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PREFACE

No one can be m ore conscious of the lim itations of th is 
w ork than  the au th o r himself. H e was constan tly  im pressed 
w ith the fact th a t all too little  a tten tion  has been paid h ith e r
to to the  subject even by scholars of the Balkan nations, 
not to  speak of non-Slavic h is to rians; consequently, m uch 
prelim inary  pioneering w ork had to be done. M uch yet 
rem ains to be accom plished; but the restric ted  scope of this 
undertak ing  as well as the paucity  of source m ateria l per
ta in ing  to the early  h isto ry  of the B alkan peninsula com
bined to  m ake the trea tm en t actually  adopted expedient. In 
ga th erin g  his m aterial, the au tho r spent some tim e during  
the sum m er of 1931 in the Balkans. W hen  he came to w rite  
the w ork, he concluded th a t he m ust be content w ith  a m ore 
m odest delim itation of his task  than  as originally  conceived, 
as a necessary prelim inary  to fu rth e r and m ore detailed 
studies of the  field to be carried on either by him self or 
others. I t  was because of the  unsatisfac to ry  sta te  of the 
sources for the T urk ish  period th a t he decided to term inate  
th is study  w ith the T urk ish  conquest of the Balkans.

Special thanks are due, in this connection, to Professors 
W ilhelm  Pauck of the Chicago Theological Sem inary, 
H aro ld  R. W illoughby of the U niversity  of Chicago, K en
neth  S. L a to u re tte  of Yale U niversity , and R obert H astings 
Nichols of A uburn  Theological Sem inary, who read the 
w ork in m anuscrip t and m ade valuable suggestions tow ard  
its im provem ent.

M A T T H E W  S P IN K A





THE RUIN OF GRAECO-ROMAN AND 
THE RISE OF SLAVIC 

CHRISTIANITY

I t  is a m a tte r of no m ean pride to the Balkan C hristian  
churches th a t the beginning’s of C hristian ity  in the Balkan 
peninsula can indubitab ly  be traced to the earliest apostolic 
times, and th a t it was none o ther th an  the g rea t A postle of 
the G entiles him self who labored there. W hen  St. Paul 
saw his vision of the m an who besought him  “to come over 
into M acedonia and help u s”1 and resolved not to be dis
obedient to th a t heavenly vision, the  evangelization of E u 
rope, so far as h isto ry  preserves a record of it, had its incep
tion. P au l him self inform s us th a t he preached the gospel 
“even unto  Illy ricum ”2 and th a t T itu s  left him  to go to 
D alm atia, while Dem as w ent to T hessalonica3. T he 
apostle did not foresee the developm ent of his labors as we 
view it in retrospect, or else th a t know ledge w ould have 
given him m uch sorrow. W ho can balance the w rongs and 
injustice, the crass cupidity, the hunger for land and power 
which, parad ing  under the  fair nam e of C hristian ity , again 
and again  subm erged the scenes of P au l’s m issionary zeal 
in sorrow  and m isery, against the  sp iritual blessings of 
C hristian ity  enjoyed by hum ble and learned alike, and pro
nounce w ith  confidence which side tips the scale ? B ut it is 
probably well th a t Paul, in his confident belief th a t the 
L o rd ’s parousia was near and w ith  his appearance the end 
of the  p resent age w ould come, did not dream  of the s tupen
dous and far-reaching  resu lts consequent upon his heark ing  
to th a t M acedonian c a ll! T he hum ble laborers who entered 
upon P au l’s w ork and carried it on rem ain nam eless as far 
as h isto ry  is concerned. Y et it was due to them  th a t the 
spread of C hristian ity  am ong the Illyrian , T hracian , and 
Hellenic population, a lthough  slow, was not entirely  neg
ligible. T he  new m essage early  penetrated  the cities of the 
sou thern  and w estern  litto ral, and such centers as C orinth

1. A cts  16:9.
2. Som. 15:19.
3. I I  Tim. 4:10.
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2 THE RUIN OF GRAECO-ROMAN AN]

in Achaia, Thessalonica in M acedonia, L arissa in Thessal) 
Salona in D alm atia, Sardica in Dacia, H eraclea and An 
chialus in T hracia, and Sirm ium  in P annonia  Secunda, be 
came im portan t foci of m issionary activ ity  which soon pene 
tra ted  the in terio r of the peninsula. N evertheless, th  
g row th  of the new religion was confined generally  to urba 
com m unities.

T he s tren g th  of C hristian ity  in the  R om an Danubia: 
provinces m ay be judged from  the num ber of m arty rs  wh 
fell victim  during  the D iocletian persecution a t the be 
g inning  of the  fourth  century. T h is o u tbu rst of zeal i: 
behalf of m oribund paganism  claim ed the lives of a grou 
of devoted C hristians in S irm ium  (m odern M itrovitsa  
w here bishop Irenaeus suffered m arty rdom , in S ingidunur 
(m odern B elgrade), and in o ther cities of the Danubia: 
provinces. A  serious persecution likewise w rough t havo 
am ong the C hristians of Salona in D alm atia, those martyre< 
including even the local bishop, Domnio, and probably hi 
predecessor, V enantius. A sim ilar persecution raged i: 
D urosto rum  in M oesia Inferior. Also the fact th a t th re  
councils of the fourth  cen tury  were held in these reg io n s- 
th a t of Sardica (343-44), and the A rian  councils of Sirm iur 
(358) and of Singidunum  (366)— bears w itness to th  
s tren g th  and im portance of these sees. Besides, the Balka: 
provinces produced a num ber of ou tstand ing  Christia: 
leaders, such as Jerom e who was born on the confines o 
D alm atia  and Pannonia, Bishop N icetas of R em esiana i: 
Dacia M editerraneum , and the A rian  bishops A uxentius o 
D urostorum , Palladius of R atia ra  in Dacia Ripensis, an> 
U rsacius of Singidunum . I t  m ust not be fo rgo tten  tha 
E m perors C onstantine the G reat, Jovian, G ratian, and th  
V alentin ians w ere likewise natives of the D anubian prov 
inces.

B ut Balkan C hristian ity  w as not destined to enjoy 
peaceful developm ent. In  the  first place, its te rrito ry  wa 
to become the battle -g round  betw een the various invadin; 
barbarian  hordes and the R om an arm ies. H ad  the D anub 
been reta ined  as the boundary  of the Pannonian-M oesia: 
provinces, the  w estern  half w ould have m ost likely de 
veloped a civilization not unlike th a t of Ita ly , while the east 
ern half w ould have possibly been predom inantly  Hellen 
ized. B ut in the strugg les betw een the Rom ans and th
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barbarians the la tte r w ere u ltim ately  victorious, and a fter 
having all bu t ruined the civilization they  had found in the 
newly won territo ries, they  were in tu rn  conquered by its 
superior force. In  the second place, w hen the new m asters 
of the peninsula began to feel the  seductive influence of the 
civilization of the  Em pire, the conflict betw een the L atin  
and  the H ellenistic cultures for the  dom inant sway over 
them  proved by no m eans helpful to the spread of C hristian
ity  am ong them , bu t ra th e r g rea tly  re ta rded  it. T h a t s tru g 
gle produced lasting  effects upon the cu ltu ral h isto ry  of the 
B alkan Slavs from  th a t tim e to the  p resent day, inasm uch 
as it divided the essentially  hom ogeneous Slavic tribes which 
settled  there  into tw o cultural groups, the w esternized 
C roatians-Slovenes, and the B yzantinized Serbo-Bulgarians.

T he ruin of the  G raeco-Rom an civilization in the  Bal
kans began w ith  the invasion of a million V isigoths who, 
w ith  the perm ission of E m peror V alens, settled  south  of the 
D anube (376). B ut in consequence of the galling  and op
pressive trea tm en t they  had received a t the  hands of im pe
rial officials, they rose up in revolt, and in 378 gained a crush
ing v ictory  over V alens’ arm y in the battle  of H adrianople. 
T he em peror him self perished in the struggle. D espite the 
fact th a t afterw ards E m peror Theodosius I had taken them  
into  the service of the R om an arm y, the V isigoths, d issatis
fied w ith  the trea tm en t they  had received and seeking new 
homes, overran the peninsula as far south  as Achaia, pillag
ing the cities and m urdering  the inhab itan ts. T he g rea ter 
pa rt of the Balkans was soon in the  hands of the ir leader 
Alaric. F o u r years later, they  were induced to leave the 
country  and to invade Italy .

T he D alm atian  litto ra l w ith  its h in terland  was con
quered, in 493, by the O strogo ths under Theodoric, and was 
held by them  for the nex t fo rty  years. B ut in spite of their 
A rianism , they  left the  social and religious organizations 
largely  as they  had found them . T he archbishopric of 
Salona continued to exercise au th o rity  over the  te rrito ry , 
and during  the O strogo th ic  rule tw o new bishoprics w ere 
organized, b ring ing  the to ta l up to six. B ut in 535 E m peror 
Justin ian  determ ined to reassert the  im perial au th o rity  over 
these regions, and for the  next tw en ty  years w aged battle  
w ith  the O strogo ths, who in 548 apparen tly  allied them 
selves w ith  the barbarian  tribes of Slavs, living beyond the
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Danube, in an effort to w ith stand  Ju stin ian ’s arm ies. N ever
theless, the la tte r  were victorious and the R om an sway was 
tem porarily  reestablished.

Besides, new and more form idable enemies loomed up
on the horizon. T he wild and cruel H uns who had o rgan
ized the ir s ta te  in the  plains of H u n g ary  during  the fifth 
cen tu ry  (it was dissolved in 454), and the no less destructive 
T urk ish  A vars who had appeared in P annonia  in 568 and 
from  there dom inated extensive regions, w rough t havoc by 
the ir periodic p lundering  expeditions into the Balkans. I t  
was in connection w ith  these invasions and as allies of the 
fierce A vars th a t a m ention of Slavs first occurs in the 
B yzantine annals.

The original home of the Slavs is the territory  which, 
roughly  speaking, m ay be delim ited on the w est by the river 
V istu la, on the south  by the C arpath ian  m ountains and the 
upper reaches of the  rivers B ug and D niester, on the east 
by the rivers D nieper and Desna, and on the no rth  by the 
basin of the P ripet. I t  seems h ighly  probable th a t the tribes 
living nearest the C arpath ian  m ountains began a southw ard  
m ovem ent into the D anube basin as early as the  first cen
tu ry  a fte r C hrist. T he  reason for the m igration  is undoub t
edly to be sought in the pressure exerted  upon them  by 
o ther ethnic groups, especially the  Goths, who were push
ing them  sou thw ard  out of the ir ancestral homes. T he 
Slavs were th e reafter found in considerable num bers in the  
R om an provinces of D acia and M oesia Inferior. I t  even 
appears probable th a t they  penetrated  south  of the D anube 
and the Save rivers during  the fifth century , although  they  
founded no considerable settlem ents there. B ut beginning  
w ith  the reign of E m peror Ju stin  (518-527) as N iederle has 
proved,4 the Slavic invasions became a form idable m enace 
to the  Em pire. D uring  Ju stin ian ’s reign  (527-565) the a t
tacks of the Slavs and the re la ted  A ntae, rem ote ancestors 
of the  m odern U krainians, became frequent and serio u s; 
both these groups operated in conjunction w ith  the H uns 
and la te r w ith the A vars. In  548 the Slavs for the first tim e 
penetrated  in to  the R om an provinces of Illyricum  and of 
D alm atia  as fa r as Epidam nus. T he next year they invaded 
T hrace beyond H adrianople  and  laid the whole region 
w aste. In  550, a large body of Slavs, “such as never before

4. Niederle, L., SlovansJcé starozitnosti, Praha, 1906, Y. II, part 1, p. 190 ff.
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was know n,” as Procopius rep o rts3, invaded the valley of 
the M argus (M orava) river, in tend ing  to conquer N aissus 
(N ish ), w hich Jordanes calls “ the first city  of Illy ricum ”6 
and then  to a ttack  Thessalonica. B ut having  learned th a t 
the  fam ous im perial general G erm anus, who had defeated 
them  several tim es during  Ju s tin ’s reign, had been sent 
against them , they  re treated . B ut afte r G erm anus’ death, 
the  Slavs again  invaded the B alkans, “overrunning  the 
R om an dom ain w ith  com plete freedom  . . . and w rough t 
irreparable dam age in all Europe, not m erely p lundering  
the country  by sudden raids, but actually  spending the w in
te r as if in the ir own land and having  no fear of the  enem y.”7 
These various invasions g rea tly  depopulated the D anubian 
provinces. P rocopius reports  th a t Illyricum  and Thrace, 
from  the Ion ian  Gulf to the suburbs of C onstantinople, w ere 
overrun alm ost every year since Ju stin ian ’s accession by 
H uns, Slavs and A ntae, who dealt m ost cruelly w ith  the 
inhabitan ts. “In  each of these incursions, I should say, 
m ore than  tw o hundred  thousand  R om ans were slain or 
enslaved, so th a t all th is country  became a desert like th a t 
of S cyth ia .”8 S tro n g  w ords, these, even though  they m ust 
be taken  w ith  a spoonful of sa lt; for in the sam e chapter 
P rocopius asserts th a t Justin ian  “killed a trillion  people” ! 
W hen in 568 the Lom bards left the ir seats in the Pannonian  
low lands and the eastern  A lps to move into n o rthern  Italy , 
the A vars along w ith  Slavic tribes occupied these reg ions9. 
T he Slavs then  penetrated  the basins of the g rea t rivers, 
M ur, D rave, and Save. T he sam e process of infiltration 
was going on in respect to the B alkan peninsula.

T he first perm anent occupation of the B alkans by the 
Slavs is recorded by John  of E phesus10; he relates th a t in 
581, while E m peror T iberius was busy w ith the Persian  
w ar, “ the accursed people called S lavonians” penetrated  in
to Achaia, Thessaly , and Thrace, and even approached the

5. Procopius of Caesarea, H istory o f the Wars, tr. by II. B. Dewing, in Loeb 
Classical Library, v. Y, Book 7, x l, 2.

6. Jordanes, Romana et Getica, MGH ., Y; also The Origin and Heeds of the 
Goths, tr. by C. C. Mierow, Princeton, 1908, p. 91.

7. Procopius, op. cit., v. Y, book 7, x l, 32-34.
8. Procopius, Secret History, tr. by Richard Atwater, Chicago, 1927, eh. XYIII,

p. 181.
9. Paul the Deacon, Historia Longohardorum, MGH., Script, rerum Longoh.; 

also H istory o f the Langohards, tr. by W. J. Foulke, Philadelphia, 1907, p. 62.
10. John, Bishop of Ephesus, The Third Fart o f Ecclesiastical Histomj, tr. by 

R. Payne Smith, Oxford, 1860, VI, 25, p. 432.
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very walls of C onstantinople, bu rn ing  and p lundering  fear
lessly. F o r four years they  had  a free hand there, spread
ing terrib le  devastation  w herever they  m oved: “ they  live 
a t ease in the land, and dwell in it, and spread them selves far 
and wide as far as God perm its them ,” the h isto rian  com 
plains. Even a fte r the em peror’s re tu rn  they  continued to  
hold the occupied lands and the p lunder they  had taken, for 
“they have grow n rich in gold and silver, and herds of 
horses, and have learned to  fight b e tte r th an  the R om ans.” 
T he  situation  was not im proved under E m peror M aurice 
(582-602). D uring  his reign, the  Slavs invaded D alm atia, 
M oesia, M acedonia, and Achaia. T he bishop of T hessa- 
lonica, M axim us, com plained to Pope G regory the G reat of 
the “vehem ent afflictions” w hich his diocese had suffered 
from  the fierce Slavic invaders. T he  process of Slaviciza- 
tion  of the entire  peninsula was im m ensely accelerated du r
ing  the  reign of H eraclius (610-41). By the first half of 
the seventh century  the te rr ito ry  south  of the D anube to 
the Gulf of C orinth  and from  the A egean and the Black 
Seas to the  A driatic, as well as n o rth  of the Save River to 
the boundaries of p resent-day  A ustria , w as settled  p re
dom inantly  by Slavs. C onsidering the unnum bered th o u 
sands who m ust have lost the ir lives during  the frequent 
invasions of the previous centuries, the  num bers of the set
tlers required to occupy and re ta in  the vast depopulated 
regions of the  peninsula m ust have been immense. T h a t 
such was the case m ay be inferred  from  the fact th a t the  
Slavs have not lost the ir own language and have not am al
gam ated  w ith  the native population they  had found in the 
B alkans to such an ex ten t as was true  of the Lom bards in 
no rth e rn  Ita ly , the  F ranks in Gaul, the V isigo ths in Spain, 
and the “V aran g ian s” (w hoever they  w ere) in Russia.

T he  new settlers, “all exceptionally  tall and sta lw art 
m en”11, virile, energetic, freedom -loving, hardy , were of 
course pagan barbarians who invaded the te rr ito ry  not as 
an organized, com pact national un it under the leadership 
of a com m only-acknow ledged prince, but as separate  tribes 
each led independently  by its own chieftain. O nly upon rare  
occasions, as for instance in case of an im portan t m ilitary  
undertak ing , are the ir independent tribal units know n to 
have cooperated for the tim e being. A t o ther tim es, “ they

11. Procopius, op. cit., v. IV, book 7, sec. xiv, 27.
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have lived from  of old. under a dem ocracy, and consequently 
every th ing  w hich involves the ir welfare, w hether for good 
or for ill, is referred  to the  people,” as P rocopius reports .12 
This lack of un ity  also explains w hy groups less num erous 
than  the Slavs but possessing a superior m ilitary  or political 
organization, as the  A vars or la te r the  B ulgars, w ere able 
to sub jugate  them . Y et, in course of tim e they  form ed a 
num ber of m ore or less closely in teg ra ted  groups, some of 
which developed a centralized governm ent and a sense of 
nationhood— although  the  M acedonian and G reek groups 
never developed either. T hus there  came to  be differen
tia ted  am ong the various tribes the Slovenes, the Serbo- 
C roatians who in spite of the ir com m on ethnic and linguistic 
character organized them selves in to  a num ber of separate  
political units, the M acedonian Slavs, and the S o u th -E ast
ern Slavs who, w hen they  had assim ilated the ir conquerors, 
the B ulgarians, assum ed their nam e, as in like circum stances 
the R ussians were to do later. T he theory  based upon the 
report of E m peror C onstantine P o rphy ro g en itu s13 to the 
effect th a t the C roatians and the Serbs had been called by 
E m peror H eraclius from  their ancient hom e to the ir Balkan 
seats, a lthough  still repeated by some historians, has long 
ago been exploded as unhistorical by Slavic au thorities such 
as Rački and Jagić .14 T he Serbo-C roatians are know n to 
have been settled  on the Save and the D rave rivers for sev
eral centuries p rior to the reign of H eraclius and to have 
penetrated  deep into the R om an provinces of D alm atia, 
M oesia Superior, D ardania, and P raeva litana  during  the 
six th  century. By the beginning  of the seventh century  
they were already firmly established in the ir h istoric homes.

T he  uncivilized Slavs put an end to th e  G raeco-Rom an 
civilization, both secular and religious, which they  had 
found in the Balkans. Since the cities had been ruined in 
the fierce strugg les of the previous centuries, and city-life 
was foreign to the  simple pasto ral and rustic  Slavs, they  
settled  largely  in the open country  and for a long tim e m ade 
no effort to rebuild the  cities. I t  was only la te r th a t those 
centers which had escaped to ta l destruction  were occupied

12. Ibid., sec. xiv, 22.
13. Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De administrando imperio, chp. 30-33; edited 

by J. B. Bury, The Early H istory of Slavonic Settlements, London, 1920.
14. Cf. the exhaustive discussion of the whole question by Niederle, L., Puvod 

a poôatlcy Slovanu jisnich, sv. I, Praha, 1906, p. 250ff.
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by the Slavs. T hus from  a G raeco-R om an cu ltu ral dom ain 
the Balkan peninsula rapidly  declined into a relatively prim i
tive barbarism , and Slavic paganism  w ith  its unsophisti
cated rude m ode of life became dom inant. T h e  L atin-speak
ing population w as to ta lly  subm erged am ong the new set
tlers, a lthough  it reappeared la te r as the  W allachians. T he 
only regions w here the Slavs, in spite of the ir large num 
bers, have no t assim ilated the natives, were A chaia and the 
craggy, inhospitable A lbania.

As for the ir religious developm ent, Slavs rem ained on 
a com paratively low level. In  general, they  did not pass 
beyond the stage of anim ism , ancestor w orship, and rud i
m en tary  polytheism . M oreover, this developm ent was not 
u n ifo rm : certain  Slavic groups never passed beyond the tw o 
first-m entioned stages th ro u g h o u t the ir pre-C hristian  h is
tory , w hile o thers, as the  Elbe and the Baltic Slavs, de
veloped fairly  h igh  religious concepts and practices. T he 
earliest description of the religion of the southern  Slavs 
is found in Procopius, who w rites15: “T hey  believe th a t one 
god, the m aker of the ligh tn ing , is alone lord of all th ings, 
and they  sacrifice to him  cattle  and all o ther victim s; but as 
for fate, they neither know  it nor do they  in any  wise adm it 
it has any  pow er am ong men, bu t w henever death  stands 
close before them , either stricken w ith  sickness or beginning 
a w ar, they make a prom ise th a t, if they  escape, they  will 
s tra ig h tw ay  make a sacrifice to the god in re tu rn  for the ir 
life; and if they escape, they  sacrifice ju s t w hat they  had 
prom ised, and consider th a t the ir safety  has been bought 
w ith  th is sam e sacrifice. T hey  reverence, however, bo th  
rivers and nym phs and some o ther spirits, and they  sacrifice 
to  all these also, and they m ake the ir divinations in connec
tion w ith  these sacrifices.”

T hus the Slavs poetically conceived the realm  of na tu re  
as perm eated by personified sp iritual forces. T he  m ajor 
objects of worship, such as the sun and fire, were personified 
and deified as P erun  (referred  to by Procopius as the god 
of ligh tn ing ) and Svarog, while the im portance of flocks in 
the economy of the ancient Slavs is a tte sted  by the w orship 
of the  divine guard ian  of flocks, Veles or Volos. B ut besides 
these m ajor divinities, all na tu re  was poetically regarded

15. Procopius, op. cit., VII,. xiv, 23*28; v. IV, p. 271.
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as being perm eated by personified sp iritual beings who 
partook considerably of hum an tra its— having been orig in
ally hum an— both good and bad, and w ere capable of in te r
m arry ing  w ith  m ankind, ju s t like the O lym pian deities of 
the ancient Greeks. F orests , rivers, m ountains, and even 
trees and stones, w ere personified in various fairies, nym phs, 
dryads and o ther field-spirits, w ater-sp irits , vily and  navky. 
W orship  of ancestors likewise played a very im portan t p a rt 
in the religion of the Slavs, and they  generally  venerated  
household gods— ded, dcdek, or deduška domovoy—a Slavic 
counterpart of the Latin penates. The spirit of the departed 
ancestor w as the genius of the household w ho was believed 
to  render actual services, such as pro tection  of the house 
during  the  n igh t, and w hose presence and good-will were 
absolutely  necessary for the  w ell-being of the  family.

T he  Slavs possessed no official p riestly  class and as a 
rule built no special tem ples for the ir deities beyond provid
ing a m ore or less perm anent a lta r for the burn ing  of sacri
fices. A n exception to these sta tem en ts  is found chiefly 
am ong the Elbe and the Baltic Slavs, w hose various tem ples 
— as those of Svantovit, R adegast, and T rig lav— became 
fam ous, and whose priesthood form ed a m ost powerful class. 
O therw ise the sacrifices were offered by the heads of fam i
lies, tribal chieftains, and princes. Religion as such had 
for its object m aking the gods and the sp irits propitious 
tow ard  the w orshipper by g ran tin g  him the object of his 
desire. T h is  resu lt could be gained either by com pelling 
the god or the sp irit by m eans of magic, or gain ing  his favor 
by m eans of offerings. T h e  sacrifices consisted of pou ltry  
— especially a black cock or hen— sheep, pigs, and cattle. 
Occasionally, even hum an beings were killed as on offering 
to the gods.

Even if the  priestly  class w ere no t developed am ong 
all Slavic tribes, the class of m agic-w orkers and diviners— 
a species of sham ans or m edicine men, know n as —
held the most important place in the social life of all Slavs. 
T hey  com bined the practice of m agic for the purpose of 
compelling reluctant or unwilling nature to yield to the 
suppliant the desired benefits, w ith  the a rt of healing. In 
deed, the modern Russian word for a physician—vrach—  
is derived from  the ancient designation for the m agic-w ork
er. The volkhvi, because of their power over the people, be-
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cam e the chief opponents of C hristian ity , w hen this religion 
was introduced am ong the Slavs.

