and the preceding chapter dj
«Story of the of Dalmatia.” In Ccms,ten'ltim._;'sr s
bordered in the east on [llyricum and in the n b=
Roman population of Dalmatia once faced theofh‘
» Hence the “Danouvios’ must have b b
Dalmatia from Pannonia. The na,rne'?];n .
interchangeably with “Istrios,” a
ation of the Sava River and 'thg’ I_‘.-m'uiL
or for the Danube only. In ancient Greece, in Rome, and
zantium, the Sava River and the Lower Danube -“,reré-
forming together one single rTiver, the Ister, connec”-'

with the Black Sea. In his narrative, Co

the Adriatic)
that the Dalmatians «would keep guard on the :
[i.e., Sava] on account of the Avars. For the Avars |

the far side of the river ‘Danouvios’ [¢.6., Sava] whe
[i.e., Hungarians] and e

led a nomad life.”
We have here an equation of the ab d
former haunts of the Avars. We know fr
Avars who drove : -

a2t

r3 as tha

he territory of the
once more in chapter
Province
province
nonia. The
the ‘‘Danouvious.
der river separating
is used by Constantine

occasions for the combin
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also with reference to other rivers: ** g
above thest !.nulln;uks ar but tha =
¢ of Turkey, they

[he rivers are

Hungal 1ans
ottlemen now call after the names of
these: the first river is 'I‘irl,'lis.t'l:le -.

is;

flow there
[outis; the

again another
eastern side the

hetween them;
e Fi anks; and on the southern, the Croats.™
-

vers are north of the Danube. The rivers M

h is the northern tributary of tharns‘
isfactorily identified b:t =
the steppe Zone of the Carpathian Basi'n ']_'hl:m.lst
| by Constantine as being above (1;-3 -m
' listed by him in the precediné I-;a:la '

river, the
river, the Titza. Neighb
- ors of the Ty

and

Bulgars, where the River Istros, als
on the northern, the Pechen; O calle

Kris0s,;
on the
nube, TUNS
tern, tl

All these !

[1sza, whic

join the
' has not yet been sat

o ]‘Hl_lli\'
somewhere in
definec
| names’

(_‘tJIISt‘t]ll(‘l]ll}’, the
;. constituted the southern
part of the “whol

abodes of the Hungarians, as indicated

rivers are
«jandmarks an
narrative.
megale Moravi
of Turkey,” the new
I3

aphic definitions of Constanti

At any rate, the geogr
yntrolled by the Hungarians and including f

point toward what 1is 10 day northern Yugoslavia :
Hungary and not the Morava River valley north.ng' |
The neighbors of the Hungarians listed in Con.
are the same as those given in chapter 13: the P'
the Franks in the west, the
Bulgars are added as neig

In chapter 4T, Constantine describes

death of Sventopolk (894): SO
via Spl;gﬁd,‘pglkos,

territories ¢

]
o
M

d names]| which
Is CDmprehe Lo
nd the .

third river, the Morisis; the sg
¥ = ] the fourth : i

”lrndmakq a
G s and ’ :
names,”” which in

DOﬂhefly s

They estat

the rivers Sava a

(Sremska. Vitrovi
Chapter 4

to the Dano

zinacig e’
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cipalities. The addressees l“'-_'llltl*-' the “Archons of Moravia ** w
listed next to the ar honts of the he'rbr‘-, Aachlumjans, and Other- k Jdiectiveil
Slavi trribal formations . The B
| the ““Archons ol Moravia'’ cannot be ¢ ' OI} other occ sion in 4
onnected wighy with names of person
: history of the Dalmat

()M coursc

Croats ‘‘who stay

My _H|.i ||: |l|l|l ol rllll' state 'Pf S\’l'[ll()pl_}lk: COnStantin
€ POrph
Francia. Of cou

his compendium around the year 950, and at th
the Archons of Moravia represented an existing political fo-at
a5 the Moravia of Sventopolk had been destroyed and oce ' , .

the Hungarians SOt fifty years earlier. Constantine himself ]‘:
indicated a conne tion between the two Moravias, the fﬂnr; B ‘
dept nds upon the proper understanding of the term megalg M
used in chapters 13, 38, and 40 of his De Administrando Imp Oravy

[he adjective megale 1N conjunction with the name of M: 0.
used by Constantine on three occasions: chapter 13: “These nat;
[urks: . ..on the south side megale Moravia th
of .“51l]ll‘lltln[l[nku*, which has now been totally deva; o
,8: “The Turks. . .expelled the inhabitants of megale
d in their land. .."”; and chapter 40: ““.. . beyond
the unbaptized, which the Turks have
but over which in former days Sphendoplokos used to rule."’? J

[t is generally assumed that the term megale Moravia me
Moravia,” and solely on this basis the conclusions has '
drawn that the Moravia of Sventopolk was an empire
is incorrect, however, for the term empire in the :
apply only to the universal Christian society un
peror and Bishop of Rome or under the Empe
even the basis for the mistaken conclusion

jective megale in the context of Cons
« K

territe
re1 1 LLS wrolt

the Croat:hm :

wheri

adjacent to the
try
chapter
and settle
lies megale Moravia,

“.
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l;l ce of refuge .
till have been controlled by the “archons of Moravia” _
\U,u-,-;n : ' : l_
We may con lude that Constantine Porphyrogenitus kneell Belgrade.
erly of Sventopolk, located north of the riveew. west of
: between the rive

and some Moravian archon 3
s of his ¢
wn

for the leaders of megale Moravia. This rggj';
| ".'\.'. .