W hen  these prim itive and unsophisticated  na tu re-w or
shippers came into close contact w ith  the h igh civilization 
of the G raeco-Rom an w orld, especially along the coasts of 
the A driatic  and the A egean seas, or a long the m ain 
thoroughfares, they readily  succum bed to these m ore 
po ten t cu ltural forces and not only became C hristianized bu t 
in m any instances denationalized. B ut w here the Slavs set
tled in com pact m asses, not exposed to  outside influence to 
quite the sam e degree, the ir pagan  m ores rem ained rela tive
ly unaffected. T he  process of C hristian ization  was not then 
a conflict of one cu lture  w ith  another, bu t ra th e r a g radual 
assim ilation of the prim itive by the h igher culture. T hus 
the acceptance of C hristian ity  became an in teg ra l p a rt of 
the  process of assim ilation of the Slavic barbarians by the 
B yzan tino-L atin  culture. In  course of time, th is process 
has profoundly  and radically  changed the life of the Slavs, 
a lthough  they in tu rn  have not left th a t cu lture w ithou t an 
im press of the ir own. By stam ping  it w ith  the ir own ge
nius, they  transform ed  it in to  w h a t m ay be called the By- 
zantino-Slavic culture.

T h a t being the case, it m ay readily  be understood w hy 
the Slavic tribes, which by political or social exigencies 
were exposed to the  pow erful influences of the Graeco- 
L atin  culture, found m any reasons for resisting  them . N ot 
only the na tu ra l inertia  or loyalty  to the custom s of the ir 
fathers, and the self-in terest of the w hose existence
as a pow erful professional caste was th rea tened , m ilitated  
against the  acceptance of the foreign folkw ays and though t- 
form s, but the Slavs soon perceived th a t the  new culture 
th rea tened  them  w ith  subtle forces of d isin tegration. I ts  
dom inant expression, the  superstitious and considerably 
paganized C hristian ity  of the day, was preached to them  in 
a foreign language. A cceptance of it entailed in m any in
stances a break-up of the so lidarity  of the Slavic social 
group, and consequently  resu lted  in a w eakening of its 
pow er of resistance against d is in teg ra ting  processes. T he 
Slavic pack soon found th a t for purposes of self-preservation 
they  m ust stand  tog e th er; and since the closest tie of every 
hum an society is the acceptance of the common custom s and 
mores, any th ing  which th rea tened  to loosen these bonds
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rig h tly  came to be looked upon as inim ical to the  life of the 
whole group. Such has alw ays been the case w here tw o cul
tu res were in conflict, as m ay be w itnessed today in the op
position of In d ia ’s na tionalist leaders to  w estern , particu l
arly  English , cu ltural penetration .

Besides the danger of the loss of tribal or national soli
darity , there  w ere political dangers. A cceptance of C hris t
ian ity  implied reception of the  legal and political concepts 
of C hristian, culture w hich were B yzantine or L atin . M any 
Slavic tribes found th a t the process of C hristian ization  in 
evitably led to the im position of a foreign political yoke. 
T hus the perilous period before the foreign cult of C hris
tian ity  could be nationalized and m ade politically safe was 
characterized  by a determ ined opposition to it on the p a rt 
of those w ho feared the dangers im plicit in such transition .

F urtherm ore , there  were those who out of loyalty  or of 
unfeigned a ttach m en t to the poetic lore of the ir fo refathers 
w ere determ ined to  reject h ighly  speculative and confusing
ly involved dogm as of a foreign cult w hich was bent upon 
the ru th less uproo ting  of the ir own custom s and folkw ays. 
Even if they  did accept C hristian ity  on account of some 
m ateria l advantages, it was in m any instances but baptized 
paganism . T h e ir ancient gods were converted into C hris
tian  sa in ts: Veles became St. B lasius and continued to  guard  
the flocks of the  C hristianized S lav s ; P erun  became E lijah  
and continued to drive his thunderous car over the clouds 
and  to wield the thunderbo lts  of the  sky ; the household 
gods w ere retained  as fam ily saints, and  the belief in fairies 
and dryads and o ther m em bers of th a t delightful ilk persist
ed w ithou t any  apology or camouflage. M ost of the  sacred 
days and religious custom s of the  pagan Slavs were like
wise retained , having  been bu t sligh tly  changed or adapted. 
T hus for instance, the  w orship of ancestors is still observed 
in the so-called “slava” celebration, w hen the Serbian 
peasants b ring  food and drink  to the  graves of the ir dead.

B ut if the  Slavs w ere none too ready to exchange the ir 
own im m em orial religious and social custom s for a set for
eign to them , the form er m asters of the peninsula chose to  
view it as the ir sacred du ty  to b ring  them  to the saving 
know ledge of the gospel. T he  em perors a t C onstantinople 
did not adm it th a t the B alkan provinces had been irrevocably 
and u tte rly  lo st: they  held tenaciously to the com forting

2
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theo ry  th a t these fertile lands were still a p a rt of the  E m 
pire, only tem porarily  occupied by a pack of barbarians un 
fo rtunate ly  not yet fully sub jugated  to the im perial sway. 
H ence, the Slavs w ere looked upon not as conquerors but 
as interlopers. T he  em perors therefore continued to occupy 
them selves w ith  plans to reassert the ir au th o rity  over the 
severed provinces. C onsequently it was a p a rt of th e ir 
anxious concern to  C hristianize the poten tia l subjects and 
thus m ake them  am enable to the ir sway.

H ence the te rrito ry  of the  pagan  Slavic invaders once 
m ore cam e to be regarded  as a m issionary  field. T he ecclesi
astical system  of the  te rrito ry  had  of course broken down as 
com pletely as had the im perial adm inistra tion . N everthe
less, the  church w as equally loath  to relinquish its  claim  to 
or give up hope for the reconquest of the region.

T he  division of ecclesiastical jurisd iction  over the  
B alkan peninsula as set up during  the R om an dom ination 
proved a po ten t obstacle in the  w ay of rapid evangelization 
of the  Slavic tribes. Ecclesiastically, the  te rrito ry  had been 
ruled by both  Rom e and C onstantinople. T he  division w ent 
back to C onstan tine’s delim itation of the  respective spheres 
of the tw o patriarchates, for he m ade the boundary  of the 
prefectures of Illyricum  and O rien t serve th a t purpose. In  
379 E m peror G ratian  had detached from  the W est the 
dioceses of D acia and M acedonia, which then  became a p a rt 
of T heodosius’ E as te rn  E m pire ; thus the boundary  w as 
pushed fa rth e r w est, so th a t the  prefecture  of Illyricum  w as 
divided in to  W este rn  and E aste rn  sections, the line of divi
sion runn ing  from  m odern K oto r to  a poin t w est of present 
Belgrade. T he provinces of D alm atia  and of Pannonia  
Secunda form ed then  the  eastern  boundary  of the w estern  
half of the E m pire and w ere placed under the  au th o rity  of the 
P rae to rian  P refec t of Ita ly , Illyricum  (w este rn ), and Africa, 
w hose residence was located a t Sirm ium . B ut in 437 the 
province of P annon ia  was transferred  to the  jurisd iction  of 
the  E aste rn  Em pire, and came then  under the  au th o rity  of 
the P rae to rian  P refec t of E as te rn  Illyricum , who a t first 
resided a t Sirm ium , but a fte r the  H unn ish  invasions under 
A ttila , transferred  his seat to Thessalonica. N evertheless, 
a lthough  politically Illyricum  became a p a rt of the E aste rn  
Em pire, ecclesiastically it rem ained under the  jurisd iction  
of Rome. F rom  437, w hen Pope S ix tus I I I  appointed
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Bishop A nastasius of T hessalonica his vicar,16 his succes
sors in office acted as papal vicars and ruled the te rrito ry  in 
behalf of the ir m aster. A lthough  the ir au th o rity  was a 
delegated one, it was to all purposes patriarchal.

I t  w as th is discrepancy betw een the political and the 
ecclesiastical jurisd iction  over Illyricum  which gave rise to  
the  age-long strugg le  betw een the rival pa triarchal sees. 
Since the te rrito ry  was politically a p a rt of the E as te rn  E m 
pire, the  C onstantinopolitan  pa tria rch a te  sought to effect 
its tran sfe r from  the R om an to its own jurisdiction. These 
asp irations received a certain  m easure of support from  the 
em perors. T hus Justin ian , under the  pretense of w ishing 
to enhance the  im portance of the  city  nearest his birthplace, 
Scupi (m odern Skoplye), g rea tly  en larged  and beautified it, 
and m ade it the  capital of the  prefecture by tran sfe rrin g  to 
it the residence of the  P rae to rian  P refec t from  Thessalonica. 
In  535 (by  N ovella X I)  he raised it to the  rank  of an au to 
cephalous archbishopric, to  which he gave the nam e of 
Ju stin iana  P rim a. T o  th is new see he g ran ted  g rea t privi
leges and subjected to it the diocese of D acia consisting of 
the  provinces of D acia M editerranea and Dacia Ripensis, 
M oesia Superior, D ardania, Praevalis, M acedonia Secunda, 
and as m uch as rem ained of P annonia  Secunda17.

B ut since the new archbishopric had been founded w ith 
out papal consent, Ju stin ian ’s action roused the papacy to a 
vigorous pro test. Pope A gapetus I (535-536) accom plished 
no th ing  in the  m atte r, bu t his successor, Pope V igilius 
(537-55) was able to ex to rt from  Ju stin ian  favorable conces
sions: the m etropolitan  of Ju stin iana  P rim a w as to rem ain 
autocephalous, bu t w as nevertheless to act as papal vicar. 
T hus Illyricum  boasted of tw o papal v icariates: one in 
Thessalonica, ano ther in Ju stin iana  P rim a. T h is a rran g e 
m ent received the sanction of the fa thers  of the  F if th  
Ecum enical Council in 553.

B ut the new see w as not destined to survive long ; for it 
appears th a t an  invasion of the Slavs put an end to it. A t 
any rate , since 602 no m ention is m ade of it in the  sources. 
A pparently , it no longer existed. F o r a tim e the T hessaloni- 
can vicariate  rem ained in sole— although  only nom inal—

16. Cf. Thalloczy et al., Acta et diplomata res ATbaniae, Vienna, 1913, I, No. 15.
17. Zachariae v. Lingent hal: Im p. Justiniani Novellae, Leipzig, 1881, p. 130-33. 

Thalloczy, op. tit., vol. I, No. 32, 33.
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possession of the field, since the barbarian  invasions had  re
duced practically  all its sees to  the  s ta tu s  of “ in partibus 
infidelium .” B uv finally in 732 E m peror Leo I I I  the  Isaurian , 
in pursuance of his iconoclastic policies w hich w ere boldly 
opposed by the R om an W est, and  furious a t the insult of
fered him by the R om an council w hich had been held by 
Pope G regory I I I  in 731, w hich had th rea tened  to excom 
m unicate all w ho should defile, destroy  or profane icons, 
took a decisive step. Leo’s iconoclastic legislation com m it
ted him  to a policy of break ing  w ith  the W est. H e sent a 
fleet against the Ita lians, bu t it was w recked in the A driatic. 
T hereupon, the em peror decided to revenge him self by re
ducing the papal revenue— a tru ly  vulnerable spot! H e w ith 
drew  Illyricum  as well as Sicily and C alabria from  the ju ris 
diction of the  H oly  See, a ttach in g  these te rrito ries to the 
p a tria rch ate  of C onstantinople. Besides, Leo confiscated 
the papal patrim onies in Sicily, Calabria, and possibly 
Naples. T he  loss of these regions, especially of Illyricum , 
was from  the financial point of view a very serious one. By 
these m eans, the  ecclesiastical jurisd iction  of C onstan ti
nople was extended over the entire  te rrito ry  of the  E aste rn  
E m pire in the  Balkans, and the fu tu re  of the  Slavic states 
ye t unborn was bound up w ith  the B yzantine cu lture and 
the O rthodox  creed. T hus the iconoclastic controversy  w ith  
w hich the  Slavs had  no th ing  w hatever to  do nevertheless 
exercised a po ten t influence upon the ir destiny. F rom  th a t 
tim e the papal policy was directed to the single end of re
gain ing  the lost ju risd iction  and patrim onies. Am id the 
colorful vicissitudes of new conditions created  by the settle 
m ent of the  Slavic tribes in the  B alkans, the  R om an determ i
nation  to regain  the  lost au th o rity  runs like a red th read  
th ro u g h  the o therw ise disconnected events. In  his corres
pondence w ith  C harlem agne, Pope H ad rian  gave expres
sion to  this policy by th rea ten in g  to pronounce the em peror 
of C onstantinople a heretic unless the lost ju risd iction  and 
patrim onies be resto red  to him 18.

By the tim e C hristian ization  of the Slavs gained m o
m entum , d ifferentiation among- the ir groups a tta ined  the 
stage which justifies a separate  trea tm en t of each resu lting  
national unit. R oughly  speaking, these com prised Slovenes, 
C roatians, Serbs, and B ulgarians.

18. Mansi, Sacrorum conciliorum collection X III, c. 808*809.
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T he Slovenes who were seated in C arin th ia  and Car- 
niola, appear on the stage of h isto ry  quite early, as far back 
as the first cen tu ry  a fte r C hrist, bu t began to a ttra c t g rea ter 
a tten tio n  to them selves as confederates of the A vars. D ur
ing  the reign  of Sam o (623-658) the founder of the first 
Slavic realm  w hich tem porarily  consolidated the Sorb, the 
Czech, and the Slovene tribes, the  Slavic arm ies gained a 
v ic tory  over th e ir A var m asters19 w hich for some decades 
enabled the Slovenes to  enjoy a m easure of freedom. B ut 
in 745 the A vars a ttem p ted  to reassert the ir dom ination 
over them . F eeling  the ir own s tren g th  insufficient to w ith 
stand  the  A var hordes, the ir C arin th ian  D uke B orut appeal
ed for help to  the B avarians20. T hese la tte r, a fte r having  
freed the Slovenes from  the ir A var foes, asserted  the ir own 
sw ay not only over C arin th ia  bu t over Carniola as well. 
W hen  in 788 B avaria passed under the dom ination of 
C harlem agne, the allegiance of the Slovene native dukes 
was transferred  to him  as a m a tte r of course.

C hristian ity  began to  penetrate  am ong the Slovenes as 
a concom itant of the B avarian  overlordship. B oru t’s son and 
successor, Cacatius, as well as the duke’s nephew, w ere bap
tized and b rough t up in the C hristian  w ay of life. B ut even 
prior to this tim e there  had been a ttem p ts  a t C hristian iza
tion of the  Slovenes. St. Colum banus intended to extend 
his evangelizing m ission to  the Slovenes (betw een 612-13), 
bu t his plan was not carried  out 21. St. A m andus from  
U trech t cam e to w ork am ong them  but w ith  insignificant 
results. St. R upert was m ore successful, as w as Bishop 
V irgilius of Salzburg, who a t the request of the C hristian  
Slovene dukes G orazd and H ostim ir sen t to  the ir people a 
num ber of G erm an m issionaries (a fte r 750) under the  lead
ership of Bishop M odestus, who had the r ig h t to ordain 
priests on the field. H e founded a num ber of churches, as 
the fam ous one a t M aria-Saal, w here he was buried. V irg il
ius’ successor, A rchbishop A rno, continued this m issionary  
work, sending a considerable num ber of priests to  the coun-

19. Kruseh, Bruno, ed., Fredegarii et aliorum chronica, Hanover, 1888, IY, 48, 
p. 154*55.

20. Monumenta Germaniae historica, Scriptorum tom. XI, Conversio Bagoari- 
orum et Carantanorum, see. 4.

21. Mabillon, Acta Sanctorum , II , Yita S. Oolumbani, 56. Of. Hodgkin, T., 
Italy and H er Invaders, London, 1895, v. YI, p. 129, where the author recounts a 
picturesque legend to the effect that Golumbanus saw a vision of an angel who showed 
him a map of the world and pointed to Italy as the future scene of the saint’s labors.
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try ; finally, in spite of repeated revolts and stou t resistance 
to the w ork carried  on in a language unintelligible to the 
people and closely associated w ith  a policy of B avarian  pol
itical dom ination, the  m issionaries succeeded in baptiz ing  a 
considerable portion  of the Slovene population. T ow ard  
the end of the  eighth  cen tu ry  the s trugg le  w as term inated  
w ith  the v ictory  of the  new  faith.

W hen  the Slovenes passed under C harlem agne’s scep
tre, the  p ro ject of the ir conversion to  C hristian ity  was 
na tu ra lly  furthered . T he  g rea t C harles believed in the 
policy of ex tend ing  his fron tiers by m eans of m issionary 
work. D uring  his reign there  were tw o foci of m issionary 
w ork for the S lovenes: the  archbishopric of S alzburg  and 
the pa tria rch ate  of Aquilea. T he chief role, however, in 
the  C hristian ization  of the  Slovenes w ithou t a doubt was 
played by Salzburg. W hen  in 791 and in 795-96 C harlem agne 
defeated the A vars and cleared P annonia  as well as the  
region betw een the rivers D anube and Theiss of them , these 
alm ost to ta lly  depopulated regions— the  Avarorum soli- 
tudines—w ere populated by the Slovenes, the C roatians, as 
well as the rem nan t of the  H uns. C harlem agne then incor
porated  th is te rrito ry  w ith  the diocese of Salzburg. H ence, 
B avarian  m issionaries soon pressed a fte r the colonists and 
carried  C hristian ization  as well as G erm anization am ong the 
Slavic tribes new ly settled  there. T he first bishop regu larly  
settled  am ong the Slovenes w as Deodoricus, who was o r
dained by A rchbishop A rno in 799. H is diocese extended to 
the  R iver D rave22, which form ed a boundary  betw een the 
see of S alzburg  and th a t of Aquilea.

In  the th irties  of the  n in th  century  there  arose in P a n 
nonia a Slavic C roatian  s ta te  organized by M argrave 
P rib ina, under the overlordship of K ing  L udw ig  the Ger
man. P rib in a’s g rea t zeal for C hristian ization  of his sub
jects was based upon considerations of policy w hich proved 
successful, for in 847 L udw ig  rew arded  his apostolic labors 
by g ran tin g  him  a hered itary  title  to  the  low er P annonian  
te rrito ry . P rib in a ’s chaplain, Dominic, became quite fam ous 
for his m issionary  fervor. W hen  in 850 the archbishop of 
Salzburg, L iu tpram , consecrated to the V irg in  M ary the 
first C hristian  church in P rib in a’s dom inions, which was 
built a t M oseburg on the B alaton  Lake, m ore th an  one-half

22. M G S,, Conversio Bagoariorum, sec. 8.
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of the num ber of the  notables present on the occasion bore 
G erm an nam es. T h is is an eloquent testim ony  not only to 
the heavy G erm an im m igration  into these regions but also 
to  the  success of the  G erm anizing policy of the B avarian 
m issionaries. W ith in  fifteen years P rib in a’s te rrito ry  boast
ed m ore than  th irty -tw o  churches and m any m onasteries.

T he  g rea tes t im petus to C hristian ization  of the Slavic 
population of P rib in a’s dom inions cam e from  the w ork of 
the tw o “apostles of the Slavs,” the Greek b ro thers Cyril 
and M ethodius. In  863 they  had been sent by E m peror 
M ichael I I I  and P a tria rch  P hotius of C onstantinople to 
M oravia, (a  te rrito ry  roughly  corresponding  to m odern 
Czechoslovakia) a t the  request of its duke, Rastislav. T his 
ru ler grew  apprehensive of the  pronounced nationalistic  
sp irit of the m issionary  w ork carried  on by the G erm an m is
sionaries sent in to  his te rrito ries  by the bishop of ’Passau, 
for he well knew the  dangerous political consequences of 
such work. T he tw o Greek bro thers, who knew  the M ace
donian dialect in use am ong the Slavs of th e ir native 
Thessalonica, preached the gospel in a language easily un 
derstood by the M oravians and the Slovenes. In  such a way, 
the process of C hristianization, no longer synonjunous w ith 
a policy of G erm anization, for the first tim e afforded the 
possibility of setting  up a native Slavic C hristian  church.

T he  founding of a Slavic church in M oravia by the tw o 
“apostles of the Slavs” (863), occasioned a brief in terference 
w ith  the process of G erm anization of Pannonia. W hen  in 
869 M ethodius was re tu rn in g  from  Rom e afte r having  re
ceived from  Pope H adrian  II  episcopal consecration, he 
paid a visit to the court of the Pannon ian  ruler, Kocel (861- 
76), the  son and successor of P rib ina. T h is astu te  ru ler 
quickly saw  the advan tages of a native Slavic church for 
his dom inions, for such an o rganization  w ould tend  to  free 
him  from  the G erm an overlordship. H e therefore  requested 
Pope H ad rian  to perm it M ethodius to  rem ain in Pannonia  
perm anently  and to set up an independent Slavic church 
there. B ut instead of com plying w ith  th is dem and, H adrian , 
as reported  in the m ost im portan t source, the Pannonian  
Life of Methodius,23 decided upon a m uch m ore am bitious
and bolder project of res to ring  the  defunct ancient m etro-

23. Teođorov-Balan, A.: K iril i  Metodi, Sofia, 1920, vol. I, Zhitie Metodiovo, 
VIII.
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politan  see of S irm ium  (p resen t M itrov itsa ), trad itionally  
the see of St. A ndronicus, consecrating  M ethodius as its 
archbishop, and thus com bining both  Pannon ia  and M oravia 
in to  a new archepiscopal see. T he pope was thus able to 
secure direct control over the new diocese which hitherto 
had form ed a p a rt of the S alzburg  archbishopric.

M ethodius w as m ost likely actuated  by m otives no t of 
personal am bition, bu t of zeal for the expansion and firm 
estab lishm ent of his Slavic work. T he historic  see of S ir
m ium  w ould confer upon the Slavic diocese an existential 
justification w hich a new foundation  w ould find difficult to 
acquire. B ut such a flagrant injustice to  the righ ts  of the  
archbishop of S alzburg  could not be passed over w ithou t a 
pro test. T he la tte r d ign ita ry  m igh t have possibly acquiesced 
in the  erection of a M oravian bishopric under his own im 
m ediate jurisdiction. B ut the  reestab lishm ent of the inde
pendent archbishopric of S irm ium  w ith  M ethodius a t its 
head, by w hich act the P annon ian  and M oravian ecclesias
tical jurisdiction, a long w ith  a g rea t deal of valuable p roper
ty, were lost to  the S alzburg  see, m ade conflict inevitable. 
M ethodius was taken  prisoner by the archbishop and m ost 
sham efullv m istreated . T o  be sure, a fte r some years in 
consequence of papal in terven tion  he was released and 
resto red  to his office. But a fte r his death  (885) the G erm an
izing p arty  in his archdiocese everyw here proved victorious, 
so th a t u ltim ately  C hristian ity  in the Slovene and the 
P annon ian-C roatian  te rrito ries became an all-pow erful 
G erm anizing cultural force. In  894 the occupation of 
P annonia  and Slovakia by the M agyars, an U ral-A ltaic  na
tion probably  of F innish  origin (a lthough  ano ther theory  
sees in them  T u rco -T a rta rs) once m ore and radically  
changed the cu ltural character of these regions.

In  the case of the  D alm atian  C roatians, the  process of 
C hristian ization  was m uch m ore com plicated. I ts  beginnings 
are ascribed to E m peror H eraclius (610-41) who called for 
the purpose m issionaries from  Rome. E m peror C onstantine 
V II  P o rphyrogen itus, w ho preserved this inform ation, 
w rites: “E m peror H eraclius sent for and b rough t from  
Rome priests, and m ade some of them  archbishops, bishops, 
presbyters, and deacons, and baptized the C roatians”24. I t  
is no t su rprising  th a t the em peror should have called upon

24. Constantine Porphyrogenitus, op. tit., chp. 31.
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Rome to  furnish  the m issionaries, since the m ission field 
lay w ith in  the te rrito ry  under R om an ecclesiastical ju ris
diction. B ut it is im possible to believe th a t the evangelizing 
labors am ong the C roatians were begun w ith  a com plete 
h ierarchy  from  archbishops down to deacons, for the  w ork 
in its earliest stages could not have required  the  presence of 
the princes of the church. W hen  one rem em bers the dif
ficulties encountered two and a half centuries la te r by the 
B ulgarian  khan Boris in his efforts to secure an archbishop 
for his m uch m ore m atu re  church, one grow s quite sceptical 
about the accuracy of C onstan tine’s assertion. A t any rate , 
this mission, w hatever its size or personnel, could not have 
been very successful in its work, for n o th ing  m ore is heard  
of it or of the resu lts obtained.

M ost of the te rr ito ry  held by the C roatians a long the 
D alm atian  coast had form erly  been ecclesiastically subject 
to  the archbishop of Salona. B ut w hen this city  was ru ined 
during  the invasions of the barbarians (c. 614), a new city, 
Spalatum  arose in its place. By the end of the  e igh th  cen tury  
th is new er city  became the heir of Salona even in respect of 
the  ecclesiastical righ ts  of the ancient m etropolitan  see. B ut 
it was not until 925, a t the synod held there  under the au
th o rity  of papal nuncios, th a t Spalatum  was raised to the 
rank  of a m etropolitanate.