|
2

Moravia, forn
Pannonid Sirmiensis,
South-Slavic pr incipalities.
[he location of VMoravia along the lower Danube, and 48
exact location of the Moravia of Rastislav (later of Sve::u
indicated by a less known, later Byzantine text, which l‘ead:-
living along the Danube, the Bulgars, the Moravs (the Serbs a (ir
and the Slavs of Illyria have been enlightened bY means 0? ;
baptism about the middle of the ninth century during the
chael and the patriarchate of the eminent Photius.”’108 Thie <8
describes events as of the time of the Byzantine Emperor Mi
(842-67) and Photius, Patriarch of Constantinople (858-6 .
that is, events spanned by the years 858 to 867. This is e-xac&”:'
of intensive efforts by Rome and Constantinople to assert -:e!%
control over [llyricum. In 862-63 Rastislav, prince of ,
quested and received a “teacher” from Constantinople ir
of Constantine-Cyril, and Boris-Michael accepted bapt
The source may appear unclear when it states that
were baptized at that time, because the Mora.via-,nsl
princes, were exposed to Christianity much earlie - T
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The patron saint of the Dominicans in Prague waslsa,lm 130
Vita, of which there is another manuscript in the V t: Clemen
posed by Leo, who in the twelfth century, like Boce atl‘ca';l'
teenth, was bishop of Velletri. Since the Vita cum traSSIm--. |
Tempore Michaelis zfvjaperator-z?s were unknown in B:}: slati
fourteenth century and neither of these sources conn e;m 1
Moravia with Bohemia or any regions outsidet il te_c.ts

which neither Bohemia nor Moravia north of the Da.nm i

the conclusion is obvious that there was no knowl )

connection between Methodius and regions nor :

for Methodius’ baptizing of Borivoi. But t

place the Moravia of Methodius north of the L

Vita cum translatione, it adds to the origi

ism of Borivoi, prince of Bohemia, b Orb,llgmal text

Jlaces Moravia in the terra S;laZoruethodiuS
1113

|-]H.| e
story ol the

it clistind tly

fr.-u:x/u!.ﬁun‘ S.

years of the

Bohemia and this fact is r
act is reflected i
n the
__' CH A - -

Vita cum translatione nor the Temp
empore M-
Sehaalks
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not earlier than 1346 - t
Bohemia, bringing m.'
The standard formula X

in Bohemia is that they w

glavonic liturgy.5®

The story of these mon
dicts any theory which w
qorth of the Danube. m
in liturgy had been in
vIII (died in 882).°
Jestroyed or occup
were possibly trying t
Charles, Margrave of M
Empcror), approd '
about the homeless
tually, they ;

The correspc
the docume
1347 do not
porth.80.Al




via,
others, John, Bisho
diocese of Olomoue
duced as carly as r
in 1668, 62

All this may help
Michaelis imperato

7is bear
Metudiy Patronorum M oravia
not necessarily do S0, si

south. If we

the veneratio

ference to a Moravia north of the

which reﬂeéf :

does not indicate that th-e-'*
Ve north of the Danube. T

This investigation of tho
activitie

two mo

s¢ Bohemian resources
s of Cyril and Methodius, therefore,
nks were ever acti

came to Bohemia and to
Prague of the

rillo-Me i

associating the two saints w

One of the manuscript

entitled: Vita sanct; Cyrilli
episcopi, fratri ewus, qui
converterunt, but this title ca

for a Methodian conti
The mistake

oraviam atque Bohemian ad fidem Christi
nnot be accepted in and of itself as evidence

nuity or a Moravian tradition north of the Danube,
S in it are more fundamental

dition. First of all, Cyril
never a bishop, and Methodius, although a bishop, was always

under his title of archbishop. Furthermore, neither of them had c
ted the Bohemians to Christianity or had ever beep .asgoem
Bohemia, while the Moravians were converted tq Chns—h
the brothers arrived in Morava. Despite all these erro
is still not evident that the compiler of tl}ej TﬂmPW
toris, or the persons who placed the various titles
text, associated Moravia proper w1th ‘thg nor

This survey of Latin and Czech so
vides enough illustrations on
. i

heir veneration

than simply the linking of

P aEEZ?‘K briefiSEE

r

jelds the fo -

/ Henric de Muegeln,
ia at the CO

- (1353_61) and

ly

and on .
e lands ha

:Ile::;ethe author 1s €

; is own ti
ja of h .
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rear later, L
éaiinthia, xvh‘;;g
Moravians. = e‘iﬁ
Henric de Mueg. 7
and does nc?t_ as,sm
the ‘Moraw::s“
for nine ye; -~
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Pulkava makes civilas Velegradensis the capital of Moravig
¢ that in itself is not yet ambiguous, since this
City'') could have been anywhere. But he also fallm‘
about cventopolk's joining the hermits on the mountain e
por. 11 the place pame 1s orrect, then it would c""%pcmd —
\osnia, the home country of 5\'(.'!1top(llk, and . L ief
as noted, other chronicles, including thsm } ,?:lum Moran
1..‘r1:!-‘” -hronj,
e g - | : b T empore Michaeis
Pulkay |>. n.m_.mlu‘ unu.mnu- s'\n.lh ‘h_c__nnv "‘_‘“l_mg statemi chrotplide of D o
¢ Constanting carried thl:' reliquiaes of St. Clement t . lysis, support 4
' he stayed for three years before ioumeyino Yiegrag .3"3 3'1‘\it:u.'av.riaa
scribe anew some facts from the life ofsg to Rom, .“inl .ly the respor :
. these facls with Sventopolk the younger "- . olk ,U';'lfe Granim _"i
ntmnunit‘;ttt‘(l the young S\-'rentopc;lk - tan.. 7ed DY Cyri] (m '
’“’“l' court of Borivoi. As knOWnafl:-: W" t[:l made archbish ‘W
. 15 died in 885 and SVERSAEES (Senior}, 3 oventually resigne
804 jostine 8 e -
Pulkava also knew about the use of Slavonic liturgy i L?'- ey “.] t;ezfe{:fel; Oefc:?
of Spalato, Ragusa, and Jadera (i.e., Spli n the ch “ (m '.) . P ‘ i
ol , Split, Dubroyn Cyril was never an's
hat permission to celebrate the Iz.:li;. hé.\-'e been lega.lly w
' bishop by the Pope

entions 1

men

a |-l.t-: in |
or read, 1n SOIMe

s tha
in Prague, whet

Pulkava g0t 5 Oon to de

but hi connects
that M¢  hodius €XC
Lo I':H}lt'llli.l, t

11 \[:I' LV1il
Methodit

:OUTCES,

rol

authentl

1“1‘“ esto

Zadar), and he m
granted by the Pope (John VIII) #
; X n perpetuy
um :
The compiler of

1 Wdd

< on to say that Moravia was eventually totall
o y deStI'OYed
b

Hungarians, Eastern Teutomns, and Poloni. This fragment i

but he changed the Polonenses (rvecte Panonenses) ;sl?aﬁql
This change of the original also explains \:h e
yolk 111I|-r-:,m-r Polonia instead of Pannonia (4.':y --’3:
ments { osmas’ story with the informatioﬂﬁ -no-ﬁ‘&"
| been totally destroyed. This stateménttha

<sue of Velegrad; it could not be ¥V

in Slavoni

£
-

Cosmas,
to read Polona.
named Svento]
Pulkava supple
tas Il't'[r'lﬁl'af‘f'f'.-‘lh'f-i‘i hac
clarifies onct
Staré Mésto north

Pulkava concludes with a story of his own, according t
enry 111 in 1086 restored the kingdom of Mora g :
he kingship to Bohemia. According to Pulka.
. avia a margraviate under the crown Of
in similar fashion, incorporated Poland and Russia inf

The closest reference to a transfer of the crown of Mo

ia is a story in the Chronicle of Dalimil, in which

» Mmore the
of the Danube.

Emperor H
tmnsfrrrml t
peror made Mor

84 (Cf. notes 42 and 43 of this chapter.
85 For an opinion on the theory of Tra
(Prague, 1966), 284-
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established t
jurisdicti(m by the

hat Moravia proper was claimed in re
bishops of Passau and oot ol

the bishopric of Olomouc in northern Moravi o
but a new foundation as of 1063. .Hadf s
of truth, then the bishops of 010m0-ué_
laim primacy (episcopi primae sedis) i

more,
"-pisvr_ap.'ll see,
tained a grain
atilized it to C
l%uln'nu;l.'”
conclude here that the chronicle of Pulkavs

Granum, Te .t various steps leading toward the CO:I
via under Sventopolk north of the Danube. Neverthelesc
cles retained many elements of the original sources Sy -
between facts and beliefs. Whereas all "t;llo_-
stablished facts of the Cyrillo-Methodi e s
y tend, at the same time, to advance ?]r: ml _
tion between Moravia and Bohemia. The hiasis It te-l'd.'-_
\at Bohemia was, for a short while, controlled l:us :
and that there is a striking similarity between the form Y.'
henses, Margenses, Margt, M aravt and the name of th . Sc-
and its region, Moravia. The form Moravia i; nQrt-
genses, Margt, Maravi was introduced only in the el Pla;:
1s, an obvious case of mistaken identification eventh

The first outright association between the valle : f fiis
Morava River and the Moravia of Sventopolk and Mé}? ?he 10
by Aeneas S_\'l\'il_u‘“‘ Piccolomini (1403-1464, after 14 80‘1_1_113
who spent some time in Prague and acquainted himsselfP_QP
.mian history. Among the sources upon ; 1
the Chronicles of Dalimil and of PW.‘
Sylvius not only repeated most of the anachronistic tlﬂ_k@
but also adapted some of the correct infngr_Is a:te
: pts of geography and history. Thus, 0 {;tlﬁl
C:smas as modified by Pulkava, which COnne::ted:-%
of Moravia with the interventi ‘

tervention of the Hungarians, E

One may
l\[‘t'r‘»t

distinguish
flect some well e
of the Danube, the

ned
the fact tl

Morava

by Cosmi

blems of Bohe
his narrative were

sources,
his own conce

87 The Granwm had a certain impact on the furtheri

1 ¢ : erin
of Olomouc and St. Methodius. In 1580 Stantislav Pavlgc'::kthe;?s
Pope Gregory XIII asking for the relics of Cyril and Methogj' =
request that the body of Cyril was in the Apostolic Basilica and i
of St. Clement. In actuality, Pavlovsky was mistaken on | -jt
Clement (Vita Constantini 1.

was buried in the church of St.
church (Vita Methodiiry). Quite ob

his own cathedra
with the Lives of the two brothers. He thus testifi
living tradition nor a literary knowl_‘edge" of a
ecclesiastici, ed. A Theiner (Rome, 1856), 111, 121

08 MMFH.I,321-24- e L

Rusia. 1
was located b€
are the KINE
the Mora ¢t

to the west
north, the Si

Moravia at the
topolk. The whe

illustration O
His writings,
the place of

A similar 1

I
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rom the letter of Pope Eugene [1:“Up, and

down was Hunia or Avaria.”" But he atte'm__. th

prics of that Avaria Flut “down", i.e., in the sa
ed, but mainly north of the Danube in }

his own fLme ['hus, he lllt'nti“t‘(l 1"(1111.0"]3 of his SO g l

_tllruu-ln;_;ln today we know that Faviana was where M‘-’:‘M.