In  678 the D alm atian  C roatians acknow ledged the 
suprem acy of E m peror C onstantine IV  P ogonatus (668-85) 
and thus came under the  political influence of the  B yzantine 
Em pire. N evertheless, ecclesiastically the  te rrito ry  was 
still subject to Rome, and the see of Spalatum , w hose first 
bishop was John  of R avenna (c. 780), did m uch to spread 
L atin  C hristian ity  am ong the new settlers of the country. 
B ut w hen in 732 E m peror Leo I I I  transferred  Illyricum  to 
the jurisd iction  of the  C onstantinopolitan  patria rchate , 
Spalatum  became an O rthodox  see and an effort was m ade 
to  gain  the w hole coun try  for the  E as te rn  rite. In  792 
C harlem agne conquered so m uch of the te rrito ry  occupied 
by the Croatians in his Drang nach Osten that he became a 
neighbor of the  B ulgarians, and in accordance w ith  his set 
policy prom ptly  undertook  C hristian ization  of his newly- 
won lands by L atin  m issionaries. T hus the C roatians along 
the Save and the D rave rivers were draw n w ith in  the  orb it
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of W estern  civilization—an event of m om entous im portance 
for the ir cu lture and history.

T he chief m issionary  am ong the D alm atian  C roatians 
was St. U rsius, and the first am ong the ir princes to  be con
verted  to C hristian ity  was V isheslav (c. 800). T he L atin  
influence soon became param ount, especially w hen during  
the  reign  of V ladislav (821-35) a C roatian  L a tin  bishopric 
was established a t N in (th e  R om an N ona), and th is diocese 
w hich com prised all of C roatia  from  Rascia to  the m outh  
of the river Cetina was thus lost to the E aste rn  see of 
Spalatum . T he rest of D alm atia, w ith  Spalatum , rem ained 
Byzantine. T he reason for estab lish ing  a separate  bishopric 
for the  C roatians is to  be sought in the desire of the papal 
curia to regain  a t least a p a rt of the te rrito ry  of Illyricum  
lost in 732 by the decree of Leo I I I .  In  order to guard  
against the eventuality  th a t Spalatum  m ight reassert its 
au th o rity  over the  diocese of N in, the  la tte r  was subord inat
ed directly  to the  pope. D u rin g  the nex t reign, th a t of 
P rince M islav (835-45), the bishop of Spalatum  actually  
m ade an a ttem p t to w in the N in bishopric to his own ju ris
diction, but w ithou t success. T h is  goal w as reached in 925, 
a fte r Spalatum  had again  passed to the  papal ju risd iction  
and was m ade an archbishopric; the N in diocese then lost 
its independent existence and its te rrito ry  was divided 
am ong o ther D alm atian  sees. W ith  the passing  of the  N in 
bishopric, the  Slavic litu rg y  w as abolished and prohibited, 
and gave place to  the  L atin  rite. T hereafte r, the archbishop 
of Spalatum bore the title of archie pise opus totius Dalmatiae 
et Croatiae.

D uring  the reign of M islav and his successors, the coun
try  was som ew hat d isturbed  by heretical teachers. F o r a 
tim e it became the field of labors of th a t unhappy C alvinist 
born  before his time, the  unw illing  m onk G ottschalk  of 
O rbais (c. 805-868) w hose cham pionship of the doctrine of 
absolute double p redestination  b ro u g h t upon him  the con
dem nation of the  church. T he  popes found it necessary to 
take vigorous steps to  p revent the  spread of the  heresy.

M islav was succeeded by the pious P rince T rp im ir (c. 
845-65) w ho constructed  a t his m agnificent residence a t 
K lis, near Spalatum , a church and  probably the first Bene
dictine m onastery  in D alm atia, and settled  these foundations
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w ith  m onks w hose task  it w as to stablize the people in their 
new faith. T his policy of close alliance w ith  the W est was 
followed by his successor, the brave and w arlike D om agoy 
(c. 864-70), know n to his V enetian  neighbors on account 
of his ruthless prowess as the Sc D ur
ing his reign, the energetic and w arlike B yzantine em peror, 
Basil I the M acedonian (867-86) determ ined, a t the request 
of an em bassy from  D ubrovnik, to  relieve th a t m igh ty  com
m ercial center from  the A rab  corsairs w ho w ere besieging 
it and w ere p laying havoc w ith  M editerranean  shipping and 
commerce. A ided by the R om an E m peror L udw ig  I I  (825- 
75), who was accom panied by D om agoy as well as his o ther 
Slavic subject princes, Basil succeeded in his design. By 
871 the im portan t sou th -Ita lian  city of B ari was again  in 
L udw ig’s hands, having  been for the  previous th ir ty  years 
a Saracen stronghold . B ut soon a fte r B ari passed over to 
the B yzantine em peror, and w ith  it g radually  the whole of 
sou thern  Ita ly . Basil also tried  to win the allegiance of the 
C roatian  prince who acknow ledged L udw ig  as his overlord. 
In  this project, however, he failed, and the venture resulted  
in the estrangem ent betw een the tw o em perors. Basil was 
able, how ever, to secure an ascendency over the  Serbians. 
D om agoy also succeeded to steer clear of the en tang ling  
alliances w ith the B yzantine church and to rem ain in com
m union w ith  the R om an see. T his is a tte sted  by a le tte r 
of Pope Jo h n  V II I  (872 or 873) in w hich the la tte r  com
plained of the treachery  of P a tria rch  Ig n a tiu s of C onstan ti
nople in a lienating  the B ulgarian  church from  papal jurisd ic
tion25.

B ut C roatia possessed a s tro n g  pro-B yzantine party , 
probably  led by the dispossessed sons of the form er Prince 
T rp im ir, w hich was no t afraid  even to  assassinate  the ir ru l
ing  prince in order to  b ring  about a change of the  dom inant 
p ro -W estern  policy. W hen  their treasonable conspiracy 
was revealed, D om agoy had all the  revolters pu t to  death.

In  spite of his th w artin g  of the  incipient rebellion, 
D om agoy’s p ro -W estern  policy proved his undoing. One 
of the sons of T rp im ir, P rince Zdeslav (878-79), secured 
the help of E m peror Basil I in his project to overthrow  
D om agoy, and having  succeeded, seized the th rone  himself. 
T hereupon he acknow ledged, according to the report of

25. Jaffé, P., Begesta pontificum  Bomanorum , Lipsiae, 1885, I, no. 2964.
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C onstantine P orphyrogen itus, E m peror Basil as his suze- 
ra ign  and asked a t the sam e tim e for B yzantine m issionaries 
to  C hristianize those of his people who had not as yet been 
baptized. T hese m issionaries are said to have baptized even 
the fierce pagans and fam ous pirates, the inhab itan ts  of the 
N aren ta  valley, w ho h ith e rto  had w ithstood all a ttem p ts a t 
conversion; the  B yzantines also extended the ir labors to  the 
Serbs of the h interland. T he  N in bishopric, which h itherto  
had exercised jurisd iction  over the en tire  te rrito ry  of 
C roatia, now became subject to the  p a tria rch ate  of Con
stantinople.

These events g rea tly  alarm ed Pope John  V II I  w ho 
feared th a t C roatia  m igh t be definitely lost to  the papal 
jurisd iction  as B ulgaria had been. I t  m ay have been a t the  
in stiga tion  of the papal legate who in 879 visited Zdeslav’s 
court on his w ay to Boris of B ulgaria  w ith  a le tte r from  Pope 
John  pleading w ith  the khan to re tu rn  to the papal 
obedience26, or as the  resu lt of the m achinations of the 
bishop-elect of Nin, Theodosius, th a t one of the zhupans, 
or provincial governors, B ranim ir, revolted against the 
prince. T he revolt, du ring  w hich Zdeslav was assassinated , 
was successful, and B ranim ir seized the th rone  for himself. 
H e thereupon became the real founder of the independent 
C roatian  state.

B ran im ir’s reign (879-892) w itnessed the final adop
tion, on the p a rt of C roatia, of the policy of W estern  po liti
cal and ecclesiastical orientation. As soon as he ascended 
the throne, B ranim ir sent the  papal legate, John, back to 
Pope John V I I I  w ith  le tte rs of com plete subm ission to the  
papal see in behalf of him self and of his people. T he pope, 
responding  in tw o le tte rs  dated  June 7, 879, m ost gladly 
welcomed the C roatian  prince and his people in to  the bosom 
of the  Catholic church27. T h e  C roatian  bishopric of N in 
was restored  to  papal obedience and the bishop-elect, 
Theodosius, was confirmed in his office. John  V I I I  likewise 
sought to secure the obedience of the B yzantine prelates of 
the D alm atian  coast, bu t in th is effort he did no t succeed.

B eginnings of the  C hristian ization  of the Serbians, w ho 
for the  g rea tes t p a rt occupied the inner lands of the  “old

26. MGH., Epistolarum  tom. VII, Karolini aevi tom. V, Berlin. 1928, epp. 182-
184.

27. Jaffé, P., Begesta, I, nos. 3259 and 3260.
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Serbia” and were thus less d irectly  exposed to foreign in
fluences than  the ir C roatian  cousins, are likewise ascribed 
to E m peror H eraclius. C onstantine P o rphyrogen itus af
firms th a t “having  b rough t represen tatives ( JtQso|3iJTag) 
from  Rome, the  em peror baptized them  (the  Serbians) and 
tau g h t them  to do pious w orks w ell”28. H ow  effective or 
lasting  th is w ork proved we have no m eans of knowing. T he 
m ore frequent contact of the Serbian inhab itan ts  of the 
m aritim e territo ries  w ith  the B yzan tino-L atin  cu lture  un 
doubtedly  resulted  in the  spread of G raeco-Rom an C hris
tian ity  am ong them . M oreover, in te rest of the  Greek 
church in carry ing  on active p ropaganda am ong the Slavs 
is evident from  the fact th a t the  p a tria rch ate  of C onstan ti
nople was w ont to appoint inspectors (jtsQtoôeuxfig) to over
see the m issionary  w ork  in the E uropean  them es as the  im 
perial provinces were then  called. T hu s a lthough  no gen
eral conversion of the  Serbs occurred till the m iddle of the 
n in th  century, the num ber of Slavs who had accepted C hris
tian ity  p rior to th a t date m ust have been considerable. T his 
m ay be inferred from  the fact th a t one of the patriarchs of 
C onstantinople, N icetas I, (766-780) was a Slav. H e had 
been one of the secular priests a ttached  to  the Church of the 
H oly  A postles in C onstantinople; trad ition  affirms th a t he 
had never learned to speak Greek correctly.

A nother, this tim e m ore definite and successful a ttem p t 
to convert the  Serbians, occurred during  the reign of E m 
peror Basil I the M acedonian (867-86). D uring  the preced
ing reigns, from  the tim e of E m peror M ichael II  the  S tam 
m erer (820-29) to th a t of M ichael I I I  the D runkard  (842- 
867), the B yzantine E m pire suffered a decline in pow er and 
prestige. T ak in g  advan tage of this w eakness, the Serbians 
asserted  the ir independence of the E m pire w hose overlord
ship they  had acknow ledged since the days of Leo I I I  the 
Isaurian . T hey  organized them selves under the  leadership 
of five principal zhupans or provincial ru le rs; those of 
Dioclea, T rebinye, H um , Bosnia, and Rascia. T he  three 
first-nam ed zhupas or provinces were m aritim e, while the 
two last-nam ed com prised inner lands. I t  is also possible 
th a t th is political revolt was accom panied by a relapse in to  
paganism , since the C hristian ity  of these people— as m uch 
of it as there  w as— sat ra th e r ligh tly  upon them  and was

28. Constantine Porphyrogenitus, op. tit., eh. 32.
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largely  regarded  as a concom itant of the  B yzantine rule.
E m peror B asil’s in te rest in th e ir conversion was aroused 

in the follow ing m a n n e r: the  Serbs living along the D alm a
tian  coast, and especially those of the N aren ta  valley, took 
to the highly  lucrative business of piracy, and became a con
siderable m enace to M editerran ian  com m erce and trade. 
T he ir depredations finally provoked the em peror to a de
term ined effort to suppress the raids. In  this punitive un 
dertak ing  he was em inently  successful and not only swept 
the Serbian p ira tes off the seas bu t pursued them  into  their 
settlem ents which he then  prom ptly  laid w aste. H aving  
thus chastized them  and having  b rough t them  to a trac tab le  
s ta te  of mind, Basil sen t them  a num ber of priests and com 
pelled these fierce p ira tes to accept C hristian  baptism . I t  
would certain ly  be too m uch to expect th a t the som ew hat 
innocuous rite  of baptism  w ould im m ediately change the  
fierce p irates in to  gentle  doves.

T he  zhupan of the Serbian te rrito ry  of Rascia, M utim ir 
(c. 850-91), seeing the exem plary and thoroughgo ing  chas
tisem ent adm inistered  by Basil to the inhab itan ts  of the 
N aren ta  valley, became som ew hat apprehensive for the 
safety  of his own rule. I t  appears th a t the  w ork of C hris
tian ization  of his people was being quietly  carried  on by 
som e unauthorized  m issionaries. A t least Pope John  V II I  
in a le tte r w ritten  in 87329 com plained to the zhupan about 
it, and advised him  and his people to subm it to the spiritual 
direction of the new ly-created archbishop of Sirm ium , M eth 
odius. B ut w hen E m peror Basil became aggressive in the 
m a tte r of the N aren ta  piracy, in order to forestall any  hostile 
move on his part, M utim ir, possibly in behalf of the o ther 
Serbian zhupans as well, sent an  em bassy to C onstantinople 
professing his subm ission to the  em peror and requesting  
him to send m issionaries into the Serbian te rrito ries to  bap
tize his people. Basil g ladly  complied w ith  the request; and 
it w as a t th is  tim e th a t the official, if no t actual, conversion 
of Serbians to  C hristian ity  took place.

I t  m ust be understood th a t this “C hristian iza tion” ac
cepted on the p a rt of zhupans as a s tric tly  political m easure 
and on the people’s p a rt as an act of obedience, left much to  
be desired. N ot only w ere there  m any w ho refused to re 
ceive even the outw ard  sign of C hristian ization— baptism —

29. Jaffé, op. tit., X, no. 2973 (2259).
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but those who did receive it did not m anifest any noticeable 
change in the ir m ode of life. C hristian ity  rem ained for cen
turies a foreign cult. T he  church services, conducted in 
Greek, w ere n a tu ra lly  incom prehensible to the  people, who 
therefore continued secretly  or openly to  w orship the ir an 
cient deities. T h is was especially true  of the  w orship of the 
fam ily god— the deified ancestral spirit. In  consequence, 
there resulted  a curious co-m ingling of C hristian ity  w ith  
paganism  which has rem ained the religion of a p a rt of the  
populace ever since. I t  w as not un til tow ard  the end of the 
n in th  century , w hen the disciples of M ethodius, especially 
C lem ent of O hrid  and N ahum , began the ir m issionary  w ork 
in W este rn  M acedonia in the  vernacular, th a t C hristian ity  
took deeper roo t am ong the Serbian and the M acedonian 
Slavs. T hese m issionaries b ro u g h t w ith  them  Slavic tra n s 
lations of the Scrip tures and of the  litu rg ical books. T he 
w ork carried  on by these pious and w o rth y  m en and their 
disciples was far m ore effective and successful than  th a t of 
the ir G reek colleagues had been.

As for the  Slavic tribes living in the region betw een the 
D anube river and the H aem us m ountains and from  the river 
Isker to the  Black Sea, little  is know n about the process of 
C hristian ization  am ong them  prior to the invasion of the 
te rrito ry  by the B ulgars. B ut there is no doubt th a t the  
process had been quietly going on: the  Slavs of the region 
came in to  com m ercial contact w ith  the Greeks both  a t the  
Black Sea ports  and on the  g rea t overland com m ercial 
rou tes; g rea t num bers of them  served in the a rm y ; m ore
over, m any  of them  becam e slaves. In  all these several 
ways they  cam e in contact w ith  the  B yzantine cu lture  and 
w ith  C hristian ity . B ut these influences affected only in
dividual groups and com m unities, no t whole tribes. Since 
the eight Slavic tribes occupying th is  region developed no 
so rt of confederation or union, the m ethod of converting  the  
ru ler of the nation  and th rough  him  the subjects was ex
cluded.

T his peaceful and piecemeal process of C hristian ization  
was rudely  in te rru p ted  by the invasion of the B ulgarians. 
T he orig inal home of these nom ads extended over the  re
gions of the central V olga to the river K am a, and they  w ere 
probably of F innish  (U g rian ) or else of T a r ta r  origin m ixed 
w ith  T u rk ish  stock. Some tribes of these people had moved
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south  to the  shores of the  Sea of Azov, bu t in the seventh 
century, a fte r the  death  of the ir C hristian  khan K u b ra t (or 
K u rt) , his five sons separated. F ou r b ro thers left the an 
cestral steppes to seek o ther settlem en ts; one rem ained be
hind as the  heir of K u b ra t’s dom inions. One of the four 
bro thers, A speruch, settled  w ith  his followers on the Low er 
D anube, som ew here in m odern B essarabia.30 Even prior to 
th is event, the nam e of the  B ulgars appears in B yzantine 
history . E m peror Zeno (474-491) asked the ir aid against 
the Goths, and since his day they  w ere em ployed several 
tim es by the Em pire. A speruch’s hordes, how ever, soon 
w ere a ttra c ted  by the fertile lands south  of the  D anube, and 
som etim e betw een 650-67931 they  crossed the  river and oc
cupied a p a rt of the  im perial te rrito ry . E m peror C onstan
tine IV  P ogonatus (661-685) undertook an expedition 
against them  w ith  the purpose of expelling them . B ut 
some infirm ity of his described by T heophanes as “sore fee t” 
— possibly go u t— prevented him from  tak in g  energetic 
m easures. A t any  rate , his arm y fell back before the in
vaders who penetrated  as far south as the  present-day 
V arna. T h ey  settled  in the  coun try  which they had oc
cupied, and the em peror was forced to nego tia te  w ith  them  
for term s of peace (679). T hus A speruch became the 
founder of m odern B ulgaria.

As for the Slavic population settled  in the  te rrito ry , 
they  not only offered no resistance to the invaders, bu t ap
pear to have entered in to  a vo lun tary  political union w ith  
the B ulgars, by the term s of which the Slavs w ere obliged 
to render the ir B ulgarian  overlords m ilitary  aid and pos
sibly pay a yearly  tribute. T he Slavic population w hich 
com prised eight tribes, appears to have p rom ptly  acquiesced 
in this a rrangem ent, e ither because they  w ere in revolt 
again st the Rom ans, or possibly because they  still rem em 
bered the terrib le  yoke of the ir form er m asters, the A vars, 
again st w hom  the B ulgars w ould now pro tect them . T he 
tw o racial groups, however, did not am algam ate. In  accord
ance w ith  the trea ty , as T heophanes says32, the Slavic tribes, 
under the ir own tribal leaders, were m oved from  th e ir se t
tlem ents and p lanted  on the fringe of the te rrito ry  occupied

30. Theophanes, Chronographia, ed. C. de Boor, Leipzig, 1883, vol. I, p. 357-59.
31. Niederle, L., op, cit., vol. 2, p. 405, places the event in 679.
32. Theophanes, op. cit., I, p, 359.
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by the B ulgars, to guard  it against the  A vars. A t the center 
of this s tra teg ic  and w ell-protected te rrito ry  lay Pliska, 
n o rtheast of Shum la, w here the sublim e khan, as the ru ler 
of the  B ulgars was called, built his palace and held court. 
This form  of governm ental o rganization  of the B ulgars and 
Slavs is fu rth e r confirmed by F rank ish  sources of the n in th  
century which speak of it as societas. Thus
the Slavic tribes were for the first tim e definitely held to 
gether by the m ilitary  overlordship of the B ulgars. T he 
sw ay of the  new m asters of the north -eastern  Balkans ex
tended south  to the H aem us (B alkan) M ountains, and on 
the no rth  to an undefined boundary  som ew here in W allachia  
and T ransy lvan ia, w here it adjoined the A var empire. On 
the w est it was probably bounded by the Isker River. T h is 
extensive te rrito ry  was ruled by the sublime khan, who was 
no m ore than  a chief of the  khans of various B ulgarian  
clans, a lthough  he was scion of the fam ous dynasty  of Dulo, 
who held the office of sublim e khan in a hered itary  fashion. 
I t  was because of the ir iron m ilitary  discipline, a ch arac te r
istic in w hich the Slavic tribes were ever deficient, th a t the 
B ulgars wtere able to impose their overlordship upon the  
far m ore num erous Slavs. T he sta te  o rganization  of the 
B ulgars proved sufficiently s tro n g  to w ith stand  the succes
sive a ttacks of the Em pire even after the death  of A speruch, 
which occurred in 701.

T he m igh tiest of A speruch’s successors was the grim  
w arrio r K rum  (797-814), under w hose rule the B ulgarian  
te rrito ry  was g rea tly  extended. H e conquered the  A vars, 
and la te r (in 811) w hen his g row ing  s tren g th  alarm ed E m 
peror N icephorus (802-811) to the ex ten t th a t he led his 
arm ies against the barbarian  khan, K rum  caused him a 
terrib le  defeat, in which the Greek arm y, finding itself 
caught in a trap  engineered by the B ulgarian  khan who had 
closed the Balkan passes behind it, was annihilated. N ice
phorus him self fell in the battle , and K rum  had the em peror’s 
skull fashioned into a d rink ing  goblet.33 In  813 K rum  de
feated E m peror M ichael I R angabe near H adrianople, and 
besieged C onstantinople. T h is task  proved, however, too 
g rea t for him, and he retired , having  first u tte rly  devastated  
Thrace.

A fte r K ru m ’s death  (814), caused by the b u rsting  of a
3. Theophanes, op. tit., v. I, p. 761-5.

3
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blood-vessel as he was p reparing  for ano ther siege of Con
stantinople, the th rone  was to have passed to his young son, 
O m o rtag ; bu t it was usurped for a brief period by th ree  
nobles. D uring  th is in terregnum  there  appears to have oc
curred cruel persecution of C hristians who had been taken  
prisoners by K rum  a t H adrianople  in 813. A m ong these, a 
late  Slavonic source m entions even the archbishop of 
H adrianople, M anuel, w hose arm s D itzeng, one of the 
ephem eral rulers, ordered cut off. Tsok, ano ther of the in
fam ous trio, w ent so far as to dem and th a t all C hristian  
captives, lay and clerical, renounce the ir fa ith ; those who 
refused w ere m assacred. W h eth e r or not the  persecution 
extended to native C hristians, the  sources do not say.

T here  is no doubt th a t the num erous C hristian  captives 
who had been b rough t into K ru m ’s dom inions carried on a 
lively cam paign of proselytism , especially am ong the Slavic 
population. W hen  O m ortag  finally established him self on 
the th rone (la te  in 815), he regarded  the C hristian  p ropa
ganda as sufficiently dangerous to adopt a policy of persecu
tion. T he  cause of his decision appears to have been not so 
m uch religious fanaticism  as s ta te  policy. T he dissem ina
tion of C hris tian ity  was regarded  as a m eans em ployed by 
the B yzantine em peror to subvert the  allegiance of the Bul- 
g a r subjects, since the form er represented  the C hristian  
prince par excellence. I t  was now th a t the  m utila ted  A rch 
bishop M anuel lost his life34 along w ith  some o ther C hris
tians.

T he sto ry  of the C hristian  Greek captive, Cinam on, 
m ust be viewed in the  same light. Cinam on was am ong the  
captives w hom  K rum  had taken  at H adrianople. T he khan 
had presented him as a slave to O m ortag . On account of 
his physical beauty, C inam on soon became a favorite at 
O m o rtag ’s cou rt; bu t later, for refusing  to  abjure his fa ith — 
a passage eloquently  m agnified by the n a rra to r, the B u lgar
ian A rchbishop T heophy lact35— he was im prisoned. A fter 
O m o rtag ’s death  (831), his oldest son, E nravo tas, befriend
ed Cinam on, and secured his freedom . In  tu rn , C inam on 
converted the  B ulgarian  prince and baptized him. B ut this 
b rough t upon E nravotas, who held some im portan t position

34. Theophanes continuatus, Chronographia, p. 217. In Corpus Scriptorum His- 
toriae Byzantinorum, Bonn, 1838.

35. Theophylactus, Historia m artyrii xv martyrum, in Migne, GP, CXXYI, p. 
192ff.
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in the arm y,36 suspicion of H ellenophilism . T he  baptism  of 
the prince was undoubtedly a political pas: it was dis
tinc tly  aw kw ard to have a C hristian  suspected of H elleno
philism occupy a high army command and to encourage, 
by his exam ple, an undesirable political tendency. V iew 
ing  it as a potentia l be trayal of B ulgarian  in terests, khan 
P resiam  or M alam ir, as he was know n in Slavic, strove to 
dissuade his b ro ther from  persisting  in his new faith. B ut 
failing  in th is  task, he sentenced E nravo tas to death  (849). 
T he C hristian  prince was decapitated .37 T heophylact, w rit
ing  m uch la ter, in te rp re ts  the episode as a case of C hristian  
m a rty rd o m ; but there appears to have been no general per
secution, as this is th e  only case cited.