el \.|[-n||.l'-w { Lr-nu':il name 18 Vindobona. Whereas hi:t |

clesia Spee wlt ;’r.«h‘rnsrﬂs qua et Suguturensis, Aventi sour

| uguturensem sive Tuliomontanum 1(;‘“8 3

of course, the wlightl_\' L:.-ltinized e(luiVaiEnt Imontiy

Morava river. Julii Mons is the name f of Olg

by the Humanists. Since Julii Mouﬁr.the

Lum Julit of the source used by Ave St.ls %as

¢ did not exist in the ninth Cenltlu:;l,usk-

A

In another
: T case, Aventi
: ntinus

him |
Bavaria

four bhisho
.\\ arta wis once l\u“tl

tO &
text to read +

Olomons 15,
the northern

introdu ed only
ferent from L'y

O)lomoud Juli Mon
identification 1S p;m,-ntl_\‘ wrong.

hectt

the bishopric of Nt
Etlt'Lllilii'.l[it_lll is also incorrect, since Aventin
Olomouc- us co
>assau neve

that
But this
frava (as well as
even though 1
the Danube.

1 jm’is(liction

Passal, r had, no ]
bishop! ics nol th of pe claies ha'ves
claims to ecclesiastica
Hunia Avaria, of which
.tions are not yet identified — were the sees of bj
Furthermore, .\\'t_'l]tinllfv associated the name of Privi Of :
Jalaton, with Brno, & city on the northern M naiz—.l‘l i
spelle e Brynon qui el Privina. By associatizra v
Brno }.I¢.>ra\-'iar15,71 Aventinus was ne-g:
placing all the events of Moravia’s history north of th:- b
less to say, the resulting contradictions are numel'oug =
ysthaton the eastern borders of Ban

instance, Aventinussa]
viansrevolted againstthe Kingof Bavaria. These Mora
Danube. In the ninth century,

3

lived north of the
north of the ]

Bavaria’ could not have been

<outheast. He makes the king of the Bavarian

lava, and Nitrd, and has Rastislav, with Pr 2
e

expelled to the realm of Ratimar. The
by Aventinus ngle

is beyond disenta
sought _pr-atection at

south of the Danube

Ill'.'il' loc:
on Lake

d his nam
and with the

Ratima

trava of his source was i
identical wj
th N

Juli Mons) with the "
; church o O

Province y
On the other hand Passa

SSall -

Nitrava and Speculum Julii e
~ pyenl

considered th
(Czechs), to be
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Aventinus' work requires a Zlance at
which he used, the Excerptum de Karentanis,”™ which ankd
“Sclavus ab Hystrie ¢t Dalmatie partibus" and knows
“fugatus 4@ K arentanis parlib‘us intravit Moraviam ,ﬁ
[he crucial difference between the Excerptum and Av e
“ondravit Moraviam thique qm’esc:’t" in the former e
it Ubn humatus est in urbe que nunc capu'g ;
in the latter. The E xcerptum speaks ;. avory
. — a construction without the p: .
lace, there' (cf. Cicero: Demaratus
‘ jortunas constitwit.). Aventinus ¢S Jugit
tent with his basic premise of a nation and country of Mom";
p.nqlphl.hml his source toO read ‘in Moraviam' (a tel'r‘itory) an:.t-
‘in which place, where, ‘since ;hi’ would not be appropriate 3
a country. u's‘a’ge ,
From b '
ried 1n Moravia (
and reverted on
ulit mons

136
Further comment on

phrasing
Moraviam aufug
censetur . . . Olomunz”
Moravia (intravit M oravian

. ‘and in that p

in) and thigue:
l]-m-/um;'us Corintho, et 1bt suas

vident that Methodius died in and was
city or country). But Aventinus attempted to ‘ia&
ce more to his own belief that the Capit v
(Olomouc), hence the place of Methe
Slak

oth sources it 1s €

lil.h‘l“
Moravia was o

<’ text could be pursued at length w
ard to show his inconsistency or %
a north of the Danube, but from the same ¢
.cted showing that the sources used l:»m -
4 south of the Danube. In any cése-
entinus mistakenly associated the "

burial.

The
dence could
acing Moravi
evidence can also be extr
tinus knew only a Moravi
be evident that Ave
polk, and Me

analysis of Aventint
be brought forw

tence in pl

already
Rastislav, Svento thodius with the Moravia of
mes. .
Surprising
much of an impac
(John Skala of Doubr
otill insists that the H
prém, a town not far from Lake
Pannonia, Sventopolk moved his new capital to Ve
Danube. Benedikt Sz6l16si in his Cantus catholict (1655)
the people of Syentopolk as Pannonici and pla B
Sventopolk in Belgrade.™ codi i

{o td i ‘-- @
- L]

ly enough, heither Aeneas Sylvius mor Avent:
¢ on early Bohemian historiography .
avka: 1486-1553) in his Historia rggénﬁ
ungarians sent an embassy to Sven "
Balaton in Pannonia. |
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the ac-tlh-lm-ntl of Fhv Dalmatian-Croat Slavonic
1sion in rrsp(-ct‘to the place of Met
but even !h_:-w a.ul.u'n-_w, ;umlyuod in depth, cannot be odin
a theory ol lu_.::.';llmg S-\'l‘llt‘_ll]ﬂlk'ﬁ Moravia north o;wed’
none of the nlwdu-\-ul Bohemian chronicles and v
rmn historiographic works support the annal

1k and Methodius nort}‘:?)'

f the

ventopo

alter
reveal some conft

short,
the early mode
concept of a Moravia of 5
Each and all of these sOurces, analyzed separately and i
only provide arguments in favour of the (:q::an(:lusic:oni-ll n dey
that the historical MOr:‘;Zhe(;}_
of the

ters: namely,
located somewhere in th i
é : - e territory x
ent-day

t'!'L“lIIL_,'" t'h.ll
t'l'Il[Il[_\,' wa>
slavia.

] Considerable )
nection with t

valley of the north

II“ e

o ‘;rl;;_p II::II o
il E
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Pohansko, Modrd, Staré Mésto, and other localities n A
always been observed. The spriritué.l.

|lllt‘ has not
inth century in the northem ol
\

be), this
sle of the ni

culture of the peof
ley, as expressed i burial rites and the typology of sacr
been 1nterj not on the basis of comparable and al e
archaeological material from neighboring regions, but wi:;;ell.
the Cyrillo Methodian mission and the information kn refe
written sources on Moravian history. Finally, on the s own f;
ethnic composition of the carriers of the civilization i:me ba
Morava Rivel valley has been defined as Slavic, alth the nort,
clusion is not, and cannot be, derived from the concregugh this
sembled in Mikuléice, Pohansko, and elsewhere. € Materja
eological material under discussion is from an isol
er area of a totally different ;::111?‘&

»lt'lr'tl,

Hl(' .lI'l'lhl

surrounded by @ larg
presented by the archaeologi
i oglcal cor
m

tory
culture. The
Pohansko Mikuldice,

civilization

¢tc.. has no roots in the .

' ) preceding culty
ture

region and appeared in the area from the outsi k :
If the earlier culture of the area and fﬁec’:ll)l?tgllrmgth Tin
1 " then the insular character and late re of the 15 i
so-called «“Moravian'’ culture would not allow it to be llzll;)wenﬂ 1
too. The carriers of the new culture could have spoken a gledt
_ and this will never be evident from archaeology alone _Blaw

or space to the earlier inhab‘ilttl they wy

not culturally related in time
northern Morava River valley or to the inhabitants of B
) () i1

Slovakia as of the ninth century.3
Whatever language the people of the new civilizatior
n

nd spiritual culture, as reflected in the artif:
appears at first sight, and increasingly upon careful .
nomadic. Lubomir Havlik recognizes in the decorati g
region’s metal crafts characteristic Byzantine.B:. ‘
motifs of a South Caucasian-Persian origin.4 A
the graves north of the Danube in the Mora '

al Avar regions was made by

meteries of typic
striking analogy between the two areas

} P
I

century.
egion 18 “Slavic,

material a

'.L'|

{

This does ™
speaking a Iu
assimilated
symbimi', v
Magyar-Ono
put this, as alre:
Since the Mora

ever, other q
have been i

and of Rasti

sion into forn

that the me
the
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« north of the Danube reflected o
a nomadic polis

But in 1948 this scepticism met with the ar 7
complex could not Iu}s‘hihl_v have been Avaric, becansgeu:;m d
elements of the artifacts did not include images of h e decors
separable companion of a nomad."”"? Since then, hOWeverors“'
surs and other pieces of equestrian equjpment' :::: .
nomad with his “inseparable companion -,n 1
» th

142
gl al ¢ nlll[lli'.
matiorn.

numerous S]

ed. but also the
in a so-called “Moravian” burial :
ground 1o

been found
without saying that a cemetery in which a rj
together have found a resting place could nOtn]?er _
y cemetery. By the same token, cemeteries with -a.Ve_.
typical of “Slavic’’ cultures; and inhuml:g:'@
10n, Ly

has
:_:Ht'-\
!I||| -

Christial

rites {rl'n'm.ninu,

of nomads), prevalent 1
ven entirely Slavic. As we know from co
& Chincetis NcCrete
as Christian long b e
. efore Methodj
odius’

tian either, or €

Moravia proper W

veral sacral edifices north of the Danub

e chronology and typology of theei;o_ll'__"_-
dates depend on which event a.r:

t“.'il[l'l!!_'t',

there.
As for the se

differ as to ln‘)th th

differences 1n suggested
o : 1 e -
point in the history of Morayi olog;
aV]anChn s -
18

consider to be the turning
a Bavarian ([msm'»ttish) mission before 863 or the Cyrill
mission The same church is dated by som 0—
part of the ninth ¢ €1n the
in the West, while
and regarded as be
thod, the edifice

after that date.
entury and connected in style with the ch
by nthers it is dated in the last deca,dés
ing Dalmatian or Byzantine in | o
| s could just as well be dated lm
ies.11 However, the architecture of th il
ence to Moravian histor

tury
same me
or twelfth centur
nants, studied without refer

“Kultura moravskych Sloy@ﬁ A e
a would hay

9 Josef Poulik,
3a7: “permanent Avar settlements in Moravi
inventory of cemeteries and of settlements. ‘We
companion of an mad."’ :
10 On horses in burial pla es in

yorth of the Danube, could -
&m. i

dated for the I
tenth century,
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ARC llF.l‘)[_tu;
v of Rastislav and Sventopolk was centered in tha
is enough reason to believe that the that y
worth of the l.)ﬂnllht', there seems to b‘; ncipalj

a nee

material culture of the “A
, vars''
arpathian Basin. S" and of

L4

prine ipalit

and since there

Morava was not 1
¢ cvaluation of the

basic 1

of the Ii.umhi;m‘(f

“Slavs'

b. Philological evidence

[he Kievan Ieaflets and related Glagolitic texts.
Another case of mistaken identity, similar to the classifj
the -lll'i'l.!l"(\iil;_:'il'&li HTlll]'lIl'.\' on the northern Morava River lhea
eling of a body of (_}lagolitic and Cyrillic tex't a&

f the Church Slavonic language. Some 58.5
purports to show a West Slavie, and Philg
pvriml in the development of Church Slavonic 1 PaItI
literature. 15 Since there is no historical evidence of any Soar?gu_
which would support the contention that there was a B h'h
cension of the Church Slavonic language or a Czech literatu: ;

it seems justifivd to treat the concept with skem
scrutiny of some major contributions to the concept I'EVeaig e

the assumption that the Moravia of Sven B
th of the Danube and that the lan nt
a West-Slavic dialect. Subsidja .
b fief that after the fall of Moravia its litera
the late twelfth (or even fourteenth) cen
mia. The truth is, however, that none of the Church ol
assumed to show Bohemian characteristics and non
gested to be of Bohemian origin have specifically W'-
istics to justify such 2 claim. The so-called G
Prague 16 have no more value for the adherents
hemisms’’ than the Glagolitic Fragments of
18 Cf. Milos Weingart, *“Pojem W