B ut w ith  the death  of M alam ir and the accession of his 
successor Boris, B ulgaria  entered a new  era. T he  reign of 
Boris (852-889), one of the m ost ou ts tan d in g  during  the 
h isto ry  of B ulgaria, is specially significant on account of 
B oris’ conversion to C hristian ity , the  consequent adoption 
of th a t religion as the national creed, and the fundam ental 
change in the political character of the  B ulgarian  govern
m ent w hich resu lted  therefrom . Back of these changes, 
political factors were preem inent. I t  is this political back
ground  w hich m ust be understood in order th a t the reasons 
for B oris’ conversion m ay become clear.

A m ong the first acts of Boris a fte r he ascended the 
th rone  of his fa thers w as the conclusion of a trea ty  w ith  the 
pow erful M oravian prince, R astislav, w hereby the two rulers 
allied them selves to oppose the expansionist policy of 
E m peror L udw ig  the Germ an. In  pursuance of L udw ig’s 
policy, the  bishop of P assau  had sent into R astislav’s coun
try  m issionaries, who ostensibly had played the  role of 
m essengers of the P rince of Peace, but in reality  had been 
political agen ts of Ludw ig, who bore but little  resem blance 
to the  form er Prince. B ut the g rea t defeat which the tw o 
allies, R astislav  and Boris, suffered at the  hands of the 
bellicose Germ an, caused Boris to w ithdraw  from  the coali
tion. Indeed, in course of tim e he even became an ally of 
Ludw ig against the la tte r ’s rebellious son, K arlom an, w ho

36. This conjecture is based upon Runciman’s interpretation of Theophylactus ’ 
remark that the prince was nicknamed Voicus, which he takes to mean, from its sim
ilarity to the Bulgarian word for soldier, some high position in the army. Runciman, 
S., A H istory of the First Bulgarian Empire, London, 1930, p. 89.

37. Theophylactus, op. cit., p. 197.
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w ith  R astislav’s aid took up arm s against his fa ther (862). 
T he  B ulgarians then  actually  fought on L udw ig’s side 
again st th e ir erst-w hile allies, the M oravians. T here  has 
ever been bu t little  consistency in the  B alkan politics.

In  view of these close political relations betw een Boris 
and the form idable L udw ig  it is no t su rprising  to  learn th a t 
the  la tte r  m ade a ttem p ts to induce Boris to accept C hris
tian ity . W h eth e r or not it was a p a rt of the tre a ty  conclud
ed betw een the tw o rulers a t the  tim e of K arlom an’s revolt 
(862), L udw ig  a t any  ra te  inform ed Pope N icholas of B oris’ 
in ten tion  of receiving baptism , a t w hich news the pope was 
effusively gratified .38 T he  sam e report was recorded by 
A rchbishop H incm ar of R heim s.39 T hus a lthough  there  is 
no certa in ty  about the exact na tu re  of the negotiations, it 
is evident th a t the subject of B oris’ acceptance of C hristian
ity  was broached. As for the M oravian prince Rastislav, 
he had  even before this (a lth o u g h  in the sam e year, 862), 
requested for his people m issionaries from  C onstantinople 
capable of speaking the Slavic language. H e appealed to 
the  d is tan t B yzantine capital no t only to w ard  off the poli
tical danger consequent upon the m issionary  w ork conduct
ed by the bishop of Passau , but also because w ishing to con
tro l the  church w ith in  his dom inions, he knew th a t such a 
pope as N icholas I would never perm it the  establishm ent of 
a practically  autonom ous Slavic church. P a tria rch  P ho tius 
of C onstantinople was far m ore likely to acquiesce in 
R astislav’s policy: having  been pronounced deposed from  
his see by N icholas, he became, by reason of his s trugg le  
w ith  the pope a cham pion of the theory  of the essential 
equality  of the  patriarchates. T hus he was m uch m ore like
ly to be am enable to R astislav’s ecclesiastical policy, since 
he needed all the outside support he could gain, and fu r th e r
m ore because the policy of the  M oravian prince was essen
tially  anti-papal.

T hus the tw o Slavic rulers, R astislav  and Boris, began 
e laborating  schem es of acceptance of C hristian ity  a t about 
the sam e time. B ut the  political dangers involved therein  
led them  to adopt m utually  opposed means. Boris, fearing  
the  political pressure from  the age-long enem y of B ulgaria, 
the  B yzantine Em pire, and hence not desiring  to subject his

38. Nicolai Papae I  Epistolae, in Migne, PL, CXIX, col. 875, xii.
39, MGH., Scriptorum  tom. I, Hincmari Remensis Annales, p. 465,
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people to the jurisd iction  of the ecum enical pa triarch , whose 
subservience to the em peror was notorious, tu rned  to his 
G erm an ally for help in the m a tte r; w hile R astislav, for the  
same political reason— although  in his case the source of 
danger was the F rank ish  Em pire— turned  to C onstan tin 
ople.

E m peror M ichael I I I  the  D runkard  (842-867) and his 
uncle, Caesar Bardas, who was the real ru ler of the Em pire, 
gladly complied w ith  R astislav’s request. In  cooperation 
w ith  P a tria rch  Photius, they  selected the renow ned teacher 
of philosophy a t the court school of the  palace of M agnaura, 
C onstantine, and his b ro ther, M ethodius, Greeks from  
T hessalonica who were well acquainted w ith  the language 
of the M acedonian Slavs, as best fitted m issionaries for the 
M oravian field. Therefore, in 863 the tw o bro thers, having  
prepared Slavic transla tions of the m ost necessary parts  of 
the Scriptures, for which purpose Cyril had adapted  and 
partly  invented the so-called G lagolitic alphabet, set out for 
M oravia.

B ut B oris’ project of subjecting  his te rrito ries to the 
ecclesiastical jurisd iction  of the W est could not be viewed 
w ith  indifference on the pa rt of M ichael and B ardas or of 
Photius. T he  la tte r’s quarrel w ith  Pope N icholas had gone 
so far th a t in A pril, 863, the pope called upon P hotius to 
resign his office on pain of excom m unication. Hence, the 
pa triarch  was g rea tly  alarm ed about the possibility of Bul
garia  falling  under papal jurisdiction, thus s tren g th en in g  
the power of the hated  papacy. E m peror M ichael and 
Caesar B ardas had no difficulty in recognizing the danger 
in the far-reach ing  B ulgaro-G erm an alliance contem plated 
by Boris and decided to act quickly.

In  reg ard  to B oris’ actual conversion, several legends 
gained currency. One of them  resem bles the s to ry  of the 
Greek slave Cinam on and prince E nravo tas, and for th a t 
reason is not inheren tly  impossible. A  Greek monk, T h eo 
dore K upharas, a slave a t the khan ’s court, exerted  him self 
to convert his m aster. L a te r he was redeem ed from  cap
tivity, having  been exchanged for the khan ’s captive sister 
who had em braced C hristian ity  in C onstantinople. She 
then pu t pressure upon her b ro ther in an a ttem p t to induce 
him to accept her faith. F inally , as T heophanes continuatus 
tells the story , a very severe fam ine compelled Boris to seek
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succor of the C hristian  God, and w hen his p rayer was favor
ably answ ered, he became a C hristian .40 A ccording to an 
o ther story , a monk, M ethodius by nam e, painted  a scene 
of the  L ast Ju dgm en t in w hich he, like an early  D ante  or 
a p re-incarnated  Jo n a th an  E dw ards, depicted the sinners 
in the hands of an an g ry  God w ith  such s ta r tlin g  and fear- 
inspiring realism  th a t the khan  was overcome w ith  te rro r 
and fo rthw ith  received baptism  to escape the to rtu res  of 
such fiery furnace of hell.

A lthough  it is no t inheren tly  im probable th a t one or 
several of such influences m ay have been operative upon 
Boris, the actual h istorical conversion came about in an en
tirely  different m anner. W hen  in 864 the B ulgarian  arm ies 
were out of the country , helping L udw ig  to put dow n the 
rebellion of his son, K arlom an, E m peror M ichael decided 
to  strike. H e invaded the country  by land and blockaded it 
from  the sea. Boris, in w hose land a fam ine was ju s t then  
rag ing , was unable to w ith stand  the overw helm ing im perial 
forces. W ith o u t risking a battle , he offered his submission. 
T he dem ands m ade by the Greeks included an acceptance 
of C hristian ity  and an acknow ledgm ent of the im perial 
sovereignty, a lthough  B ulgaria was perm itted  to re ta in  
autonom y. Seeing no alternative, Boris accepted the term s. 
T o  sweeten the b itte r pill, the em peror g ran ted  Boris a 
s ligh t extension of his te rrito ry . A  num ber of nobles were 
then  sent to  C onstantinople to  a rrange the details of the 
peace trea ty , and were there baptized. P a tria rch  P hotius, 
w ho was g rea tly  in terested  in the  extension of his jurisd ic
tion over B ulgaria, organized a m ission to the new ly won 
eparchy. T he Greek clergy, w ith  a bishop a t the ir head, 
were then dispatched to B ulgaria  w ith  the re tu rn in g  em
issaries. T hey  reached th e ir destination  some tim e in 865. 
T hereupon, Boris him self received baptism  a t the hands of 
the  Greek h ierarchs delegated by Photius, having  on th is 
occasion as sponsor (by p roxy) E m peror M ichael him self 
w hose nam e he assum ed in the rite .41 O therw ise, no details 
respecting the cerem ony are known. T heophylact of O hrid  
affirms th a t a long w ith  Boris m any o ther nobles and ou t
stand ing  B ulgarians were baptized.

40. Theophanes eontinuatus, op. cit., pp. 162-3.
41. According to Zlatarsky, this took place between Sept. 1 and 19, 865, and

probably on Sept. 14. (Zlatarsky, V. 1ST.: Istoriya na B ’lgarslcata d ’rzhava prez
sređnite vekove, Sofia, 1927, v. I, part 2, p. 30).
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A lthough  the particu la r ecclesiastical jurisd iction  to 
which B ulgaria was subjected had been decided by force, 
and hence Boris had had no choice in the m atte r, it m ust not 
be concluded th a t the  acceptance of C hristian ity  itself was 
w holly foisted upon him. As his subsequent career proves, 
he personally  favored C hristian ity— a creed which his sister 
as well as his uncle E nravo tas had confessed. M oreover, 
politically, he could not but see the g rea t advan tage w hich 
would accrue to his people by such an act. In  the first place, 
a considerable p a rt of the Slavic population was already 
C hristian , and as such it na tu ra lly  sought contact w ith  o ther 
C hristian  lands; Boris likewise was conscious of the grave 
danger of possible political sub jugation  of his country  by 
his pow erful C hristian  neighbors— the E as t F rank ish  realm  
on the w est and the B yzantine E m pire on the southeast 
— unless he took aw ay every p re tex t for such action by ac
cepting C hristianity . M oreover, as a C hristian  he legalized, 
in the eyes of the C hristian  neighbors, his position as a 
ruler, for all pow er was regarded  as com ing from  God and 
as a C hristian  Boris could claim his rig h t to the th rone far 
be tte r th an  as a pagan. M oreover, Boris had the sagacity  
to discern in the  conversion forced upon him by M ichael a 
m eans tow ard  the realization of his own political projects. 
H e was then ru ling  a divided people: the governing Bul
garian  class w ith  which he shared his pow er form ed an in
creasingly d im inishing m inority  in the m idst of the Slavic 
masses. Boris conceived the plan of centralizing  the politi
cal power in his own hands by subverting  the ex isting  bal
ance of pow er and favoring  the Slavic elem ent. A doption 
of C hristian ity  (m any Slavs already being C hristian) as the 
official s ta te  religion, m aking  Slavic the  language of the 
s ta te  as well as of the  church, were to be the m eans to the 
end of changing  his s ta tu s from  a B ulgarian  khan to an 
absolute prince ru ling  a united  nation. Of course, such plan 
required tim e for m aturing , and undoubtedly  only dim ou t
lines of it were orig inally  in B oris’ m ind; nevertheless, the 
above considerations were am ong the  m otives ac tu a tin g  
him to accept C hristian ity .

* * * *
A nd now view ing the period p rior and during  the proc

ess of C hristian ization  of the various Slavic peoples as a 
whole, it w ould be of g rea t in te rest if it were possible to
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establish ju s t w hat the effects of th a t process were. W h a t 
changes has the life of the  Slavs undergone as the resu lt of 
the ir conversion? In  w hat specific instances can the up lift
ing, hum anizing, cultural, or am elio rating  influences w hich 
the new religion exercised upon the pagan Slavs be definite
ly traced?

I t  is to  be reg re tted  th a t for lack of source m aterial 
bearing  upon them , these pertinen t queries can not be an 
sw ered w ith  any degree of fulness. A m ong the Elbe and 
the Baltic Slavs, and even am ong the Russians, the situation  
is far b e tte r know n th an  am ong the B alkan nations. I t  
would not of course be safe to assum e a com plete analogy 
betw een the Southern  Slavs and the re s t; hence, we m ust 
be content w ith  the m eagre data  which the sources yield 
respecting the form er, despite the fact th a t they  do not 
suffice to answ er the questions raised.

In  the first place, it m ust be borne in m ind th a t Slavic 
paganism  was not a religion of m orality , bu t was p re
dom inantly  m agical in character. I t  was a m atte r of sa t
isfy ing one’s wishes or needs either by cajoling or p ro p itia t
ing the supernatu ral powers to g ran t the desired ends. 
C hristian ity  came to the Slavs in a form  w hich in character 
differed but little  from  the religion held by them. I t  was all 
too often presented to them  as a superior m agic by w hich 
the needs of its votaries could be satisfied m ore unfailingly 
than  was the case w ith  paganism .

U nder such circum stances the “conversion” of the Slavs 
was often characterized  by crass superficiality. Believing 
in th e 'm ag ica l efficacy of baptism , C hristian  m issionaries 
were often satisfied w ith  no t m uch m ore than  a mere adm in
is tra tio n  of th is rite, thereafter insisting  upon a m ore or 
less regu lar a ttendance  upon the o ther sacram ents. T he 
people accepted the new faith, re ta in ing  their own ancient 
beliefs alongside w ith  it. T h is “double fa ith ” persisted  for 
m any centuries. T he B ulgarian  m onk Spiridon, w ritin g  in 
the  e ighteenth  century, com plained th a t m any of his com
patrio ts  still w orshipped P eru n .42 T he peniten tial books of 
the  fifteenth cen tury  forbade the w orship of the sun and the 
moon. No w onder th a t John  the Exarch , who lived in the 
age of the B ulgarian  T sar Sim eon (893-927), had m uch to 
say regard ing  the  survival of paganism  in his day!

42. Niederle, L., op. tit., II, part I, ed. 2, p. 99.
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A long w ith  th is open adherence to the gods of the an
cient Slavs, the ir w orship was perpetuated  under the  guise 
of the w orship of C hristian  saints. As already m entioned, 
P erun  became St. E lijah  and continued to wield the th u n d e r
bolts of the sky; Volos was converted into St. B lasius; an 
in te resting  survival of the fa ith  in the  goddess who fixed 
the fate of each newborn child—  — is to be seen in
the perpetuation  of her w orship, even including the offer
ings of flour and cheese to her, by identify ing  her day w ith  
the holiday of the V irg in  M ary. T hese same offerings were 
then  presum ably  b rough t “in honor of the T heotokos.”

A ncestor w orship has survived in the Slavic Balkans in 
the forms of the Bulgarian — a species of the
Roman Catholic “all souls’ day”— and the Serbian slava. 
On these days, the people still b ring  food and drink  to the 
graves of the ir dead, a p a ten t survival of the rites perform ed 
in ancient tim es in connection w ith  the w orship of the house
hold déd.

Sim ilarly, various sacrifices and pagan rites w ere by 
no m eans uncom m on am ong the B alkan Slavs th ro u g h o u t 
the centuries in connection w ith  sowing, reaping, cattle  
breeding, d igg ing  of foundations, w eddings, funerals, and 
other significant occasions in their lives. Animal sacrifices 
were offered on the days dedicated to St. George and St. 
E lijah, a clear w itness to the  perpetuation  of the  ancient 
practices.

P robab ly  an unconscious survival of the w orship of 
idols is to be seen in m any C hristm as custom s, such as the 
throwing of a log, called badnyak, on the fireplace. In  Serbo- 
Croatian, Christmas day is still called dan.

Naturally, the sway of the magicians, the volkhvi, long 
survived am ong the com m on people who devoutly believed 
in the pow er of the ir charm s and magic. Pope N icholas I 
in 866, in his Responsa,forbade the Bulgarians auguria et 
incantationes exercere. In  the tenth century, Presbyter 
Cosmas still vigorously denounced the pagan volkhvi in his 
Sermon.

T he C hristian  church addressed itself rigorously  to the 
task of establishing at least an outward conformity with its 
ritual requirem ents. Since it looked upon the sacram ents 
as saving ordinances, a ttendance upon these seemed of u t
m ost im portance. In  this regard  the church found the canons
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respecting C hristian  m arriage m ost difficult of enforcem ent. 
T he Code of the Serbian T sa r S tephen D ushan (m iddle of 
the fourteen th  cen tu ry ) enacts m any regu lations w hich 
plainly indicate th a t the Serbians even then  did not fully 
conform  to  the C hristian  usages in this regard .

T u rn in g  now to the political and cu ltural resu lts of the 
C hristian ization  of the  B alkan Slavs, it becomes clear th a t 
the  s trugg le  for hegem ony betw een the pa tria rchates  of 
Rom e and C onstantinople resu lted  in a perm anent political, 
cultural, and ecclesiastical division of the peoples of the  
Balkans. L atin  influence became param ount am ong the 
Slovenes and the C roatians, while the Bosniacs, the Ser
bians, the M acedonian Slavs, and the B ulgarians fell under 
the sway of the Byzantine culture. Moreover, it is abundantly 
clear th a t the  process was m otivated  p redom inantly  by po
litical considerations. T he cleavage am ong the Slavic peo
ples, closely related  to each o ther in language and in ethnic 
origin, had the m ost far reaching  influences trag ically  affect
ing  the ir entire history . T he Serbs and the C roatians, in 
spite of the ir racial unity , w ere separated  into tw o national 
groups which historically  revolved in different orbits. T he 
culture of the Slovenes and the C roatians became th o ro u g h 
ly W estern , while the cultural trad itions of the Serbs and 
the B ulgarians link them  closely to  the B yzantine civiliza
tion. T he estrangem ent of a thousand  years produced in 
the  tw o groups w idely different outlooks. T h e ir religious 
affiliations, one strong ly  R om an Catholic, the o ther E astern  
O rthodox, fu rth e r accentuated  the ir cultural differences. 
No w onder th a t Y ugoslavia of today finds it difficult to  
weld its racially  hom ogeneous but cu lturally  an tagonistic  
peoples into a harm onious national unit! Such then was 
the resu lt of the  age-long strugg le  betw een the tw o p a tri
a rchates: the ir anim osities and rivalries w ere perpetuated  
in the  h isto ry  of the Balkan nations to this day.

I t  is not w ith in  the scope of this study  to  follow the  
fortunes of- those Slavic peoples which accepted the claims 
of papal suprem acy. H av ing  surveyed the  causes w hich 
produced the cu ltural cleavage, our a tten tio n  shall hence
fo rth  be occupied exclusively w ith  the h isto ry  of B alkan 
Slavic O rthodox  C hristian ity .



BULGARIAN CHRISTIANITY AFTER 
THE CONVERSION OF BORIS

T he w holesale acceptance of the  new creed ordered by 
Boris soon provoked a spirited  revolt on the p a rt of the 
nobles. O pposed to the policy w hich th rea tened  to deprive 
them  of the ir privileged position, they  stirred  up the people 
of ten provinces, and the mob besieged the khan ’s palace at 
Pliska. T he  revolt w hich broke out early  in 866 placed 
Boris in desperate s tra its . In  fact A rchbishop H incm ar of 
Rheim s in his Annales could see no m eans to ex tricate  Boris 
from  his predicam ent save m iraculous divine aid.1 F o rtu n a te 
ly, the khan was able to overcome the rebels, w hereupon he 
inflicted a sum m ary  vengeance upon th e m : fifty-tw o of the 
revolted nobles w ith  the ir wives and children were cruelly 
put to death , and o thers were punished in a m ilder fashion. 
H enceforth , the opposition was w iped out, and Boris had a 
free hand.

F rom  the political point of view, the  revolt is easily 
explicable. A cceptance of C hristian ity  m eant a v ictory  of 
the Slavic over the B ulgarian  elem ent in Boris' realm . T he 
form er, alw ays num erically  g rea tly  in m ajority , now became 
politically dom inant by supporting  B oris’ new policy of 
C hristian ization , and  hence of cen tralization  of governm ent 
in the hands of a divinely anointed ruler. T he B ulgarian  
elem ent, w ith  its trad itiona l concepts of division of au th o r
ity  am ong the heads of clans, well understood th a t the 
change of religion was a step tow ard  the overthrow  of their 
own power.

As a far-seeing sta tesm an  who knew th a t ecclesiastical 
dependence upon the  C onstan tinopolitan  p a tria rchate  
m eant an indirect subjection to the  em peror, all too often 
suprem e in B yzantine ecclesiastical affairs, Boris determ ined 
to  secure for his church com plete autocephaly. In  order to 
establish a tru ly  national church, he dem anded from  Photius 
either a pa triarch , or a m etropolitan , or a t least an au to 
cephalous archbishop. A lthough  P ho tius sent the illustri-

1. MGH., Scriptorum  tom. I, Annales Bertiniani, p. 473-74.
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ous neophyte an extrem ely long and erudite  epistle (865) 
in which he explained to him  the m ysteries of the fa ith  as 
well as the duties of a well-behaved prince, B oris’ chief re
quest was studiously  ignored.2 I t  was obvious th a t the 
patria rch  and the em peror desired to m ake the B ulgarian  
church a pa rt of the C onstantinopolitan  pa triarchate , as in
deed the term s of peace of 864 had specifically stipulated.

D issatisfied w ith  the a ttitu d e  of C onstantinople, Boris 
decided to profit by the dissensions betw een P a tria rch  
P ho tius and Pope Nicholas. U nder the circum stances, Boris 
had a good chance to drive a hard  bargain  w ith  the pope. 
Therefore, a year a fte r his conversion, he sent an em bassy 
to  Pope N icholas, headed by his cousin, bolyar Peter. T he 
em bassy arrived in Rome in A ugust, 866, and b rough t the 
pope m any gifts, as well as a list of one hundred  and six 
questions dealing w ith m atte rs  of fa ith  and m orals. Above 
all, the B ulgars requested the pope, whose suprem e au th o r
ity  they readily  acknow ledged, to g ra n t B ulgaria a pa triarch  
and to  send L atin  clergy along w ith  him. A t the sam e tim e 
Boris sent ano ther em bassy to R egensburg  to his friend, 
L udw ig  the Germ an, ask ing  him for suitable teachers of 
C hristian ity .3

T he pope, who saw  in B oris’ request an opportun ity  to 
offset the loss of te rrito ries of which E m peror Leo I I I  had  
deprived the R om an See, joyfully  expressed his satisfaction 
w ith  the action of the sagacious Boris. H e detained the 
em bassy until he had tim e to  prepare replies to the ques
tions. By the m iddle of Novem ber, 866, the delegation was 
ready to re turn . N icholas sent w ith  them  tw o able legates, 
bishops Form osus of P o rto  and Paul of Populonia, w ho 
carried  papal g ifts and sacred vessels as well as books and 
the Responses4 in w hich in one hundred  and six paragraphs
the questions of Boris were answ ered w ith  rem arkable 
re s tra in t and insight. In  respect to the chief request of 
Boris— the estab lishm ent of an independent p a tria rch a te— 
the pope replied th a t it could not be g ran ted  im m ediately, 
bu t th a t he w ould be guided by the report of his legates as 
to the  s tren g th  of C hristian ity  in Bulgaria. In  the  m ean
time, he prom ised Boris one bishop w hose rank  w ould be

2. Photios, Epistolae, in Migne, PG., CII, col. 628-696.
3. M G S., Scriptorum  tom. I, Annales Fuldenses, p. 379.
4. Responsa Nicolae papae I ad consulta Bulgarorum, Migne. PL, CXIX, col. 

978-1016. (Dated Nov. 13, 866).
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raised to th a t of an archbishop as soon as the  dioceses would 
grow  sufficiently large to require the  services of m ore than  
one bishop. T hereupon, the  first archbishop w ould be o r
dained by the pope, bu t the succeeding archbishops could 
receive the ir o rd ination  a t home, provided they  w ould se
cure papal pallium  before assum ing the ir office.

T he papal legates w ere received by Boris w ith  g rea t 
honor and he prom ptly  subm itted  to  the ir d irection; Greek 
clergy were obliged to leave the country , their places being 
taken  by L atin  priests. T hese la tte r  showed no g rea t con
sideration for the  w ork of their eastern  colleagues: they  
proceeded to  reconfirm  the B ulgarian  C hristians on the 
g round  th a t the sacram ent of confirm ation adm inistered in 
accordance w ith  the Greek rite  was not valid. T hey  also 
reordained the priests who had rem ained in the country. Be
sides, they  opposed fasting  on Saturdays, ordered fasting  
on the first Sunday in Lent, in troduced  the Filioque clause 
in to  the Creed, and denounced m arried  clergy.5 T hu s if 
P ho tius had condem ned the L atin  usages as heretical, the 
R om an clergy were not a t all re ticen t about expressing their 
abhorrence of the  Greek local custom s. Needless to say th a t 
activ ity  of th is so rt was highly  confusing to  the new ly-con
verted  B ulgarians. M oreover, the L atin  language w ith  
which the poor B ulgarians were quite unfam iliar replaced 
the equally unintelligible Greek in church service.6

Soon afte r the arrival of the L atin  m ission, Bishop 
H erm anrich  of P assau  w ith  a retinue of priests and deacons 
arrived in B ulgaria, having  been sent there  by L udw ig  the 
Germ an. T hey  b rough t some service books, vestm ents, and 
o ther ritual paraphernalia  as a g ift from  their royal m aster. 
B ut since the papal legates were a lready in possession of 
the field, the G erm an m ission left the g ifts and returned  
home.

T he Responses of Pope N icholas to the  anxious ques
tions subm itted  to him  by the B ulgarian  khan-neophyte 
were m ilder and less exacting  than  the instructions p re
viously sent him  by Photius. T he pope eased the rigo r of the 
fasts im posed by the Greeks, a lthough  it is puzzling w hy he 
forbade the royal convert any  food before nine o’clock in

5. MGH., Scriptorum  tom. I, Annales Fuldenses, p. 380.
6. Boris ’ praises were sung loudly by the Latins that he became a popular hero 

in the West. M G H S cr ip to res, I. Begionis Chronicon, p. 580.
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the m orn ing ; he set B oris’ m ind a t rest in regard  to the 
legitim acy of w earing  or not w earing  trousers, a lthough  he 
upheld the Greek com m and of rem oval of the tu rban  in 
churches. H e inform ed the khan  th a t the B ulgarian  custom  
of eating  ap art from  his fam ily was bad m anners a lthough  
no t a sin. H e ordered a s tric t observance of the r ig h t of 
sanc tuary  asylum  in cases of transg resso rs  of the  law, and 
roundly  condem ned polygam y. B ut above all, he stressed 
the u tte r  hideousness of apostacy, and exhorted  the Bul
garian  khan to punish it m ercilessly.

A lthough g rea tly  pleased w ith  the zealous m issionary 
w ork of the R om an legates, Boris na tu ra lly  hoped th a t they  
w ould report favorably reg ard ing  his request upon the ir 
re tu rn  to Rome, so th a t he could expect the  appoin tm ent 
of the prom ised archbishop soon. Hence, tow ard  the end 
of 867 he sent a delegation to Rom e w ith  the request th a t 
Bishop Form osus, w hose tac t and vigor g rea tly  pleased 
him, be appointed archbishop of the B ulgarian  church. T h a t 
Form osus was actually  a m an of unusual ability  and am bi
tion m ay be judged from  the fact th a t he la ter (891) be
came pope; L iudprand  tells a gruesom e sto ry  of the tre a t
m ent accorded his exhum ed corpse by his spiteful successor, 
Pope Sergius.7 B ut N icholas w ould not be com m anded: 
he categorically  refused B oris’ request on the g round th a t 
Form osus could not be spared from  his own see. I t  m ay be 
said in passing th a t Pope N icholas consisten tly  adhered to 
the policy of enforcing the canon forbidding rem oval of 
bishops from  one see to  another. B ut it is possible th a t 
Form osus, w hose ha tred  of the Greeks orig inally  recom 
m ended him for the  B ulgarian  mission, came to be d is tru s t
ed a t the  papal curia. T he pope m ay have feared th a t the  
am bitious bishop, if placed a t the  head of the B ulgarian  
church, m igh t aspire to m ake him self w holly independent 
of the R om an see. In  fact, Boris was said to have pledged 
him self to fu rth e r F orm osus’ candidacy a t all odds, w hich 
m ay have seemed suspicious to the pope. H ence, deciding 
upon a general reassignm ent of posts, N icholas sent to B ul
garia  a sm all num ber of priests, placing at their head bishops 
Dom inic of T reviso  and Grim oald of Polim arti. Form osus 
and Dom inic were ordered to go on to C onstantinople, while 
Paul and G rim oald were to adm inister the B ulgarian  church

7. Liudprand, Works, tr. by F. A. Wright, New York, 1930, Tit-for-Tat, p. 52-53.



THE CONVERSION OF BORIS 41

till a perm anent archbishop should be appointed. These 
instructions were actually  carried  out a fte r N icholas’ death  
(Nov. 13, 867) during  the pontificate of his successor, Pope 
H adrian  I I  (867-72).

N icholas adopted this h igh-handed policy tow ard  B ul
garia  because he no longer needed to fear the m achinations 
of Photius. F o r a fte r the assassination  of E m peror 
M ichael I I I  by Basil the M acedonian (867-886), who had 
risen from  the hum ble post of stab le-m aster to th a t of co
em peror and had, a fte r his bloody deed, been proclaim ed the 
sole em peror, P ho tius was deposed. T he new em peror was 
prom pted  to take th is m easure by his dislike of Photius, 
abhorring  “the knavery  of this sage,” as well as by his de
sire to w in the good-will of the W est. T hereupon the ex
patria rch  Ig n a tiu s  was restored  to the patriarchal throne. 
Basil then  w rote  a conciliatory  le tte r to  N icholas, request
ing  him  to send his legates to a council called to compose 
the late  differences betw een the tw o patriarchates. Con
sequently, the pope did no t feel the  necessity of an indu lgen t 
policy tow ard  B ulgaria ; hence his au tocratic  action.

Bishop Form osus being a persona non grata w ith  Pope 
H adrian , the la tte r adopted his predecessor’s policy reg a rd 
ing  B ulgaria  as his own. In  lieu of Form osus, Boris was 
offered the choice of a candidate from  am ong the L atin  
clergy dispatched to Bulgaria. A lthough  dissatisfied w ith  
being th w arted  in his original choice, Boris, a fte r alm ost 
tw o years’ indecision, acquiesced and selected (in the sum 
m er of 869) for the d ign ity  deacon M arinus. T he la tte r had 
been sent to C onstantinople by N icholas, but was refused 
entry. Thereupon, he took refuge a t the  court of Boris. 
Being w ithou t a s ta ted  charge, he seemed to qualify adm ir
ably for the exalted  post offered him by the B ulgarian  khan. 
Hence, Boris again  dispatched, in 869, his cousin P e te r to 
Rome, requesting  the appoin tm ent of deacon M arinus as 
archbishop, unless a R om an cardinal of proper qualifications 
could be found instead. B ut even then  B oris’ w ishes were 
rudely  ignored : H adrian  appointed M arinus a delegate to 
the forthcom ing  Council a t C onstantinople, and instead of 
sub stitu tin g  a R om an cardinal for him, sent a subdeacon, 
Sylvester by nam e, to replace him .8 Boris was deeply of-

8. Anastasius Bibliothecarius, Vita Adriani, pp. 1393-6; Jaffé, P: Begesta,
I  p. 372.
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fended and sent Sylvester ignom iniously back to Rome, a t 
the sam e tim e requesting, apparen tly  in no gentle  m anner 
(■importunissime, A nastasius the L ib rarian  calls it) , the ap
poin tm ent of his original nominee, Bishop Form osus.9 Once 
m ore the pope refused, to com ply w ith  the w ishes of the 
im perious B ulgarian  khan, and Boris in d isgust dropped the  
parley. A ccording to A nastasius, the d isagreem ent over 
the appoin tm ent of the  archbishop w as the sole reason w hy 
B ulgaria  u ltim ate ly  tu rned  aw ay from  Rome and subm itted  
to  C onstantinople. E ssen tially  an opportun ist in his ec
clesiastical policy, Boris was determ ined to p lay  Rome 
against C onstantinople and vice versa, in accordance w ith  
the chance of the best bargain  to be secured from  either. 
F rom  the political point of view, there  is no doubt th a t Boris 
w ould have preferred  to see his church in com m union w ith 
the W est, w hich th rea tened  less danger of subjugation. But 
the pope’s in transigence blocked the way. H ence w hen 
C onstantinople, g rea tly  chagrined by B oris’ negotiations 
w ith  Rome, showed itself am enable to his aspirations, he 
once more, and this tim e of his own will, tu rned  to  it.

T he new em peror, Basil I, pu t fo rth  m uch effort to 
induce Boris to re tu rn  to  the C onstan tinopolitan  ecclesias
tical jurisdiction. In d ig n an t a t the fractious a ttitu d e  of 
Rome, Boris decided to try  his luck w ith  the new  em peror 
and  the  restored  Ecum enical P a tria rch  Ignatius. T he 
Council of 869 w hich called itself the E ig h th  Ecum enical, 
had been assem bled in an  a ttem p t to restore am icable re la
tions betw een the see of C onstantinople and Rome, which 
had been severed on account of the P h o tian  schism. Basil 
prevailed upon Boris to subm it the question of the  proper 
jurisd iction  over the B ulgarian  church to th is Council. A f
te r having  consulted an assem bly about the advisability  of 
the m easure, Boris accepted the inv ita tion  and sent a dele
gation  to the  Council w hich arrived in C onstantinople th ree 
days afte r it had been form ally closed on F eb ruary  28, 870. 
T hereupon  the em peror reassem bled the Council, and sub
m itted  to it the question of the B ulgarian  jurisdiction. T he 
answ er could of course be easily foreseen: since the E as te rn 
ers had the m ajority , a decision adverse to Rom e was a fore
gone conclusion. A few days a fte r the  arrival of the  Bul
garian  ,delegation and in spite of the vehem ent p ro test of

9. Jaffé, op. cit., I. No. 2925, p. 372.
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the papal legates, the Council decreed th a t the  B ulgarian  
church fell properly  w ith in  the jurisd iction  of the ecum eni
cal pa triarchate . T hereupon, it in structed  P a tria rch  
Ig na tiu s to ordain an archbishop for Bulgaria, to whom  
were to be g ran ted  extensive pow ers of autonom y. T he 
B ulgarian  archbishop, though subject to  the patriarch , held 
a rank  nex t to his own.

T he new ly resto red  P a tria rch  Ig n a tiu s  im m ediately, 
on M arch 4, ordained to the  office Bishop Joseph, a B ulgar 
by birth , apparen tly  B oris’ nominee, and dispatched him 
w ith ten bishops and a large retinue of Greek clergy to his 
new field. U pon his arrival, Bishop G rim oald and the L a tin  
clergy left peaceably and abandoned the field to the ir Greek 
rivals. Once m ore was the Greek litu rg y  in troduced in to  
the church of B ulgaria, and as could be expected, Greek 
culture and com m erce soon followed in the wake of the  m is
sionary w ork. Churches w ere erected in Greek style by 
Greek arch itects and artisans. T he Greek language became 
fashionable am ong the ru ling  classes, and the nobles soon 
saw  the w isdom  of sending the ir sons to C onstantinople 
for education. Boris him self gave im petus to this custom  
by sending his younger son, Simeon, to the fam ous court 
school of the  M agnaura  palace, th a t he m ight there prepare 
him self for leadership of the B ulgarian  church, a career for 
which he had been destined by his father. T hus the action 
of the Council of 869-70 had a far reaching  effect: it definite
ly determ ined the character of the B ulgarian  C hristian ity , 
and w ith  it the cultural and p artly  even the political h isto ry  
of Bulgaria. T he strugg le  w aged betw een C onstantinople 
and Rom e for the last six years was perm anently  decided 
in favor of the  form er.

U pon learn ing  of the  sta te  of affairs, the  pope n a tu ra lly  
strove to regain  his lost jurisdiction. In  871 Pope H adrian  
w rote to the em peror as well as to the  old P a tria rch  
Ignatius, rem o n stra tin g  especially w ith  the la tte r  w hose 
g ra titude  to Rom e for her valian t cham pionship of his cause 
against P ho tius should have prevented such “treachery .” 
B ut his exertions bore no fruit. H ad rian ’s successor, Pope 
John V I I I  (872-82), prom ised the R om an clergy a t the tim e 
of his election to be true  to the  m asterfu l policy of Nicholas 
I. H e a t first w rote  to Boris, th rea ten in g  him, the p a tri
arch, and the Greek clergy w ith  excom m unication, “ th a t

4



44 BULGARIAN CHRISTIANITY AFTER

they m ay thus join the D evil”10 unless B ulgaria  be restored  
to papal obedience. W hen  this vehem ent exho rta tion  proved 
ineffective, the Pope w rote  a som ew hat less violent le tte r 
to  Boris in 875, forbidding his subjects as well as him self to 
receive the sacram ents a t the hands of Greek priests on pain 
of being declared schism atics.11 A t the sam e tim e, John  
w ro te  to E m peror Basil, c iting  P a tria rch  Ig n a tiu s  to Rome 
for a tria l.12 A gain, the  thunders passed unheeded except 
th a t Boris sent an em bassy to Rom e to present his com pli
m ents to the pope. T hree  years la te r (878) John  sent tw o 
legates, bishops E ugene and Paul to C onstantinople, in 
s tru c tin g  them  to deliver en route four le tte rs a t the court of 
P lisk a : one, addressed to the Greek h ierarchy  and clergy of 
“ the Illy rian  provinces” o rdering  them  categorically  to 
leave B ulgaria  w ith in  th ir ty  days, on the ground th a t 
Illyricum  belonged to Rom e.13 T he second, a very concilia
to ry  epistle, was addressed to Boris, exhorting  the khan to 
abandon C onstantinople.14 T he rem ain ing  tw o were ad 
dressed to the cousin of the khan, P eter, and to ano ther B ul
garian  noble, probably B oris’ b ro th e r; the pope fervently  
besought them  to use the ir influence w ith  the khan to in
duce his re tu rn  to R om an obedience.15 T he legates then  
proceeded to C onstantinople to deliver a le tte r to Ignatius, 
o rdering  him on pain of deprivation of his office to recall his 
clergy from  B ulgaria  w ith in  th ir ty  days,16 and ano ther one 
to  Basil, requ iring  him to aid in execution of the order. B ut 
Ig n a tiu s had died before the le tte r reached him  (O ct. 23, 
877), and Photius, who had thereupon resum ed the p a tria r
chal throne, paid no a tten tio n  to it.

All these a ttem p ts  failed ignom iniously, a lthough  Pope 
John  w rote  still o ther le tters in 879.17 A nd yet John was 
to  have an o ther chance to regain  B ulgaria. Photius, in 
order to secure the full support of E m peror Basil, th o u g h t 
it politic to seek Pope Jo h n ’s approval of his assum ption of 
the patriarchal office. T he Pope saw  in it his opportun ity  
to  secure by barga in ing  w hat he had failed to get by th rea ts

3 0. Johannes V III Papa, Fragmenta, Ep. 7. p. 277.
11. Ib id ., Ep. 37, p. 294-5.
32. Ibid., Ep. 40, p. 296.
13. Ibid., pp. 62-67.
14. Ibid., pp. 58-60.
15. Ibid., pp. 61-62-66.
16. Jaffé, P., Fegesta, I, No. 3133, p. 397.
17. Jaffé, P., op. cit., I, No. 3246, p. 408; No. 3261 p. 410; No. 3265.



THE CONVERSION OF BORIS 45

and blandishm ents. H e was w illing to acknow ledge P ho tius 
providing th a t B ulgaria  be re tu rned  to  his jurisdiction.

T he  Council of 879 w hich was to  b ring  about a satis
factory  a rrangem en t betw een the tw o parties m et in Con
stantinople, and in the  absence of the em peror, rendered 
com pletely apathetic  to all public concerns by the death  of 
his son, C onstantine, was dom inated by Photius. By none 
too scrupulous m eans the la tte r succeeded in hoodw inking 
the papal legates into an approval of m easures w hich they  
w ould have never dream ed of approving  had they  under
stood them  properly. W hen  it came to  the crucial question 
of the re tu rn  of the B ulgarian  church to the  papal jurisd ic
tion, the  m a tte r was adro itly  referred  to the em peror for 
decision. T o  the u tte r  aston ishm ent of the legates, he de
cided in favor of Rome. H ard ly  able to  believe th e ir good 
fortune, and of course w illing  then to concede to P ho tius 
the coveted papal approval, the  legates hastened hom e w ith  
the good news. John  was overjoyed. H e w rote  a num ber 
of lyrically jub ilan t le tte rs  to  Boris du ring  880 and 882,18 to 
m ost of which no reply was re turned , a lthough  Boris had 
sent a noble, Fun ticus by nam e, to Rome to deliver to John  
the laconic assurance th a t all was well. A t last Bishop 
M arinus, who had learned the real sta te  of affairs while on 
an em bassy in C onstantinople, enlightened the puzzled John. 
T he  tru th  of the  m atte r was th a t the  Council of 879 had 
m errily  given aw ay a bride who had no desire to m arry  the 
offered bridegroom — and P hotius knew  it. T he B ulgarian  
church no longer had any  desire to  cut her connection w ith  
C onstantinople, and there  was no w ay of com pelling her. 
T he in furiated  pope deposed the tw o legates who had per
m itted  them selves to  be so grossly duped, but th a t did not 
bring  B ulgaria  back. I t  was never to come back. T he re
newed excom m unication of P ho tius availed no th ing  in th is 
m atter, either. T he  pride of N icholas and H adrian  w hich 
had  led them  to refuse Boris bishops Form osus or M arinus 
was punished by the loss of papal hegem ony in the B alkan 
peninsula.

A lthough  Boris gained one of the objectives of his 
ecclesiastical policy, viz., the autocephaly  of the B ulgarian  
church, yet his was a church w hose leaders were foreign to 
the  g rea t m ass of his people, and as such it could never be-

18. MOK., Epistolarum  tom. VII, Iohannis V III Epistolae, 298, 308.
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come a tho rough ly  national institu tion . Such a church m ust 
speak the language of the  people. B ut the idea of providing 
a Slavic litu rgy  and Slavic priesthood for Slavic people was 
no longer novel. T he  tw o T hessalonian  b ro thers, Cyril and 
M ethodius, who had been w ork ing  in the  G reater M oravia 
since 863, had tran sla ted  the g rea te r p a rt of the Scrip tures 
and the litu rg ical books into Slavic and had in troduced 
th a t language into the church service and had tra ined  a de
voted band of Slavic disciples. A rchbishop M ethodius 
m ade a visit to  C onstantinople in 881-82; w hether or not 
a t the tim e he visited B oris’ court on his re tu rn  from  Con
stan tinop le— as Z latarsky  suggests19— does not m atter. 
Boris had good m eans of learn ing  of the w ork of M ethodius 
irrespective of any personal contact w ith  the g rea t M oravian 
archbishop. T h is w ork natu ra lly  suggested  to  him  the idea 
of in troducing  into his own country  the Slavic litu rgy  and 
the Slavic priesthood, and thus tho rough ly  nationalizing  
the church of his realm.

W hen  A rchbishop M ethodius died a t V elehrad  in M o
ravia on A pril 6, 885, his grandiose plan of estab lish ing  an 
extensive Slavic archdiocese on the fringe of Greek and 
L atin  pa tria rchates  collapsed com pletely. Papal opposition 
to the Slavic liturgy, combined with a fierce hatred of M eth
odius’ designs on the p a rt of the G erm an p a rty  in M oravia 
led by the L atin iz ing  bishop of N itra , W iching , w ho had 
even resorted  to dow nrigh t forgery , com passed the dow n
fall of the Slavic litu rgy  in central Europe. B ut this defeat in 
tu rn  led to the m ost im portan t event as far as the  form a
tion of the character of the B ulgarian  C hristian ity  was con
cerned, nam ely, to the  expulsion of the disciples of M eth
odius from  M oravia by order of P rince Svatopluk, and the ir 
eager reception on the part of Boris.

T he leader of the Slavonic p a rty  in M oravia, Gorazd, 
w hom  M ethodius had designated as his successor, as well 
as o ther prom inent men like Clem ent, N ahum , A ngelarus, 
L aurentius, and Sabbas, to ge ther w ith  the ir disciples, had 
been im prisoned and some tim e la te r were sentenced to 
perpetual exile. T hey  were accom panied by soldiers to the 
Danube, and there  left to the ir own devices. T he less 
prom inent m em bers of the group were sold into slavery to 
V enice as heretics. C rossing the Danube, the exiled band

19. Zlatarsky, op. cit., 12, p. 219.
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found a m ost cordial reception by the B ulgarian  governor 
of B elgrade, T a rk an  Boris. T his m an obviously knew of 
K han B oris’ wish to secure Slavic priests, for he quickly 
dispatched them  to the k h an ’s court a t Pliska. T hey  were 
received w ith  g rea t honor by Boris, for they  fitted in ex
cellently w ith  his p rogram  of nationalizing  the B ulgarian  
church. L a te r o ther Slavic priests, w ho had been sold to 
V enice as slaves, w ere redeem ed by a represen tative of 
E m peror Basil sent to th a t city  on some business. T hey  
were quickly d ispatched to  C onstantinople w here they  w ere 
gladly received by Basil, who provided some w ith  benefices 
and la ter sent them  into  B ulgaria .20 T he  B ulgarian  church 
to this day reveres the m em ory of the  “holy seven,” m em 
bers of these sain tly  bands of Slavic m issionaries. In  the ir 
newly found home, they  continued the w ork begun by Cyril 
and M ethodius in M oravia, and thus became the o rgan 
izers of the Slavic B ulgarian  church and creators of a g rea t 
deal of Slavic lite ra tu re . I t  is due to  them  th a t the  young 
B ulgarian  church exerted  a profound and creative influence 
upon all the rest of the  Slavic O rthodox  national churches 
w hen they  came to be organized, for it furnished them  w ith  
priests capable of conducting  the services in Slavic and 
provided them  w ith  ready-m ade liturgical and devotional 
books. T hus Church Slavonic became the liturgical lan
guage of all Slavic O rthodox  churches.

Among the protagonists of the Slavic culture the great
est fame was achieved by C lem ent who la te r came to be 
know n as of O hrid. Boris chose him as the  chief in strum ent 
of his ecclesiastical policy. T he  problem  which Boris faced 
was no t a negligible one: he w ished to in troduce Slavic 
litu rgy  in to  his church and u ltim ate ly  to displace the Greek 
h ierarchy  and clergy by native priesthood. H ow  could this 
be done in the  face of opposition w hich such a program  
would necessarily arouse on the p a rt of the actual Greek 
holders of ecclesiastical pow er in B ulgaria?  Even suppos
ing th a t E m peror Basil and P a tria rch  P ho tius w ere for the 
present favorable tow ard  the Slavic m issionary  w ork, would 
no t their a ttitu d e  change as soon as the  suprem acy of the 
Greek clergy w ould be seriously endangered? M oreover,

20. This story is found in the recently discovered Life of Naum; cf. Ivanov, J.; 
B ’lgarslci starini iz MaTcedoniya, Sofia, 1908, p. 51-58. I  have not been able to 
verify it.
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even though  the Slavic population received C hristian ity  
gladly, the rem ain ing  B ulgarian  elem ent, especially the, 
nobles, were not show ing m uch enthusiasm  for it. W ould 
they  be likely to receive it m ore readily  a t the hands of 
Slavic m issionaries? C ertain ly  not. U nless they  w ere over
aw ed by the cu lture and prestige of the B yzantine Em pire, 
there  was not m uch hope th a t C hristian ity  w ould m ake 
speedy headw ay am ong them.