“Dnesny stav o
Veb (F

red in the lal

hemian recension O

have
Bohemian,

a :‘UIlt‘t_'}lI that

Slavonic,

based solely upon
of Methodius was nor
ravia had to represent
cept is the
continued until
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t in several South-SI
dologically inadmissible that the f;
misms were defined only on
Glavonic texts 23 without recourse to comparable,
ce from West Slavic material. Unfortunately, we
about West glavic dialects before the middle of t
to make such a study. Since, in addition to the ¢, z
shared by modern Czech and possibly medieval Sou
the Kievan Leaflets have in place of an expected C‘z‘e“ch 7
the Croat molitva, 2% one can hardly insist that the o
van Leaflets reveals typical Bohemisms. ¥
that the concept of “Bohemisms” is based sol
a Moravia of Methodius north of the Danﬁbe y
ported by the following illustrations. F. V. Mare§, a Préiﬁ ‘
rity on Slavic philology, analyzed the Church Slavcnim'
‘inokost’ ('/.)c-rc'gn'n.cztz'o), a term which appears in the Kr-_c %
and in the Besedy Gregoriia (another Church Slavonic SOuzwq&
Bohemian pm\.-pniuncc). He came to the conclusion that ::& 0
Bohemian-Moravian origin.25 This conclusion, however, ¢ ul
been based on 4 philological analysis of the text, Sin'(;e(;l
find an equivalent expression in Old Czech, Slovak, or an 5
jguage or dialect. As evidence of his contention i{ :
several L'-l}.'1111,}1(_»;_‘.:i(.‘.zllly related terms only from RllSSi',f;n s
Croatian. Indeed, his evidence for the “Bohemism” of fm
1 on the occurrence of the term in Serbo'Croatian' t ]
¢ from Church Slavonic). This éoré

alent 1s a borrowir
-ument is neither unique Nor rare. The same auth

.6 ARCHEOLOGY AND
hemian are also presen

seems metho
the so-called Bohe

QOur puint

sumption of

Slavic lar

h(lh\‘(
1‘:]tlf\'
£

gical arg

Rukovét' hlaholské paleografie (Prague, 1932); V. ‘
Prague some characteristics of the Croatian Gla (;litiajs S
Umkreis der Kiever Sakramentarfragmente "gSla e (P, :
tarfragmente, deren Entstehung Wir'in & vo :I
verlegen mochten, und zwar noch zu Lebzeiten MEthgn Panng
among the few that, in presenting the problems O?C‘lt;g

22 Cf. e.g., J. Vais
litic Fragments of
“Der historische
« . die Kiever Sakramen
lianischen Raum
appears to be one
takes into consideration historical realities. Zagiba elaborated on an :
by K. Gamber, “Das glagolitische Sacramentar der Slavenapostelegu
lateinische Vorlage, in Ostkirliche Studien 6 (1957). The forms & yr
could as well be Bulgarian or Macedonian; cf. J. Kur:o'

f arguments against ‘Bohemi

ief summary o
principal evidence for ‘Bohemisms' h

(Czech) vy-; ¢f. E. V, Mares

seine
Bohemisms,
Olga Nedaljkovic gives a br
35. The Kievan Leaflets, the
prefixes 1z- and not the West Slavic
(citied above, note 15), p- 22.

23 Cf. Slownik Star. Slotw.,s.v. ‘Fragmenty praskie’.

24 (Cf. Das Grossméahrische Reich, p. 423.
85 F, V. Mares, “'Stopa predcyrilometodéjskych moravs

staroslovénské slovni zdsobé?"" in Vanik a Poddtky Slovani
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or another of their monasteries in the Holy Land.
have been a Glavonic monastery on Mt. Sinai in th
teenth centuries.
By way of an additional historical note on the Kie L
may pont out that the Sacramentary is a translation of
robably in Aquileia.2” The lexical mate
gt_)lilit‘ text reveals that the translation was made son
sphere of the missionary activities of the Patriarchate
Since the Patriarchate of Aquileia did not have jul'iSdicﬁ e
worth of the Danube, the lexical ‘‘BohemiSmSl'--‘.ﬂl_i‘h ¢
have to be relocated to Dalmatia-Croatia even L termg
in Czech (as well as in Polish and Slovak). ‘app
The historical associations surrounding the Kievan Leaflets
lack of any exclusive Bohemian characteristic in the lan bk
text should dispel the theories based mainly on the K_”.j::ﬁ of it
nsion of the Church Slavonic lane. . o e
| best. '

a Bohemian rece
a period of Czech literature written in Czecl

compilml most

tories 1

that there was

or that there was

Slavonic.

ourselves that these conclusions are correct. w

of the Church Slavonic works which are .'." . Jitic F

Bohemian recension of Church Slavonic or a" (gi s :

mia or in Bohemian Moravia. Such a te.xcg: ted ag pest B '

called Glagolitic F ragments of Prague.?® The comments méﬁ 1€ 50 written

phonetic, gramnmtical and lexical characteristics of the Kievate the ' ossibl
valid in this case. Furthermore, in contrast to the Saﬂ-_.‘ fmguls :_

wan Leaflets, which represents the Western (A- : ; .