Boris solved his problem  as befitted the s tatesm an  he 
w a s : he retained  the Greek clergy at the court, but on the 
o ther hand he founded a center of Slavic culture a t the m on
aste ry  of St. P an teleim on near P reslav  by se ttlin g  some of 
the Slavic m onks there, while the  rem ain ing  Slavic m ission
aries, under the leadership of Clem ent, he sent to evangelize 
the  ou tly ing  M acedonian provinces p redom inantly  settled  by 
Slavs (886). I t  is possible th a t C lem ent’s field of labor was 
near his own birthplace, for he appears to have been a 
B yzantine Slav. T he districts selected for C lem ent’s m is
sionary  w ork were located in the southw est region of M ace
donia and were know n as K utm ichevitsa and Devol. T o  
ensure full cooperation of the  civil au thorities of the region, 
Boris recalled the B ulgarian  governor of the place and sent 
an official— probably a Slav— D om eta by nam e, to  adm in
ister it in cooperation w ith  Clem ent. In  fact the la tte r  seems 
to have acted as the superior of the form er. C lem ent was 
g ran ted  several places of residence: th ree in the d istric t of 
Devol, w here under his leadership a Slavic school for the 
tra in in g  of priests and other clerics was established, and 
houses a t O hrid and G lavenitsa. A t the Devol tra in ing  
school, C lem ent hoped to tra in  in tim e a sufficient num ber 
of Slavic clergy to  enable Boris to displace the entire Greek 
h ierarchy  and clergy. D uring  the seven years of C lem ent’s 
headship of the  Slavic school in Devol it is said th a t 3,500 
pupils received the ir education there, and  were then or
dained as readers, singers, deacons, and priests and sent to 
the ir posts to carry  on Slavic work. T hey  w ere sent in 
large groups in to  tw elve regions of the province, but ex
tended their w ork even am ong the neighboring  Serbian 
population. I t  was in this m anner th a t the ideas and w ork 
of the g rea t Slavic apostles of M oravia found abundan t 
fru ition  in B ulgaria  as well as in Serbia.

Besides his p reaching  and teach ing  activ ity , C lem ent
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produced njany translations from  Greek. L a te r he was ap
pointed bishop of the dual see of D ebritsa and Belitsa, n o rth 
w est of Prilep, his place a t the head of the Devol school be
ing  taken  by N ahum  who had h ith e rto  been presid ing  over 
the  m onastery  of St. P anteleim on.21 C lem ent thus became 
the first Slavic bishop of B ulgaria.

M any of the disciples of M ethodius who, having  been 
redeem ed from  slavery by E m peror Basil, were dispatched 
to B ulgaria  a t the tim e when B oris’ youngest son, Simeon, 
was re tu rn in g  home from  his studies a t the C onstanti- 
nopolitan  palace school of M agnaura, w ere settled  a t the 
new ly founded m onastery  of St. Panteleim on a t the m outh  
of the river T icha, near Preslav. Sim eon him self became a 
m onk there and the com m unity developed into a veritable 
center of Slavic learn ing  and of lite ra ry  culture. Boris, who 
fondly cherished the scheme of unification of his nation 
th rough  the establishm ent of a national Slavic church, fol
low ing the exam ple of m any devoutly C hristian  rulers, de
cided to lay down his rule and give the rem ain ing  years of 
his life to the fu rtherance of his ecclesiastical project. In 
889 he resigned his throne, a fter th irty-seven  years of reign, 
and assum ing the m onastic habit, joined his beloved com 
m unity  of St. Panteleim on. He gave him self there to the 
task of fu rth erin g  the production of Slavic lite ra tu re  and 
to o rganizing  of like activ ity  on the pa rt of others. H is 
vo lun tary  abdication of power bears w itness to the depth 
of his devotion to  the religion he had adopted.

H is oldest son, V ladim ir (889-93), who ascended the 
throne a fte r B oris’ abdication, did no t prove to be a w orthy  
ruler. H e associated him self w ith  the reactionary  p arty  of 
nobles who w ished to overthrow  the policies of Boris and 
to  restore  the  hegem ony of the B ulgarian  pagan elem ent. 
T his p a rty  consisted of a group of B ulgarian  nobles who w ish
ed to subvert the  centralizing  tendency of B oris’ policy and 
to regain  the ir ancient prerogatives. V ladim ir began a per
secution of the church, especially of the clergy, and had 
A rchbishop Joseph either im prisoned or possibly even put 
to death. M oreover, he was a w eak character, spending his 
tim e in hu n tin g  and revelry. As for his political orientation, 
the new ru ler was inclined to favor the advances of the

21. Nahum founded a monastery near Ohrid on the lake Prespa, where he died 
in 910.
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G erm an K ing A rnulf (887-99) who tried  to w in him  for an 
alliance. Such a course w ould have necessarily  led to a 
break w ith  the B yzantine sta te  and to an overthrow  of the 
ex isting  ecclesiastical arrangem ents.

Seeing his entire  life-w ork in danger, Boris, supported  
by his son Simeon and a p a rty  of nobles still faithful to 
him, left the m onastery  and drew  the sw ord against V lad i
mir. H e succeeded in deth ron ing  him ; thereupon he had 
the  unw orthy  son blinded and im prisoned (893). T hus 
the second forcible a ttem p t to subvert B oris’ C hristian iz
ing  and pro-Slavic policy was fru stra ted .

T he same au tum n Boris called toge ther a council to 
P reslav  com prising “the whole tsardom ” (convocato 
regno), which selected a t his b idding as the tsa r in place of 
V ladim ir his th ird  son, the  m onk Simeon, who was then 
about th ir ty  years of age. T his assem bly also effected the 
reform s for which Boris had striven  th ro u g h o u t his re ign : 
it approved the Slavic as the official language of the sta te  
and the church, and substitu ted  the new ly transla ted  
liturgical and Biblical books for the Greek. Boris regarded  
it as h ighly  im portan t for the unification of the  nation th a t 
one language should be spoken by all his subjects, Slav and 
B ulgar alike. I t  is probable th a t the  vacancy in the arch- 
ipiscopal see offered a good opportun ity  to effect a funda
m ental change of such m agnitude. M oreover, the capital 
was now transferred  from  Pliska, w here the pagan associ
ations were too deeply rooted, to the g rea t center of Slavic 
m issionary  and lite ra ry  work, Preslav. T he residence of 
the archbishop was likewise transferred  there. Thereupon, 
seeing the dream  of his lifetim e well on the w ay to reali
zation, Boris re tu rned  to his m onastery  w here he died in 
907.

Sim eon’s reign (893-927) represents the fru ition  of the 
ideas and policies of his father, and opened the g rea tes t 
epoch in B ulgarian  history. T he efforts of Boris to m ake his 
coun try  an independent national and ecclesiastical un it and 
to secure for it the riches of the B yzantine cu lture  in the 
language of his own people were gloriously realized by 
Simeon. H is reign was surnam ed “the golden age of Bul
garia ,” and “the golden epoch of the  B ulgarian  lite ra tu re .” 
H e him self is know n to h isto ry  as Sim eon the G reat— a title
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which he bears w ith relatively  b e tte r justification than  m any 
o ther ru lers sim ilarly honored.

E ducated  at the  palace school of M agnaura, Sim eon 
became im bued w ith  the best which B yzantine culture 
could afford. Greeks them selves, in their adm iration  for 
Sim eon’s learning, flattered  him by regard ing  him as “half 
a G reek.”22

Politically , Sim eon m ade his coun try  the dom inant 
force in the Balkans, w resting  the hegem ony from  the then 
decadent B yzantine Em pire. A w ar soon broke out betw een 
B ulgaria  and the E m pire provoked by a dispute over ex
to rtionate  duties levied on B ulgarian  traders  by the 
Greek holders of the trade  m onopoly. Simeon defeated the 
im perial forces and concluded w ith  E m peror Leo V I an 
advantageous peace trea ty . B ut w hen after Leo’s death  
(912) the  tre a ty  was d isregarded by the regent, the  drunken 
and dissolute A lexander, Sim eon once m ore took up arm s 
against the Em pire, and b rought his arm ies to the very 
walls of C onstantinople (913), ju st a cen tu ry  after his grim  
ancestor, the  terrib le  K han K rum , had sim ilarly pu t the  fear 
of God in to  the hearts  of the h au g h ty  inhab itan ts of the 
capital. B ut A lexander had opportunely  died in the m ean
tim e (June  6, 913) and the regency passed into the hands of 
the fearless old P a tria rch  N icholas M ysticus. T his rem ark
able m an, who had defied Em peror Leo the W ise in the m a t
te r of his fourth  m arriage and had suffered exile in conse
quence of it, had exerted  him self to the u tm ost to avert 
S im eon’s siege, and in his capacity  of ecumenical pa triarch  
had w ritten  his “beloved son” a long series of pa thetically  
pleading le tte rs  in w hich he tried  to induce him  to  keep peace 
w ith  the E m pire.23 B ut Sim eon was no longer to be dissuad
ed from  his purpose. In  the face of the overw helm ing pow er 
of the B ulgarian  arm y, P a tria rch  N icholas could do n o th 
ing  but conclude a tre a ty  of peace w ith  Simeon. By its 
term s, the boy-em peror, C onstantine V II  P orphyrogen itus, 
was to  m arry  one of S im eon’s daughters, thus giving Sim eon 
the influential position of a father-in-law  of the B yzantine 
em peror. T h is was to be a stepping stone to the assum ption 
of the im perial purple. B ut the p a tria rch ’s regency was

22. Liudprand, op. cit., Antapodosis, Book III, ch. 29.
23. Nicholas Mystieus, Epistolae, V-X, Migne, PG., vol. CXI, col. 45-83.
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overthrow n in O ctober of the same year by the m achinations 
of the partisans of the shrew d and am bitious Zoé, Con
s tan tin e ’s m other, who repudiated  the prom ise of m arriage 
on behalf of her son. Sim eon prom ptly  responded w ith  a 
new w ar, in which the im perial leader, N icephorus Phocas, 
suffered such a decisive defeat (917) in the battle  of A nchialus 
th a t the im perial forces were u tte rly  annihilated. T he  bones 
of the slain could be seen on the battle-field in large heaps 
half a cen tury  later. T his ended the contest betw een the 
m igh ty  B ulgarian  ru ler and the E m pire: henceforth  Bul
garia  was unquestionably  the m igh tiest pow er in the Bal
kans.

Sim eon once m ore dem anded the fulfilm ent of the 
m arriage  trea ty  betw een C onstantine and his daughter. 
Zoé refused. T he in trigues am ong various rivals for the  
th rone became so rife th a t had Sim eon a ttacked  C onstan
tinople during  918, he m ight have seized the th rone  for him 
self. B ut he became entangled in a w ar w ith  the Serbians 
and m issed his opportunity . F o r by a new revolution in 
C onstantinople, D rungarius (A dm iral) R om anus Lecapen- 
us seized sole regency (in M arch, 919) and m arried  his 
daugh ter H elena to the  young em peror. By the tim e the 
year was out, R om anus forestalled  the plans of Sim eon by 
assum ing the im perial title  himself. Balked of his am bition 
to dom inate the  im perial politics, Sim eon decided to m ake 
him self an em peror in his own name. A ccording to 
Z latarsky ,24 he had assum ed the title  of “the tsa r and au to 
cra t of all B u lgarians” as early as 915, but did not have him 
self crow ned as such till 918. T he reason for the delay is 
to be found in the fact th a t Simeon, in accordance w ith  the 
generally  accepted notions of the time, regarded  it legally 
absolutely  necessary for an em peror to be crow ned by a 
patriarch . Of course, N icholas M ysticus, pa tria rch  of C on
stantinople, would never lend him self to such treasonable 
action. T he  only o ther m ethod left was to raise the rank  
of the  archbishop of B ulgaria to th a t of patriarch . T his 
w ould inevitably produce an estrangem ent, and probably 
even a schism, betw een the B ulgarian  archdiocese and the 
p a tria rch a te  of C onstantinople— a calam ity  which the 
revered Bishop Clem ent of O hrid m ost earnestly  sought to  
avert.

24. Zlatarsky, op. tit., Is, p. 381.
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W hile  C lem ent lived, Simeon, out of consideration for 
the venerable bishop, contented him self w ith  a m ere as
sum ption of the im perial title. B ut a fte r C lem ent’s death  
(Ju ly  27, 916), and especially afte r the signal slaugh ter by 
the B ulgarians of the whole im perial arm y a t A nchialus 
(917), Sim eon hesitated  no longer.25 H av ing  called all Bul
garian  bishops to ge ther in a council, he induced them  first 
to  proclaim  the B ulgarian  church autocephalous and then  
to elect a patriarch , or m ore likely to raise the rank  of the 
ex isting  archbishop to th a t of patriarch . T he first holder 
of th a t d ignity , according to the Synodical of Tsar Boril 
(1211)26 was Leontius. T hereupon, the new patria rch  
solem nly crow ned Sim eon w ith  the im perial crow n as “ the 
tsa r and au to cra t of all B ulgarians.” Of course, the ecu
menical pa tria rch  refused to acknow ledge Leontius as 
p a tria rch  and Sim eon as em peror. T he la tte r re ta lia ted  by 
denouncing the usurpation  of E m peror R om anus and by 
carry ing  devasta ting  expeditions in to  the im perial te rrito ry . 
N evertheless, desiring  some outside recognition of his new 
title, Sim eon resum ed the policy of Boris of bargain ing  w ith 
the H oly  See. W h eth er he offered Pope John  X subm ission 
of his church to  the papal jurisdiction, is not known. A t 
any  rate, in 926, a papal legate, M adalbert, b rough t the papal 
recognition to the court a t P reslav .27

Sim eon was not only a g rea t w arrio r: during  his reign 
and  under his own fostering  care the Slavic culture and lite r
a tu re  reached a h igh degree of developm ent. T he group 
of scholars he had ga thered  about him  at the court w ere 
busily engaged in tran s la tin g  w hat was then regarded  as 
the  best in Greek lite ra tu re , also producing some original 
works. F o r this purpose they  adap ted  the Greek uncial 
le tters to  the requirem ents of the Slavic language and  w rote 
the ir w orks in the script which received the nam e of Cyrillic, 
a lthough  as a m a tte r of fact neither Cyril nor M ethodius 
ever had an y th ing  to do w ith  its adoption. T he involved

25. Runciman, op. cit., p. 173, places tlie elevation of Simeon as emperor and 
the papal recognition of the title in the year 925. But his ingenious theories (foot 
note, p. 174) are not convincing. On the whole, Zlatar sky has presented a more 
tenable theory.

26. Popruzhenko, M. Gr.: Sinodik Tsarya Borila, Sofia, 1928.
27. Runciman (p. 173, foot note 3) supports this statement by quoting Pope 

Innocent’s letter, Migne, PL, COXIY, col. 1112-13. The letter in question is really 
Kaloyan’s to the Pope, and although it mentions Peter and Samuel, does not mention 
Simeon by name but merely says “et alii qui eos in imperio praecesserunt” .
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script developed by Cyril and know n as G lagolitic, con
tinued in use by M ethodius’ disciples settled  in M acedonia 
and W este rn  Bulgaria. T hus there  developed tw o d istinct 
lite ra ry  schools in B ulgaria, the  Cyrillic and the Glagolitic. 
T he la tte r  also spread to the  D alm atian  coast and am ong 
the C roatians in general.

T he court school, supported  and directed by Simeon, 
besides p reparing  a transla tion  of the Bible and of the litu r
gical books into the ancient B ulgarian  language, produced 
translations of w orks of theological, hom iletical, legal, 
hagiographical, and historical character. Sim eon himself, 
probably before he ascended the throne, had m ade a tran s
lation of selections from  the w orks of John  C hrysostom , 
Zlatostruy, which became very popular am ong the B u lgar
ians as well as am ong o ther Slavs. Bishop C onstantine, a 
teacher a t the m onastery  of St. Panteleim on, and possibly 
the second Slavic bishop in B ulgaria, w rote  a collection of 
homilies on the gospel-lessons for the year, entitled  Didactic 
Gospels, culled largely  from  C hrysostom , Cyril of A lexan
dria, and Isidore of Palusia. H e placed an “alphabetical 
p ray e r” a t the beginning, w hich is the first a ttem p t a t Slavic 
prosody. Besides, he m ade a tran sla tio n  of some passages 
from  the w ork of A thanasius. John  the E xarch , who ap
pears to have been the vicar of the archbishop, was one of 
the  m ost active and fertile of the w riters of Sim eon’s time. 
H e headed the court school. A m ong his productions the 
first rank  is accorded to his She(H exam eron ), a de
tailed exposition of the six days of creation a fte r the w orks 
of Basil the G reat and others. T he w ork is overrun w ith  
c itations from  the F a th ers  and the classical philosophers. 
Besides, he transla ted  a p a rt of Il^yr] yvcogsooc;28 of John  of 
Damascus under the title Heaven and its Dialectic, as well 
as his Treatise of the Orthodox Faith. A monk Gregory trans
lated the Chronicle of John Malalas.

As for the G lagolitic school w hich was headed by 
Clem ent, since it was fa rth e r rem oved from  direct Greek 
influence, it tended to be characterized  by g rea te r orig inal
ity. C lem ent himself, who m ade the school a t Devol a 
center for dissem ination of cu lture and of religious zeal, 
produced some translations. M onk K hrabr, w ho belonged

28. Migne, PG., vol. 94, eol. 521-675.
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to  this school, left a trea tise  On 29 in w hich he de
fended the legitim acy of the  Slavic scrip t against the as
saults of the Greek theologians who denied its propriety , 
holding to the cu rren t theory  th a t only H ebrew , Greek, and 
L atin  le tte rs could be used in the service of the  church. 
F u rth e r adum brations of the sam e s trugg le  are clearly dis
cernible in the  Pannon ian  legend of the  a
w ork of B ulgarian  origin, w hich ascribes to Cyril in his in 
vention of the Slavic alphabet a divine inspiration, in an 
effort to prove the legitim acy of Slavic books for litu rg ical 
purposes.

In  spite of the benefits which Sim eon’s cu ltural policy 
b rough t to  B ulgaria, his p rogram  had its indubitable faults. 
Fundam entally , the G reek culture which Sim eon w ished to 
make available in the Slavic language, was too technical and 
not free from  decadent tendencies. F o r one th ing , its char
acter was predom inantly  theological; the religious w orks 
stressed so uniformly the esoteric virtues of monasticism as to 
suggest th a t no o ther kind of life could be tru ly  C hristian. 
Hence, such lite ra tu re  could appeal to a com paratively  sm all 
group in B ulgaria— the theologically-trained  m onastic 
com m unity. In  o ther w ords, it served the purposes of re
ligious recluses, but had no g rea t cultural influence upon 
the m asses. T he com m on people, even if they  could read, 
would not find the type of lite ra tu re  ex tan t well adapted to 
the ir needs. T he culture fostered by Sim eon was th e re 
fore in its very na tu re  exclusive while popular education 
was neglected.

In  th is  m anner the essentially  B yzantine cu ltural in 
fluences became dom esticated  in B ulgaria, from  w hich 
they  w ere extended, in the ir Slavic form , to the o ther Slavic 
nations w hen they in tu rn  adopted C hristian ity . T he m ost 
im portan t exam ple of such spread of B yzantine culture is 
the case of R ussia w hen V ladim ir, in his desire to  in troduce 
the Greek civilization into his country , accepted C hristian 
ity  for him self (987) and labored to  make his country  C hris
tian. B ulgarian  Slavic lite ra tu re  then  proved to be a pre
cious ready-m ade m eans by w hich the C hristian ization  and 
B yzantin ization  of R ussia were enorm ously facilitated. 
T he  sam e po ten t influence of the Slavic cu lture em anating

29. Beprinted in Vondrak, V., Cirkevnéslovanslcd chrestomatie, Brno, 1925, 
p. 135ff.
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from  B ulgaria was exercised in the  neighboring  Serbian 
territo ries, w here in the end it displaced the h ith e rto  dom 
inan t Greek influence.

T he successful realization of B oris’ and Sim eon’s policy 
of cen tralization  of the governm ental power in the ir own 
hands resu lted  in a perm anent differentiation of the social 
classes in Bulgaria. T he B ulgarian  nobility, now u tte rly  
dependent upon the  favor of the tsar, little  by little  became 
im bued w ith  the B yzantine notions of im perial pow er which 
came into B ulgaria  a long w ith C hristianity . Follow ing the 
lead of Simeon, w hose splendid palace a t P reslav  became a 
legendary  wonder, they  adopted the form s of th o u g h t pre
vailing  a t the court of C onstantinople and aped the cere
m onial and  legal a rrangem ents in vogue in the  Em pire. 
T hus arose a privileged class of nobles and a class of com
m oners. T he nation  was divided socially, and w ith in  a 
sh o rt tim e econom ically as well.

Sim eon g rea tly  widened the gulf which existed since 
the la tte r  days of Boris betw een the ru ling  nobility  and the 
m asses of the  com m on people by his reliance upon the 
nobles and the church for the realization of his grandiose 
schemes. D uring  his long w ars w ith  the Em pire, S im eon’s 
dependence upon the h igher classes became very m arked : 
they  w ere rew arded for their m ilitary  and diplom atic ser
vices by extensive g ran ts  of land, w hile the heavy costs of 
the  num erous m ilitary  expeditions w ere m et by g rea tly  in 
creased taxation  of the masses. T hus the rich grew  richer 
and the poor grew  poorer. M any free peasants became land
less p ro letarians or serfs. T he  nobility  took on m ore and 
m ore the airs and form s of the  im perial aristocracy, and 
increased the ir prerogatives a t the expense of the common 
people. T he hierarchy  followed s u i t ; they  aspired to im itate  
the pomp of the B yzantine patriarchal court and vied w ith  
the nobles for pow er in the  state.
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T he eventful reign of Simeon, te rm inated  by his death  
on M ay 27, 92 7,a t the  very m om ent w hen he was p reparing  
to deliver the B yzantine Em pire a coup de grace, was followed 
by a rap id  decline of the pow er of B ulgaria  which finally 
ended w ith  the loss of her independence. S im eon’s succes
sor, his second son P e te r (927-69), still a child, w as not a 
person forceful enough to  conserve the gains of his father. 
M oreover, a m ultip licity  of causes contributed  to the dow n
w ard  trend  of B ulgarian  fortunes. P e te r’s fa ther before his 
death  had designated his brother-in-law , George Sursubul, 
as the young  ts a r ’s regen t and chief counsellor. Sursubul 
p rom ptly  concluded a tre a ty  of peace w ith  the Greeks (927) 
which was accepted w ith  a lacrity  by R om anus Lecapenus 
because of the u tte r exhaustion  of his resources. By the 
term s of th is trea ty , E m peror R om anus acknow ledged 
P e te r’s im perial title, confirmed him in the possession of 
m ost of S im eon’s conquests, and prom ised to pay him a 
yearly  tribute. W ith  the acknow ledgm ent of P e te r’s im per
ial title  came the recognition, on the pa rt of the ecumenical 
patriarch , of the patriarchal rank of the head of the B u lgar
ian church. T he  first pa tria rch  thus acknow ledged was 
D em etrius,1 the successor of Leontius. B ut the term s of 
recognition stipulated  th a t the B ulgarian  patria rch  m ust 
not take his title  from  the  B ulgarian  capital, P reslav , but 
from  some bishopric the foundation of which w ent back to  
the  earliest tim es of Balkan C hristian ity . Hence, it w as 
finally agreed th a t the  B ulgarian  pa triarch  should be the  
m etropolitan  of S ilistria, the ancient D urostorum . H is title  
then  ra n : “ the m etropolitan  of S ilistria (D rs te r)  and 
patria rch  of all B ulgaria .” I t  seems th a t this stipu lation  
had  for its object the rem oval of the  patria rch  from  the di-

1. There is a queer confusion in Run ciman regarding this admittedly mooted 
question. He states (op. cit., p. 182) that Damian of Dristra was the first acknowl
edged patriarch of Bulgaria, and not Demetrius. In support of this assertion he 
quotes Zlatarsky. But this latter author (op. cit., 12, p. 529, footnote 3) asserts 
just the opposite, namely that Damian was the last patriarch of the period, who 
ascended the throne in 972, not 927.
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rect influence of the tsar, and thus possibly a m ore im m edi
ate  influence over th is d ign ita ry  on the part of the ecum eni
cal patriarch . F inally , these various tre a ty  provisions were 
capped by the m arriage  of T sa r P e te r  w ith  Princess M aria, 
dau g h ter of the th ird  em peror C hristophorus and the g ran d 
d au g h ter of E m peror R om anus Lecapenus. T he  young 
princess was renam ed Irene, in com m em oration of the peace 
thus concluded. T he m arriage  was a g rea t concession on 
the pa rt of the E m pire which h itherto  refused to ally itself 
by m arriage  w ith  any  “b arbarian” nation. T hus viewed 
superficially, Sursubul seemed to have gained all th a t Si
m eon in vain had fough t for th ro u g h o u t his life.

B ut the gains w ere only apparen t, not real. P e te r w as 
no t suited to his arduous task  for which he had a positive 
d istaste . H e was of a fervently  pious disposition, inclined 
by tem peram ent to  the  m onastic vocation. H e surrounded 
him self by m onastic advisers who had an overw eening in
fluence upon the conduct of s ta te  affairs. No w onder th a t 
this period is know n as “ the m onastic re ign .” M oreover, 
P e te r quickly fell under the gu id ing  influence of his Greek 
wife, the  shrew d and m asterfu l M aria-Irene. She became 
the center of a H ellenophil court coterie th ro u g h  w hich 
the will of the B yzantine em peror was carried  out. T he 
tsa ritsa  b rough t w ith  her m any Greeks in her re tinue and 
gradually  m ade the court thoroughly  B yzantine.

T he disaffection of “Sim eon’s nobles” w ith  the aban
donm ent of the  trad itiona l national policy soon flared up 
in a revolt, headed by the ts a r’s youngest b ro ther, John. 
I t  had for its object the deposition of P e te r and the eleva
tion to  the th rone  of John. B ut the  revolt was discovered 
in tim e and John  was forced to become a monk, im prisoned, 
and la te r exiled to C onstantinople. B ut some tim e later, 
E m peror R om anus perm itted  him to leave his m onastic 
prison and to m arry  an A rm enian lady.

N evertheless, the  sp irit of disaffection did not abate, 
and  in 930 a m ore serious political outbreak  occurred w hen 
the elder b ro ther of P eter, M ichael, having  left the m on
aste ry  into which he had  been forced, organized a revolt 
for the purpose of seizing the suprem e power. I t  was again  
destined to fail, for a t the very beginning  of the  uprising  
Michael had died and the movement thereupon had collapsed. 
B ut the  Serbs took advan tage  of the internecine w ars, and
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led by P rince Cheslav, w ith  the B yzantine help they  th rew  
off the  B ulgarian  overlordship and set up an independent 
political o rganization  (931). W ith  this event, the fall of 
the B ulgarian  empire was initiated.

M oreover, du ring  the decade following, B ulgaria was 
repeatedly  invaded by various nom adic hordes, as the T u r
com an M agyars who a t the beginning of the ten th  century  
had settled  in the  fertile plains of H u n g ary  and the related  
fierce P atz inaks whose seats were in the southern  steppes 
of Russia. T he nobles, detecting  the w eakness of the gov
ernm ent, proceeded to avail them selves of the opportun ity  
to extend the ir privileges a t the  ts a r ’s expense. T he  com
m on people a ttrib u ted  the m isfortunes w hich overtook Bul
garia  to the pro-B yzantine policy of the court, and w ere 
b itte r against the governm ent on account of the ir increas
ingly difficult economic situation. T he free peasants, who 
had suffered m uch m isery during  Sim eon’s w ars, regarded  
w ith  d iscontent the luxuries of the court, while they  them 
selves groaned under the burden of endless exactions. On 
the o ther hand, the landless peasan try  w ho tilled the soil of 
the nobles became thorough ly  dissatisfied w ith  the ir hard  
lot, for they were g radually  sinking to the sta tus of serfs.

U nder such unfavorable circum stances, the  governm ent 
of P e te r sought support in the  church. B ut the church 
proved a broken reed, because of the loss of prestige on the 
p a rt of the h ierarchy  and the clergy. T he ten th  cen tury  
was a tim e of general decline of m onastic life and ideals 
both  in the B yzantine Em pire and in B ulgaria, which ever 
since the establishm ent of the pa tria rchate  had zealously im 
ita ted  the pomp and vices of her C onstantinopolitan  model. 
I t  was probably because of the m unificent and lavish sup
port given the B ulgarian  m onasticism  and the church in 
general by the tsa r and the nobles th a t the ir condition, m oral
ly and spiritually , g rea tly  degenerated. P e te r is directly  
credited w ith  the founding of some tw enty-tw o m onaster
ies, am ong w hich the m agnificent establishm ent of Rila, 
“ the m other of the B ulgarian  m onasteries,” m igh t be es
pecially singled out. M any o ther m onastic establishm ents 
were founded by the court nobles. On account of the m ag
nificence of these m onasteries, B ulgaria came to be know n 
as “the second H oly M ountain .” P e te r’s beneficence ex
tended even to M ount A thos, w here the m onasteries of
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Zographou and X eropotam ou received such generous sup
port from  him th a t they came to be regarded  as B ulgarian  
foundations. T hus the church and the m onasteries became 
large land owners, and as such adopted the oppressive m ea
sures tow ard  the peasan try  exercised by the nobles. Hence 
the h igher clergy, both the h ierarchy  and the m onastic 
superiors, gave them selves to luxury  and ease, woefully 
neglecting  the ir duties and earn ing  for them selves the  hate 
and detesta tion  of the com m on people, w hose m iserable lot, 
w hether under the nobles or under the ir ecclesiastical m as
ters, g rew  increasingly m ore w retched.

T he conditions of the m onasteries and am ong the clergy 
were denounced in the strongest term s by a contem porary, 
p resby ter Cosmas, in spite of the fact th a t he was a doughty  
defender of the church and an opponent of heretical move
m ents. H e was a younger contem porary  of those “who 
saw  and knew ” John  the E xarch , a lthough  no fu rth er 
biographical details concerning him are preserved. H is only 
surviving work, Sermon against the /  affords an ex
cellent description of the contem porary  religious conditions.

In  spite of his desire to uphold the cause of the church 
against its opponents, Cosmas was constrained to adm it 
th a t the  m onastic vows were honored oftener in the breach 
than  in the ir observance: m any m onks re-entered “the 
w orld” and m arried. O thers assum ed the habit, but re 
ta ined  the ir connection w ith the world. T hey  often tu rned  
in to  w andering  vagabonds, begging  for the ir daily bread, 
and causing grave scandal by their licentious living. In  
some instances, the  m onasteries came to be used as prisons 
for m en of rank, or even of royal lineage. M any m onks 
transgressed  the rule of chastity . In  fact, the  m ore pious 
and tru ly  religious am ong the m onks left the ir m onasteries 
and re tired  into w ilderness w here they lived the life of 
herm its. T he m ost ou tstand ing  of these was Ivan  (946) 
w ho was la ter surnam ed Rilsky, because he lived in the 
w ilderness of the R ila m ountains. In  time, he became the 
pa tron  sain t of Bulgaria.

As for the h ierarchy  and the clergy, Cosmas com plains 
th a t they  were equally censurable on account of the ir aban
doned, profligate, lazy living, although  he still regards them

2. Popruzhenko, M. G., Sv. Kozm y presvitera Slovo na ereUlci, St. Peters
burg, 1907.
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as better than  the heretics: “Even if th eO rth o d o x p ries ts liv e  
in laziness, as you (i. e., Bogom ils) accuse them , they  do not 
blasphem e the Godhead. . . T hey  were indifferent tow ard  
their duties, so th a t Cosmas lays upon them  the responsibil
ity  for the anti-ecclesiastical m ovem ents. “W hence come 
the com m otions, the evil dogs, the heretical teachings? A re 
they  not caused by the laziness and the coarseness of the  
pasto rs?  W hence are the rebels and such (i. e., heretical 
preachers) as spread sin and lies? A re they  not caused by 
episcopal laxness?” As for the low er clergy, Cosmas re
peats the accusations of the Bogom ils against them  w ith 
out d irectly  denying them : “for the priests do ju s t the op
posite (i. e., to  evangelical v irtues) in all respects. T hey  get 
drunk, they  rob, and there  is none to forbid them  these evil 
practices.” Cosmas fu rth er quotes the  Bogom ils say ing : 
“T hey  (i. e. the  priests) sin secretly  and clearly live accord
ing to the flesh and not according to the  sp irit as we do”. 
To all this Cosmas seems to have n o th ing  else to reply b u t: 
“Do you not see, O heretic, th a t it is com m anded th a t we 
keep priests in honor even though  they  be w icked?”3 T he 
w orldly-m inded, venal hierarchy, im ita ting  B yzantine p rac
tices, disdained any  contact w ith  the lower clergy and the 
people, and became bureaucratic  and unapproachable. Some 
of the pro-B yzantine clerical p arty  w ent so far as to reject 
the  Slavic litu rgy  as unsuited  for liturgical purposes, and to 
extol the Greek as the only one acceptable to God.

U nder such sorry  circum stances it is no w onder th a t 
revolu tionary  m ovem ents directed both  against the church 
and the sta te  soon m ade the ir appearance. T hus early  in 
the reign of P e te r a particu larly  im portan t anti-ecclesiasti- 
cal m ovem ent arose. T h e  earliest notice of it is found in a 
le tte r w ritten  by the profligate and u tte rly  w orldly Con- 
s tan tinopo litan  patriarch , T heophylact (933-956), to T sa r 
Peter. T he patria rch  was the fourth  son of E m peror 
R om anus Lecapenus, and hence an uncle of P e te r’s wife, 
M aria-Irene. T he le tte r was found recently  in the  A m bro
sian L ib rary  in M ilan.4 I t  appears th a t P e te r had been 
g rea tly  exercised over the appearance of the m ovem ent, and 
had w ritten  tw ice to the patriarch  for instructions as to

3. Popruzhenko, op. cit., p. 16-17.
4. It is reprinted, in Bulgarian translation, in Zlatarsky, op. cit., 1%, Appendix 

11, pp. 840-45.
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how to deal w ith  it. T heophylact, w ho was a g rea t deal 
b e tte r acquainted w ith  the breed of horses and the m erits 
of different wines than  w ith  m atte rs  of theology, did not 
spend m uch tim e investigating  th e  new teaching'. T he 
sportsm an-patriarch , possibly jum ping  at hasty  conclusions, 
assured the pious tsa r th a t he knew the teach ing  of the 
group well, and pronounced it “an ancient and new ly ap
peared M anichaeism  m ixed w ith  P aulician ism ” .5 T he  pa
tria rch  seems to have been good a t guessing. Some two 
centuries previously, E m peror C onstantine V  Copronym us, 
one of the m ost energetic of the Iconoclastic em perors, after 
having  defeated the B ulgarians in T hrace, took the oppor
tu n ity  to w eaken the s tren g th  of the iconodule p a rty  by 
tran sp lan tin g  to the  depopulated regions s tro n g  colonies 
of Syrian  and A rm enian Paulicians, who in their pronounced 
dualism  were closely related  to the M anichees. Besides 
the  Paulicians, some M onophysites were likewise tran s
ported .6 T he em peror w ished to oppose these s trong ly  
iconoclastic dualists, the Paulicians, to the O rthodox  icono- 
dules, bu t they w ere also to serve as guard ians of the 
border against the wild hordes of the B ulgars. F rom  T hrace  
the zeal of the Paulicians carried the ir teach ing  w estw ard  
in to  M acedonia, w here, as G eorge H am arto los testifies, 
they  founded congregations as early as the  first half of the 
n in th  cen tury .7 T he p a tria rch ’s explanation of the new 
m ovem ent therefore possesses a good deal of verisim ilitude. 
A lthough  he now here m entioned the leaders of the new 
m ovem ent, and above all did not refer to it as Bogom ilism — 
a nam e the m ovem ent received la te r— T heophylact was not 
a t a loss how to classify the phenom enon. T o  him it was 
the  well know n ancient heresy of M anichaeism  and P au li
cianism  em erging  anew  in B ulgaria. T heophylact gave 
P e te r specific instructions how to deal w ith  the priests who 
had fallen into these errors. I t  is thus evident th a t a con
siderable num ber of O rthodox  priests had become identified 
w ith  the m ovem ent, a lthough  a t the tim e the patria rch  was 
w riting  the le tte r no one am ong them  seems to have become 
the recognized leader of it. F rom  T heophy lact’s insistence 
th a t it was “a new ly appeared heresy” it w ould seem th a t

5. Zlatarsky, op. tit., I2? p. 841.
6. Theophanes, op. tit., p. 422.
7. Georgios Hamartolos, ed. Muralt, p. 607.
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neither he nor P e te r were concerned w ith  the ancient Bul
garian  Paulician  groups as such, but th a t the m ovem ent 
which caused P e te r so m uch uneasiness was d istinct from, 
although  closely allied to them .

W hile we have no historical da ta  regard ing  the p rac ti
cal steps taken  by T sa r P e te r to suppress the m ovem ent, it 
seems logical to suppose th a t he followed the p a tria rch ’s 
advice he had so earnestly  sought and persecuted the ad
herents of the “heresy.” If th a t supposition be correct, it 
m ust have been during  this period of persecution th a t one 
person gained such preem inence as leader or reorganizer 
of the m ovem ent th a t it was ever a fte r know n by his name. 
T h a t m an was the O rthodox  B ulgarian  priest Bogomil.

O ur sources of inform ation about this rem arkable man, 
unfortunately , are extrem ely  scanty. T h a t doughty  oppon
ent of the Bogom il m ovem ent, p resby ter Cosmas, con tri
butes p ractically  all th a t is know n concerning him, and th a t 
is alm ost nil. H e tells us th a t “in the tim e of the O rthodox  
T sa r P e te r there  lived in the  B ulgarian  land a priest, Bogo
mil by nam e, who in reality  was Bogu ne /  who first be
gan  to  teach heresy in the B ulgarian  land”.9 A ccording to 
the editor of Cosm as’ Sermon against the Heretics, the R us
sian scholar Popruzhenko, Cosmas w rote betw een 977 and 
1014. Since P a tria rch  Theophylact, who died in 956, knew 
no th ing  of Bogomil, while to Cosmas he was the heresiarch 
par excellence, it follows th a t Bogom il m ust have secured 
leadership of the m ovem ent some tim e betw een the date  of 
T heophy lact’s le tte r (w hich is not know n) and the date of 
the  death  of T sa r P eter, in w hose reign Cosmas affirms 
Bogom il m ade his appearance. Hence, roughly  speaking, 
the date falls betw een 956 (o r some years earlier) and 969. 
M oreover, Bogom il m ust have died som etim e before the 
date of Cosm as’ w ritin g  (earliest 977), for th is w rite r speaks 
of him in the past tense. U nsa tisfac to ry  as this approxi
m ation is, it affords some idea of the  period during  which 
Bogom il lived. T he Synodical of Tsar Boris (1211)10 gives a 
list of B ogom il’s “apostles”— apparen tly  leaders of the 
m ovem ent in various te rrito ries— but several of them  are 
know n to have lived over a cen tury  la te r than  Bogomil.

8. This is a pun on the name of Bogomil (Theophilos), the beloved of God; 
Bogu ne mil means not beloved o f God.

9. Popruzhenko, op. cit.y p. 2.
10. Popruzhenko, M. G., Sinodik tsarya Borila, Sofia, 1928.
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T hus it would not be safe to affirm th a t the list com prises 
the nam es of his im m ediate associates or successors.

W h a t was “ the ancient and new ly-appeared” heresy 
w hich had caused the good T sa r P e te r so m uch concern 
and had stirred  Cosmas to such a pitch of denunciatory  
zeal? I t  m ust be realized, first of all, th a t no sources of 
the ir teach ing  com ing from  the m em bers of the group are 
ex tant. All th a t is know n about the ir doctrinal positions 
comes from  the ir professed opponents. Cosmas, for in 
stance, was their pronounced an tagonist. If the thesis of 
Blagoev were to  be accepted11 th a t Cosmas sim ply copied 
P e tru s  Sicilus’ History of the and o ther Greek
au thors  well know n in Bulgaria, there could be no talk  of 
teachings of the Bogomils. B ut it m ust be rem em bered 
th a t Bogom ilism  was genetically  related  to the M anichean- 
Paulician  tenets, and therefore the sim ilarity  of its teach
ing  to the form er need not necessarily  be taken  as a clear 
proof th a t a description of it has been bodily copied from 
the form er. Besides, one can no t feel certain  th a t the tenets 
ascribed to Bogomils by Cosmas were in every instance and 
!in every particu la r correctly  and unbiasedly stated . I t  
m ust, however, be conceded th a t Cosmas knew the Bogo
mils personally  and lived close enough to the beginnings of 
the m ovem ent to be able, if w illing to be fair, correctly  to 
p o rtray  its original, undeveloped, and unm odified state. But 
w hether or not he did so or to w hat ex ten t he m ay be tru s t
ed, is a t present im possible to say.

In  his Sermon, Cosmas plainly affirms th a t the Bogo
mils were dualists, who like the Gnostics of old held th a t 
the m ateria l w orld had been created  not by the good God, 
the F a th e r of Jesus the C hrist, but by the devil.13 A lthough 
Cosmas did not go in to  details in e laborating  this teaching, 
it is obvious th a t it form ed the foundation of the  entire  sys
tem. As dualists, they  logically tau g h t renunciation of 
the  world, and insisted upon stric tly  ascetic ethical prac
tices. Cosmas describes them  as meek in deportm ent, gen
tle, m odest and quiet, given assiduously to fas tin g  and o ther 
practices of self-m ortification. “F o r the heretics ou tw ard
ly appear like sheep— meek, hum ble and quiet, visibly pallid

11. Blagoev, 1ST. P., Besedata na presviter Kozma protiv Bogomilite, Sofia, 1923.
12. Migne, PG, CIV, col. 1240ff.
13. Popruzhenko, op. cit.t p. 28, 37.
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from  the ir hypocritical fasting-.”14 T hey  ate  no m eat and 
drank no wine. Theoretically , m arriage was forbidden 
them , for it implied continuation  and extension of the k ing
dom of evil. T hey  lived in all respects an austere, s tric tly  
ascetic m oral life.

Since the Old T estam en t speaks of the creato r of the 
w orld as God, they  rejected it and adhered only to the N ew .15 
In  the ir in te rp re ta tions of the Scriptures, they came su r
prisingly  near to m odern conclusions, em ploying funda
m entally  rationalistic  m ethods in their exegesis. Cosmas 
reports  th a t “since they call the devil the creator, they deny 
th a t C hrist perform ed m iracles. On hearing  the gospel 
w rite r who m ightily  affirms the m iracles of the Lord, they  
subvert the  w ords to the ir own ruin, say ing : ‘C hrist neither 
gave sigh t to the blind, nor healed the lame, nor raised a 
dead m an; these are only parables and im ages employed 
to  indicate healing of sins!’ T hey  likewise do not believe 
the gospel w rite r who w rote th a t the m ultitude in the desert 
were fed w ith  five loaves of b read ; they  say, ‘I t  was not 
w ith  loaves of bread, bu t w ith the four gospels and the 
A cts of the A postles’.”16 Too bad th a t the Bogomils had 
to m ar such a perfectly  good bit of biblical criticism  by silly 
allegorizing!

Furtherm ore , the  Bogom ils rejected the h istoric C hris
tian  church in all its branches as false, and w ith  it rejected 
its orders, rites, and doctrines. T hey  ridiculed the rever
ence paid to  the cross on the ground th a t since it represented 
the  tree on which Jesus had been crucified, it should by all 
m eans be held in ho rro r and detesta tion  as an in strum en t of 
m urder.17 T hey  called icons idols, and rejected the w orship 
of saints as well as of the  V irg in  M ary. Cosmas affirms 
th a t the  Bogom ils “w ent so far a s tray  about her th a t the ir 
w ords and insolence can not be set down in these books”.18 
F u rtherm ore , they  fulm inated against the litu rgy  and the 
vestm ents. As for prayers, they  acknow ledged as righ tfu l 
only the L ord ’s P rayer, w hich they recited four tim es a day 
and as m any tim es a night. T hey  categorically  rejected all

14. Ibid., p. 3.
15. Ibid., p. 25, 31.
16. Ibid., p. 37.
17. Ibid., p. 6.
18. Ibid., p. 22.



66 BULGARIAN PATRIARCHATE

holy days and all sacram ents. T hey  confessed and gave 
absolution one to ano ther.19 Cosmas is especially indig
nan t th a t this la tte r  custom  was in vogue am ong both  sexes.

As for the p ro test of the Bogomils against social 
and political oppression and injustice, Cosmas is d isappoin t
ingly and exasperating ly  brief in describing it. H e m erely 
rem arks th a t “ they  teach their own people not to obey their 
m a s te rs ; they blasphem e the w ealthy, hate  th e ir fa ther 
(according to ano ther reading, the tsa r) , ridicule the  elders, 
condem n the nobles, regard  as vile in the sigh t of God those 
who serve the tsar, and forbid all slaves to obey the ir m as
te rs”.20 In  spite of its reg re ttab le  brevity, it is possible to 
discern in this d iatribe the role which the Bogomils, who 
came from  am ong the common people and w ere led by 
ord inary  parochial priests, played in an a ttem p t to b ring  
relief and liberation to the enslaved masses. T hey  repre
sented the la tte r’s p ro test against the tendency tow ard  serf
dom, and in behalf of economic justice and recovery of land 
ow nership on the p a rt of the com m on people. T hey  u n 
doubtedly represented likewise the patrio tic  B ulgarian  party  
opposed to the bolyars (nobles) because of the ir selfish and 
cruel policy of g rind ing  the com m on peasan try  into dust.

N aturally , a s tric tly  ascetic regime, im posing upon its 
adheren ts non-m arriage and the consequent childlessness, 
would have quickly led to the g ro u p ’s extinction. U nder 
the stress of circum stances and need of self-preservation, 
the Bogom ils developed, ju s t as the  M anichees had done 
before them , a double standard  which effectually insured 
the continuance of the m ovem ent. T he adherents were u l
tim ately  divided into two groups: the  full-fledged m em bers, 
“ the perfect,” who were bound by a solem n pledge to ob
serve all the  rigors of the ascetic régime, and “hearers,” 
who constitu ted  a kind of life-long novitiate. Of course 
the form er, who com prised the élite of the society, were 
com paratively few in num ber, and w ere supported  by the 
far m ore num erous class of the “hearers.” T he “perfect” 
zealously gave them selves to m issionary  w ork, traveling  
from  place to place and preaching  the ir gospel of world- 
rejection and other-w orldliness, and fu lm inating  the ir fiery 
denunciations of the  evils of this world. T he  “hearers”

19. Ibid., p. 45.
20. Ibid., p. 40.
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could m arry  and were perm itted  to engage in any honorable 
occupation.

Such then  was the sorry  p light of the B ulgarian  so
ciety— political and sp iritual— in the days of the im m ediate 
successor of the  g rea t Sim eon! No w onder th a t the  in
com petent rule of P e te r term inated  in a grave disaster. 
Soon a fte r the death  of the debauched E m peror R om anus 
II  (959-63) who was probably poisoned by his notoriously  
vicious wife Theophano, the B yzantine im perial pow er was 
seized by the ablest general of the time, N icephorus Phocas, 
who as guard ian  of the im perial children, Basil I I  and Con
stan tine V III , ruled as em peror, having  m arried  R om anus’ 
widow, Theophano, in spite of her repu ta tion  and the fact 
th a t she was th ir ty  years his junior. N icephorus I I  soon 
found a p re tex t for a quarrel w ith  the B ulgarian  T sa r P e te r 
in the la tte r ’s dem and for im perial tribu te  even a fter 
T sa ritsa  M aria-Irene’s death  (965); a fter publicly in su lt
ing the B ulgarian  em bassy, he w ent to w ar w ith  P e te r 
(967). Since N icephorus him self was not able to prosecute 
the  w ar, he adopted the tim e-honored expedient of calling 
to his aid some barbarian  chieftain who was glad to avail 
him self of the sanction to invade and plunder the u n fo rtu 
nate  country  a t enm ity w ith  the em peror. In  th is instance, 
instead of calling upon the M agyars, the Patzinaks, or the 
Cumans, he tu rned  to the G rand-Prince of Kiev. T his p rin 
cipality, set up by the “R us” whom  the B yzantines knew  
under the nam e of V arang ians and about whose iden tity  a 
fierce battle  is still rag ing , had for some tim e been well 
know n to  the Em pire. U nder the ir P rince Ig o r a com m er
cial tre a ty  had been concluded w ith the Em pire from  which 
it appears th a t some of the  Rus w ere already Christian. 
Ig o r’s wife, O lga, became openly C hristian, and was per
sonally know n in C onstantinople which she had visited. B ut 
her son Svyatoslav (945-72) was a fierce w arrio r of the tru e  
V iking  type— a soul n a tu ra lly  pag'an. T he  business of w ar 
was his m eat and drink. I t  was w ith  th is grim  and lusty  
cu t-th ro a t th a t N icephorus Phocas m ade a rrangem ents for 
invasion of P e te r’s dom inions in spite of the fact th a t the 
terrified P e te r had sued for peace and had sent his tw o sons 
to C onstantinople as hostages. T he  fierce R ussian w arrio r 
g ladly  consented to  receive the bribe offered him  for the 
ta sk  so congenial to him  and in the sum m er of 968 cam e to
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the m outh  of the Danube. H e gained an easy victory  over 
the B ulgarian arm y and occupied a large p a rt of the coun
try. B ut the  R ussian bear had no in ten tion  of relinquish
ing his prey: he openly boasted of his de term ination  to 
re ta in  his conquest perm anently . I t  is said th a t he was so 
delighted w ith  the coun try  he had conquered th a t he con
tem plated  abandoning  Kiev and se ttin g  up his capital in 
B ulgaria.

Such a plan could not prove acceptable to N icephorus 
Phocas, who had no desire to perm it a dangerous neighbor 
like Svyatoslav near C onstantinople. H e therefore readily 
consented to  P e te r’s plea for peace and prom ised him aid to 
drive out the  Russians.