clesiastical practice, the Prague Fragments are inustr.:

rn rite. L. Geitler placed them together wi s

van Leaflets in M acedonia.30 Since the Prague Fragmgms"a

saw Leaflels share many: comISe characteristics, but 1,-' o

different rites, it may be correct to say that the two .t'-'e.

same linguistic milieu of a territory on which the two ri

Such a territory was Western Illyricum. The BY_za'n,-

1sed in Moravia proper nor is i el

ficulty in explaining the “Bohemisms’’ might ha )

Mares to suggest that the Glogolitic Fragments T

To assure
scrutinize any
representing the

originating in Bohe

are also
of the K¢

Byzantine Easte

27 See note 22.
28 See note 25.

29 See note 23.
30 Ct. Rifa Vel’komoravskd, p. 514.
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J. Vajs, a philologist and paleograph
anner. In his book lensth;j.
pulmgm/ie (H:mdbook of Glagolitic Paleagraphy); V
the square type did not originate in the North.38 H
Glagolitic must be connected only with the Sﬂﬂﬂm :

Glagolitic, square or round, could not have originat
because this lep]’lilbt‘t was not designed tq "

150

in Bohemia.
a rather convincing m

Danube,
Slavic dialect.®
Even this short analysis of Glagolitic texts shows that ]
for the existence of phonetic, grammatical or-: .
or for West Slavic “Moravisms.”” On the Oi-
re not commonly represented in th '

.s which a
texts have some association with Macedoni
nias

1,'\'i{lt'l]t‘1'
hemisms’
seculiaritie

Church Slavonic
1, OT Slovenian dialects.

Croatial

The ‘‘Zakon sudnyt Liudem”
imed to have ‘“Bohemian-Moravian” a
when subjected to historic and linguistic analysis proves t a
qvic in its roots. This source is the Zakon Sudom
lection of secular Byzantine laws written in Cyrillic.35 1:3" by
ed by some scholars that the Zakon, a translation fr /8 1sm
Ekloga, was made by Constantine at the request of Ra-Stio;m th
rer, that it was designed fors; :
5

Moravia. Others claim, howev
The fact is that the extant texts of the Zakon

in, Bulgaria.
only in the Russian recension of Church Slavonic. :
The Zakon makes reference to monasteries and i &
reflects an economy based on money (payment of fm
steries attested in present day Boh o
kia date from the late tenth and early eleventh centu :
were no vineyards north of the Danube before th

century.36 Legend has it that the first vineyard

Another source asst

v South-SI

l‘(il

The earliest mon

. Cf, “Glagolica’ in Slownik Star. Stow. M. Hoeij,
en Alphabets,” in Stidostdewtsche Forschungen .
hen Alphabets,'" in Slov e

«zur Entstehung des glagolitisc
34 Cf. Antonin Dost4l “‘Sprachenprobleme in der Zei
7 (with reference to astudyb

mdhrische Reich, pp- 335 and 33
ief summary of problems cf. Lubomir
See also above, note 2 on

Slownik Star. Slo

33 See note
des glagoljn'scb

(with bibliography-
38 Cf.'N. apoje’ in
Kostrzewski).
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Croat dialects, but is unknown in C
e may be allowed to revise
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racteristic of some
basis of this observation, W
conclusion on "Buhvmism."

T he monastery of Sazava.
The opinion persist among historians and philologigs
he eleventh century the CyrilloMethodian t'
in Bohemia and Southern Poland, CSPGCia]_ly'
senedictine Abbey of Sazava.”’3? An inquiry into th
2 and the Moravian tradition in Bohemia rew
that there is no evidence that would allow us to 2
h a tradition in Sazava or elsewhere in Bohemia o pt
[he monastery of Sdzava was founded only in 1032, a T i
a half after the expulsion of Methodius’ pupils from Mo’ra Cen
aninterrupted continuity 1S excluded. There is no Evid:m-‘..
ever that there WETE churches or monasteries using Sla;l‘?@
the eleventh century. Sézava, the only mon :
the fourteenth century, existed, with in :

end of t
to exisl
(zed ll !
concerning Sazav
ever,
Ii:ll]uf SUuc

liturgy before
Slavonic before
for only some 035 y€ars.

The theory of a Cyrillu-;\[ethodian continuity in Sdzava je
ted by facts from the very biography of Prokopius, the fOlfn 2
abbey.40 According to this source, Prokopius learned the
alphabet in Vysegrad, and not in Sazava. There have been e
identify Vysegrad with either Vysehrad in Prague or Wit’h:;f
Hungary. The former cannot be correct, however, because a o
or chapter was founded there only in 1070,41 while Prok"'-:"-i"
A similar situation is presented by Visegrad of Hunap
astery existed there, but it was established not e
Sizava was founded in 1032. A possible tm 3

104642 while
the Slavonic liturgy from the Hungarian Visegrdd to S; ik

.1 and of itself an argument against the notion of a C

1053
sian mon

continuity in Bohemia.
Another possibility that suggest itself is Vyshgrad (.
a prominent center of princely and '

south of Kiev,
“The legacy of Cyril and Methodius to th
i

39 George C. Soulis,
barton Oaks Papers, Number Nineteen (1965), 21. With refer:
nek, 0. Odlozilik, K. Lanckororiska and J. Szymaﬁski_' i

40 Zivot Sv. Prokopa'’ in Fonies Rerum Bohemicar

& Supplement 11, in Cosmas Pragensis; Chr
lin, 1923), 255 [MGH. 55- NiSudl mumnlnh
42 Jstvdn Kniezsa, “Kyri i
||T_'-- *I o “
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evails that the song represents a Moravian-B,
it is also accounted a relic of mly,; .

i as to the territory of the song's
the assumed Czech linguistic milieu of its author have
on substantive evidence. In his analysis of the song,
Jakobson characterizes 1t as Church Slavonic.98 Hijs :“
however, that all deviations in the text from a “classical®
South Russian linguistic characteristics. This !m irch
e, excludes the possibility of a Moravian-Bohemian COnt.in_-]“
{ransmission of the text or of a Methodian authorship of the .
carther ohservations on the fact that the song is preserved j -
to be made against some historical background, The.n B
.mia, is obviously of South Russian orj ‘!_!o 5 @
(o Russia from the South Slavs, but this is a problein. I -co
song itself. The only plausible explanation
h Russian version of a Church Slawont?u
Bohemia would be that it was used in the monastery of S4z =
ter of Church Slavonic learning shown to have been of Kie\ar.-
This Slavonic center was discontinued by the late eleventﬁ-glg,.
but the monastery continued functioning and the song i C
remained in use and have been eventually transcribed in L'a‘- :
line pomilui ny’’ holds a significant place in Bohemj ‘,m
history, but no more s0 than a similar song in Poland knoa
» Neither of the songs has been proved to haVe“'gl
ten in Moravia and neither can be used in support of a the
Moravian continuity 11 the respective countries. The song * ;!
P“”“'Iu;' n-\."' should be L‘.Ul].‘iid@l‘(‘d an outstanding Illustra.
| contracts between Kievan Rus ang

cultural and politica

154
the belief pr

tinuity, hence
But the conclusic

vonic have

have
was known in Bohe

come
interested 1n the
existence of a Soult

“ Hospot

gurodzica.

* %
*

It appears to be evident that neither archeology nor
supports the contention that Sventopolk’s Moravia
of the Danube. The archaeological excavations condue
ern Morava River valley, analyzed in conjuction w
from archaeological research elsewhere in Central ar
aterial culture of the people -

show that the m
inhabited Pohansko, Mikuléice, Staré Mé:

Sventopolk’s Moravia, cannot be rela

48 Roman Jakobson, O stikhotvol
267-73. .
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d many of the suggested Wes ph
Church-Slavonic do not even exist in Czech, but

Slovene only. Since the historical analysis of the Chuzel
texts show no direct relation with territories north o
aistic arguments for the alleged West-Slavic na.-i»-' o,
are embarrassingly unconvincing. One ;
Czech dictionaries and less so
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only in Czech, an

ling
.\lur.n'hn‘h'

hemisms' from modern

tionary.

The concept of ‘Bohemisms’ in Church-Slavonic texts hae
on the assumption that the Moravia of Sventopolk and M Dased
located north of the Danube led to the creation of an axi ethg
of Czech literature in a Czech version of Church-Skw Or?x.of
Slavic philology, this period of Czech 1it°mc. P-

None of the alleged works was locat egr:':m_';
()]

enough for
re evidence that there were such works
rks w

support in facts.

rritory nor 1is the

and Croatian versions of the Lif -
>Lifeof Saint W,

ences,

1¢
Bohemian soil.

['he Russian
to do with a hypothetical Czech Chur
: ' ch Slavonij
Nnic or

the Life. Wenceslas was venerated both in Russia and C
both territories translations could be made directly roatj
even the Latin Life of Saint Wenceslas originat rom
Bohemia. A Russian version of it is a translation of 1:1{13S ﬁ'o,n; nu
Wenceslas by Gumbold. On the other hand, the Croatio e Latl.n
Life and even the fact of the veneration of St. VV'encI1 Verﬁi"
associated with the person of the first bishop :?1;‘5 i
f Zag

could be

nothing

fact,

who llilppt_'ﬂt‘(l to have been a Czech.
2ir to comment on the totally unfounded
ed

[t would be unf
that the medieval literature of Russia develo
. . i Ed u
the hypothetical Czech literature in Church-Slanonjcnder el
[n summing up this review, it can be categori ,

; ) : gorlcall :
the Bohemian and related medieval historiographji,:tateﬁ
sults of archaeological and philological research assocz |
blems of Moravia affirm the contention that Svent
located north of the Danube. The same resources, wi :
gical, and linguistic, however, support the facts lm’

d tenth century sources: the Moravi

rary ninth an
Methodius was located south of the Danube, i
4 IH" |r l.- i

* 7 uniie
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to the Bulgars. But if we leave the text of King Lol
void making the a priort assumption that Mo:g
Moravians, then the text speaks for its
question, Alfred as being in the direct vici
zelet, Thuringians, Vislans and Daleminci, were not thcr Y
the Moricant of other sources. The Movricani were k:lM :
same location by the Bavarian (;fogra/)her' a2 Sous OWN in ey
nd of the same porind as the description o(f:e of s
Finally, we have to take at their face value such st Alfl’eﬂ
one in the Vita Naumi (IL.)s that Methodius was acti atfimen
Dalmatia. Naum himself was from Moesia, he accom ve n Mo
to Rome, and his biographer places the episcopal seEaDIEd Metho,
“gyad Morava . Pannonia.”” Since the evidence of tl?f Methogj
d, has never been proved wrong, th ? Vita .
alid, hence confjrmi;lg tfil:;(c:; ex
e M

Elbe
and a

refers to the
c]t'fint'ti by

the
yortance i

uli}-’-t‘[’t‘t[itt‘
be recognized as Vv

and Sve

although
from it must

ntopolk, the territory associated wi
us, was south of the Danube “ntl;h the
1ts c

of Rastislav
of l'_\‘l'il and Methodi

ties

Sit'minm-?\lnr;w;l.
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