B ut before Svyatoslav could be expelled or any other 
benefits of the new ly concluded peace be reaped, P e te r died 
(Jan. 30, 969). Before his death, he assum ed the m onastic 
habit, and the B ulgarian  church soon added him to the num 
ber of her saints. P e te r’s death  ushered in a period of in te r
regnum  which effectually added to the ex isting  confusion. 
P e te r’s sons, Boris and R om anus, were aw ay in C onstan ti
nople, and this gave the disaffected elem ents in B ulgaria an 
opportun ity  to seize the throne. T he  uprising  which now 
occurred was led by four brothers, David, Moses, A aron, 
and  Samuel, and was carried on a la rger scale than  the 
previous revolts. T hese four men, know n in h isto ry  as 
“Com itopouloi”, or young counts, w ere the sons of Shish- 
man, a zhupan or governor of the W este rn  p a rt of Bul
garia.

In  such im m inent danger, Boris and R om anus, sent 
back by N icephorus, re tu rned  to B ulgaria  w ith  Greek m ili
ta ry  aid to claim the th rone  of the ir father. T he elder of 
them , Boris II , became tsa r (969-72), but was too weak to 
cope w ith  the difficulties facing him. Since Svyatoslav’s 
K ievan te rrito ry  had been a ttacked  in his absence by his 
sou thern  neighbors, the P atzinaks, and he had been forced 
to  w ithdraw  his forces from  B ulgaria in defense of his own 
lands, Boris was enabled to reoccupy for a few m onths the 
te rrito ries thus evacuated. B ut to  cope w ith  the revolts of 
the “C om itopouloi” he was too weak. Hence, the B ulgar
ian empire was to rn  in to  tw o halves, of which only the 
E aste rn  rem ained under the rule of B oris; D avid and his
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bro thers succeeded in seizing the reins of governm ent in 
W estern  B ulgaria.

B ut the R ussian grand-prince had no in ten tion  of su r
rendering  his conquests easily. D uring  the au tum n of 969, 
Svyatoslav reappeared at the m outh of the Danube. Boris 
I I  was in a terrible quandary : unable to w ithstand  the supe
rior forces of the invader, he appealed to C onstantinople for 
help. In  the m eantim e, the R ussians quickly reconquered 
P reslavets and occupied a g rea t deal of the te rrito ry  be
tw een the  D anube and the B alkan m ountains. Finally, they 
took even the capital, Preslav, w here they  captured  both 
Boris and his b ro ther R om anus w ith  their families.

In  the m eantim e, C onstantinople was g rea tly  alarm ed 
a t the rapid  conquests of Svyatoslav, especially w hen the 
la tte r crossed the B alkan range and took Philippopolis 
w here he barbarously  impaled 20,000 of its inhab itan ts. 
M oreover, there  occurred palace revolutions a t C onstan ti
nople. Em press T heophano had her husband, N icephor- 
us II  Phocas, m urdered by her lover and quondam  friend 
of N icephorus, the renow ned A rm enian general John  
Tzim isces, and in tu rn  she was exiled by the faithless John. 
T he la tte r then  usurped the throne of N icephorus (Dec., 
969). T he first task  of the new em peror was to induce 
Svyatoslav, by an offer of a paym ent, to w ithdraw , or in 
case of rejection of the offer, to fight w ith  him. T he la tte r 
tu rn in g  out to be the choice, Tzim isces, in a terrib le  battle  
near the  m odern Liile-Burgas, succeeded in defeating  the 
fierce R ussian grand-prince. C onstantinople was saved.

A fte r a delay of over a year, Tzim isces decided (971) 
to drive the R ussians from  the whole of the B ulgarian  te rr i
tory. P roclaim ing everyw here th a t he came as liberator 
of B ulgaria, he penetrated  the passes of the Balkan range 
and laid siege to Preslav , which he took on Good F riday , 
972. Boris and R om anus fatuously  rejoiced to have re
gained the ir freedom. Thereupon, the  B ulgarians every
w here w illingly subm itted  to  Tzim isces, who was thus en
abled to lay siege to S ilistria (D rs te r)  w here Svyatoslav 
took up his last defensive stand. A fter th ree  m onths of the 
m ost ferocious fighting, hunger compelled the R ussian 
forces to sue for peace. I t  was g ran ted  on term s compel
ling the R ussian grand-prince to give up all his conquests 
and to re tire  from  Bulgaria. Svyatoslav accepted and s ta rt-
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ed for Kiev, but on his re tu rn  he lost his life in a skirm ish 
w ith  the P a tz inabs (973).

B ut the victorious Tzim isces did not for a m om ent de
sire to play the role of B oris’ m agnanim ous defender. H av 
ing taken  the B ulgarian  tsa r and his b ro ther prisoners, he 
trium phan tly  carried them  in his tra in  to C onstantinople 
along w ith the tsa ris t crown. T here  T sa r Boris I I  was 
constrained  to divest him self publicly in St. Sophia of the 
im perial purple and to take off his head the jewelled crown, 
and then  a t the palace to abdicate his throne. Thereupon, 
he received the rank  of a m agister. H is b ro ther was 
em asculated. T h is done, Tzim isces proclaim ed B oris’ te r
rito ry  a province of the B yzantine Em pire. T he B ulgarian  
pa tria rch a te  of Preslav , to w hich place it had been moved 
some tim e previously from  Silistria, was abolished, and 
P a tria rch  D am ian who had fled to W estern  B ulgaria  was 
declared deposed, the B ulgarian  church being subjected to 
the ecumenical pa tria rch ate  as a mere m etropolitanate  
(972). S ilistria was once more m ade a m etropolitan  see 
subject to Constantinople.

T he te rrito ry  w hich had so recently  suffered the te r
rible devastation  caused by the Russian, the P atz inak , and 
the im perial arm ies, was denuded of population. In  order 
to repopulate the conquered te rrito ry , as well as w ith  the 
in ten tion  of w eakening the native B ulgarian  population and 
of providing a s tro n g  m ilitary  cordon to pro tect the Em pire 
from  possible fu tu re  invasions, Tzim isces transp lan ted  the 
rem nants of the Paulicians into the Philippopolis region. 
T he A rm enian newcom ers came from  the strong ly  Paulician 
territo ries  of M elitene and Theodosiopolis (E rzeru m ) in 
eastern  A sia M inor. T he plan of tran sp lan tin g  them  was 
suggested  by P a tria rch  T hom as of A ntioch, who thus got 
rid of dangerous religious m alcontents, but unw itting ly  
s treng thened  the anti-ecclesiastical groups, such as the  na
tive Bogomils, in B ulgaria.

In  the m eantim e, W este rn  B ulgaria, under the rule of 
the four b ro thers, David, Moses, A aron  and Samuel, p ro
claimed itself an independent political entity. I ts  rulers 
refused to acknow ledge the abolition of the im perial rank  
assented to  by the w eak Boris, and  claim ed the im perial 
title  (w hether in com m on or on the p a rt of only one of the 
bro thers, is not know n) as their own. A t the sam e time,
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they resolved to regain  the lost eastern  half of B ulgaria  
from  the Em pire. T he four rulers likewise refused to 
acknow ledge the legality  of the abolition of the  B ulgarian  
p a tria rch a te : they  gladly received P a tria rch  D am ian who 
had fled to them  (972) for refuge, and set up for him  a new 
see a t the ir capital, S redets (in Greek T riad itza ), the an 
cient Sardica and m odern Sofia.

A t first the  four b ro thers were not fo rtunate  in their 
strugg le  to regain  eastern  B ulgaria. In  fact, they  were not 
able even to re ta in  all of the ir own te rrito ry . T he im perial 
arm ies continued to drive them  w estw ard, so th a t they  and 
the pa triarch  were forced to change the ir residence suc
cessively to V odena, M oglen, and Prespa, until finally they 
set it up a t O hrid. By th a t tim e they  held no m ore than  
the extrem e w estern  M acedonia and A lbania. A t last, how 
ever, the sudden death  of John Tzim isces (January , 976) 
changed the whole situation. Y oung E m peror Basil II , 
who now  took the governm ent in to  his own hands, was 
preoccupied w ith  the dangerous revolt of B ardas Sclerus. 
Given a b rea th ing  spell, the four B ulgarian  rulers were able 
to  drive the Greek arm ies from  w estern  B ulgaria and from  
the D anube reg ion; the Greeks reta ined  only n o rthern  
T hrace. B ut the tw o elder b ro thers of the four rulers lost 
their lives fighting, and the th ird , A aron, was put to death, 
having been accused by Samuel of treason. T hus in the 
sum m er of 976 Samuel found him self the sole ru ler of the 
W este rn  B ulgarian  Em pire.

Sam uel (976-1014) was an able and energetic adm inis
tra to r  and excellent w arrior. By w ag ing  w ar w ith  the E m 
pire alm ost incessantly, he was able to recover in general 
the  te rr ito ry  of S im eon’s realm  w ith  the exception of the 
region south  of the Balkan M ountains. T he  center of his 
realm  therefore shifted  w estw ard, and he finally m ade 
O hrid, the holy city of C lem ent and N ahum , the capital of 
his em pire and the see of the  B ulgarian  patriarchate .

U n fo rtunate ly  for the independence of Bulgaria, E m 
peror Basil II , having  overcome the revolt of B ardas Sclerus 
w ith  the help of the  R ussian G rand-prince V ladim ir, for 
which service he had to  give the la tte r  his sister, A nna, in 
m arriage  and to help V ladim ir C hristianize his dom inions, 
was able to  tu rn  his a tten tio n  to the  te rrito ries of Samuel. 
In  996 the im perial arm y so signally defeated the B ulgarian
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forces th a t Sam uel's m ilitary  s tren g th  was perm anently  
shattered . Thereupon, in several cam paigns, s tre tch in g  in 
tim e over alm ost tw en ty  years, Basil sub jugated  a g rea t 
p a rt of B ulgaria to himself. T he final terrib le  defeat of 
Sam uel’s arm y occurred in 1014 a t the battle  of Belasitse.

Sam uel him self died the sam e year. H is successors, 
R adom ir and John  V ladislav, were not able to w ithstand  
the victorious Basil, and by the year 1018 the la tte r com 
pleted the conquest of the whole country. As an independ
ent empire, B ulgaria  ceased to exist. W ith  the deposition 
of her last autocephalous patriarch , David, the  B ulgarian  
church as a national in stitu tion  also came to an end. Basil 
regarded  his brillian t victories over the B ulgarians as his 
chief claim to g lory  and on the ir account assum ed the title  of 
BoiAya Qoxtovog —the Bui gar-killer.



SERBIAN CHRISTIANITY BEFORE 
THE TIME OF ST. SAVA

As has already been narra ted , the official conversion of 
the Serbians is to be placed in the reign of M utim ir, the 
zhupan of Rascia, in the second half of the n in th  century. 
E m peror Basil I sent him  a large num ber of priests, and it 
is probable even a bishop. T he episcopal see, w hich is first 
m entioned in 1018, m ay have been established as early as 
M utim ir’s tim e at his seat, Rascia, and was placed under 
the jurisd iction  of the m etropolitan  of D yrrhachium  (D ur- 
azzo). L a te r it was transferred  to the  jurisdiction of the 
B ulgarian  see of O hrid. I t  m ust not, however, be fo rgo tten  
th a t there  existed in the country  several episcopal sees of 
the L a tin  rite. In  the  O rthodox  eparchy of Rascia the 
litu rgy  was of course sung in Greek and the character of 
the church in general was Greek. D uring  M utim ir’s reign, 
B yzantine influence rem ained predom inant. B ut after 
E m peror B asil’s death  (886), and prior to the reign of 
N icephorus II  Phocas, the Em pire lost m uch of its prestige 
and the rising  sta te  of B ulgaria replaced it as the chief 
pow er in the Balkans. T he Serbians, little  by little, fell un
der the dom ination of Bulgaria, especially during  the reign 
of the B ulgarian  E m peror Sim eon (893-927) when the na
tive Serbian zhupans were replaced by B ulgarians. W ith  
the hegem ony of this chief p ro tagon ist of Slavic culture, 
B ulgaria, the use of Slavic litu rgy  gradually  displaced the 
Greek, and the ecclesiastical jurisd iction  passed over to the 
B ulgarian  church.

T he  disastrous defeat of B ulgaria by E m peror Basil II  
the Bulgar-killer, who in 1018 put an end to the  independ
ence of B ulgaria, changed the whole aspect of the situation. 
W ith  the loss of the B ulgarian  lands proper, the Serbian 
dependencies of Dioclea, T rebinye, H um , Bosnia, and Ser
bia or Rascia likewise passed under the  im perial sway. In  
addition  to these, even the province of Sirm ium  w ith  Bel
grade as its capital was incorporated  w ith in  the B yzantine 
Em pire. T he Serbian bishopric of Rascia rem ained under
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the jurisd iction  of the  form er B ulgarian  p a tria rch ate  of 
O hrid, bu t th is see became thorough ly  Hellenized. T he 
bishop of Rascia had under his control an im m ense eparchy, 
m anned w ith  a surprisingly  lim ited personnel. T he  three 
L a tin  sees w ith in  the Serbian territo ries  were subject to the 
jurisd iction  of D ubrovnik, which in 1022 was raised by Pope 
Benedict V II I  to the rank  of an archbishopric. T hey  com 
prised the Serbian episcopal sees of H um  (i. e. S ton ), of 
Serbia (th e  see unknow n), and of Trebinye.

T he  radical change in the political situation  of the Bal
kans produced a corresponding change in the foreign policy 
of the Serbian zhupans. T he Serbian lands were then o r
ganized into tw o c e n te rs : the m aritim e, com prising Dioclea- 
Zeta, T rebinye, and H um , and the inner lands of Bosnia and 
Rascia. T he  uncom fortable and m enacing proxim ity  of the 
B yzantine Em pire which now surrounded the Serbian lands 
on th ree sides th rea tened  the la tte r w ith  a d isaster sim ilar 
to  th a t which had overtaken Bulgaria. In  view of th a t fact, 
Serbian foreign policy became anti-B yzantine.

A n im portan t expansion of the  te rrito ria l and political 
s ta tu s of the Serbian zhupans occurred during  the reign of 
the  statesm anlike Zhupan M ichael (c. 1050-81), the son of 
Zhupan Voyislav. H e began his career as ru ler of the 
D alm atian  te rrito ry  of D ioclea-Zeta (essentially  the p re
w ar M ontenegro), bu t soon expanded it considerably. H e 
acknow ledged the overlordship of the B yzantine Em pire, 
and being in favor a t C onstantinople, received from  E m per
or C onstantine IX  M onom achus (1042-55) the title  of 
protospatharius (c. 1052) as well as an im perial princess in 
m arriage. D uring  the next tw enty  years he kept peace w ith  
the Em pire. B ut during  the period of d isorders consequent 
upon the d isastrous defeat of the im perial forces by the 
Seljuq T urks a t the battle  of M anzikert (1071), the  B ulgars 
rose up in revolt against E m peror M ichael V II  Parapinaces 
(1071-78), and chose M ichael’s son, C onstantine Bodin, as 
the ir tsar. A cceptance of this d ign ity  on Bodin’s pa rt neces
sarily  involved Serbia in hostilities w ith  the Em pire, during  
w hich the Serbian zhupan succeeded in en larg ing  his te r
ritories.

Zhupan M ichael even succeeded in securing the royal 
title  from  the papacy. Pope G regory V II  (1073-85) who 
was anxious to  procure aid in the  Balkans for his aggressive
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policy against the pa tria rch ate  of C onstantinople, deemed 
it advantageous to  bind to him self the  C roatian  and the 
Serbian rulers. In  1076 the pope conferred the royal d ign ity  
upon D em etrius Zvonim ir of C roatia, who thus signalized 
his independence of the B yzantine overlordship, and in 
1077 the like d ignity  was g ran ted  to M ichael of Serbia on 
the condition th a t Pope G regory be acknow ledged as Ser
bia’s overlord. T h a t action, of course, likewise implied a 
declaration of independence from  the Em pire. In  spite of 
the dependence upon the papacy w hich the transaction  in 
volved and which was not taken very seriously, this was an 
im portan t v ictory  for the Serbian ru ler who thus secured a 
legal sanction for the increase of his rank. As for Pope 
G regory, he pursued a policy of recovering as m uch of the 
lost diocese of Illyricum  as he could, thus ex tend ing  his 
jurisdiction.

A fter K ing  M ichael’s death  (c. 1082), the  royal title  
passed to his son, C onstantine Bodin, w ho had been co
regen t w ith  his fa ther for some tim e before the la tte r’s 
death. Bodin still fu rth e r extended the inherited  te rrito ry  
by im posing his rule upon the zhupas of Bosnia and Rascia. 
H e likewise rendered an im portan t service to the Serbian 
church by consolidating the ecclesiastical jurisd iction  in the 
hands of the archbishop of A ntivari.

I t  has been though t form erly, on the basis of a spurious 
docum ent a ttrib u ted  to Pope A lexander I I ,1 th a t the a rch 
bishopric of A ntivari was founded in 1067. I t  used to be 
com m only affirmed th a t K ing  M ichael had cleverly m ade 
use of an opportun ity  offered him by the d issatisfaction 
am ong the D alm atian  Slavs w ith  the decisions of the Synod 
of Spalato of 1060. T his g a th erin g  no t only prom ulgated  
the s tric t decrees of the  V atican  Council of 1059 com pris
ing the dem ands of the Cluniac reform , but also reaffirm ed 
the prohibition of the Slavic litu rgy  which had originally  
been issued by the Synod of Spalato  in 925. B ut a lthough  
there is no doubt th a t m uch d issatisfaction  existed am ong 
the Slavic population, zealously and fervently  a ttached  to  
the use of the Church-Slavonic litu rgy , w ith  the prohibition 
of it, yet this did not lead directly  to the establishm ent of 
an independent archbishopric for the Serbian lands. T h a t

1. Thalloczy et alv Acta Albaniae, I, No. 63, p. 17; Jaffé, P., Begesta, I, 
No. 4628.
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result was obtained during' the reign  of C onstantine Bodin. 
In  1088 he and the bishop of A ntivari, P eter, sent a petition  
to Pope C lem ent I I I  W ibert appealing  to him  to “renew ” 
w hat they  claim ed— probably also on the basis of forged 
docum ents— to have once been the archbishopric of Dioclea, 
by ra ising  the bishopric of A ntivari (w hich claim ed to be 
the heir of D ioclea) to  the rank  of archbishopric. T he pope 
complied readily w ith  the request and sent Bishop P e te r 
the archepiscopal pallium. T he  “renew ed” see was g ran ted  
jurisd iction  over nine bishoprics, which, it was claimed, had 
been form erly  com prised by the m ythical archepiscopal see 
of Dioclea. All these Slavic sees w ere a p a rt of the  dom in
ions of Bodin. In  this m anner the  Serbian bishoprics, fo r
m erly subject to  several jurisdictions, were now unified ana  
consolidated. T he suprem acy of A ntivari was acknow ledged 
even in m odern tim es, w hen in 1902 Pope Leo X I I I  con
ferred upon its archbishop the title  of “P rim ate  of Serbia.”

D uring  the la tte r p a rt of the  reign of K ing  C onstantine 
Bodin, and especially after his death  (c. 1101), Zeta lost 
the hegem ony it had wielded. B odin’s death  ushered in a 
period of indescribable anarchy  w hich lasted  during  the 
long and w earisom e strugg les for succession. V arious 
rivals for the  th rone  succeeded each o ther w ith  g rea t sw ift
ness, each leaving the confusion w orse confounded.

D uring  this tim e the leadership am ong the Serbian 
zhupas passed over to Rascia. T his zhupa was ruled by the 
able Zhupan V lkan, a quondam  appointee and subordinate 
of C onstantine Bodin, who now felt s tro n g  enough to assert 
his independence. Bosnia also fell aw ay from  the group 
which had been united  under B odin’s sway, and in 1120 vol
un tarily  subm itted  to the overlordship of H ungary . Be
cause of the disharm ony existing  am ong these im portan t 
nuclei of Serbian power, as well as on account of the raids 
conducted by the Serbs into the im perial te rrito ry , E m peror 
John  II  Com nenus (c. 1122) invaded Rascia and la te r Zeta, 
and reasserted  B yzantine au th o rity  over the  zhupans of 
these territories. T he  situation  was especially galling  du r
ing  the reign of E m peror M anuel I Com nenus (1143-80) 
whose bellicose chivalry made him  a B yzantine coun terpart 
of the E nglish  Coeur-de-Lion. W ish in g  to reestablish  the 
ancient boundaries of B yzantium , M anuel forced the Ser
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bian zhupans to seek an alliance w ith  the M agyar k ing  in 
order to  preserve the ir autonom y. T he  g rand  zhupan of 
Rascia w ent even fu rth e r and espoused the idea of full na
tional independence by unification of the various zhupas 
into one stro n g  unit. G rand-Zhupan Desa (c. 1161-65) 
realized th a t as long as the feudal decentralization  of the 
Serbian lands obtained, and as long as the  Serbian zhupans 
regarded  them selves as independent of any central au th o r
ity, acknow ledging only nom inally the suprem acy of the 
grand-zhupans, Serbia would rem ain a prey to the Em pire 
or some o ther strong ly  organized state. H e therefore ini
tia ted  the policy of centralizing  the pow er in the hands of 
the g rand-zhupan by sub jugating  the zhupa of Zeta to 
himself. B ut D esa’s policy of un iting  the Serbian te rr ito r
ies under the aegis of Rascia seemed dangerous to E m peror 
M anuel, who thereupon deposed D esa and divided his te r
rito ry  am ong the sons of an old Serbian ru ling  fam ily, the 
Zavidas, appoin ting  the eldest, T ihom ir, to succeed Desa as 
grand-zhupan.

B ut tfre youngest of the Zavida b ro thers, S tephen 
N em anya, espousing the policy of Desa, com pleted the task  
undertaken  by the deposed grand-zhupan. W hen  by singu
lar favor of Em peror M anuel this able m an was appointed 
g rand-zhupan (1168), S tephen N em anya im m ediately tu rn 
ed against his benefactor and tak ing  advan tage of the 
em peror’s w ar w ith  H ungary , reconquered certain  Serbian 
lands surrendered  to M anuel a t his accession. T he la tte r 
sent an arm y against S tephen under the leadership of 
S tephen’s eldest b ro ther, T ihom ir, but S tephen de
feated it and thus became the m aster of the s itu 
ation  (1168). Tw o years la te r he conducted a successful 
invasion of Zeta and the te rrito ry  of N aren ta  on the 
D alm atian  coast and subjected these countries to his own 
rule, a lthough  the process of consolidation was not fully 
com pleted till 1183. By m aking  the title  of grand-zhupan 
m ean som ething  in term s of centralized actual power, and 
thus m aking it com parable to th a t of a king, S tephen 
N em anya became the founder of a consolidated and inde
pendent Serbian state. U nfortunate ly , his dom ains failed 
to com prise all Serbian territo ries, for Bosnia and H um  re
m ained outside S tephen’s rule and organized them selves 
separately. T he  trag ic  d isorders which broke out in the
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E m pire before and a fte r the revolt of 1185 against the  hated  
rule of the  last em peror of the  house of Com nenus, A ndron- 
icus I, continuing  under the A ngeli ru lers till the plots and 
counterp lo ts for regain ing  the th rone  for the deposed 
E m peror Isaac I I  led to the  sacking of C onstantinople in 
1204, g rea tly  facilita ted  the consolidation of the Slavic 
pow er in the Balkans. T he anarchic conditions in the 
Em pire enabled S tephen N em anya to assert his cou n try ’s 
independence, and afforded an opportun ity  to Theodore 
(w ho la te r assum ed the nam e P e te r) and John  A sen to set 
up the Second B ulgarian  Em pire of T rnovo  in 1186. Stephen 
N em anya of Serbia and T sa r P e te r of B ulgaria  then  m ade 
a com m on cause again st the Em pire.

T hus under the  G rand-Zhupan S tephen N em anya 
(1168-95) a large pa rt of Serbian lands was consolidated 
and the power of the grand-zhupan  centralized. To the 
nucleus of Rascia were added the zhupa of Zeta (1183) and 
the te rrito ries conquered from  the form er B ulgarian  posses
sions. B ut the g rand-zhupan was s ta tesm an  enough to real
ize th a t along w ith  political independence he m ust secure 
for his land ecclesiastical unity . C hristian ity  instead  of 
am algam ating  his people in to  a single cu ltu ral group, had 
played a divisive role in his dominions. T he eastern  te rr ito r
ies, principally  Rascia, lay w ith in  the orbit of the  influence 
of the  C onstantinopolitan  patria rchate , while the W estern  
regions, especially the A driatic  litto ral, were predom inantly  
Catholic. Besides, Bogom ilism  had penetrated  the Serbian 
lands from  M acedonia and presented by no m eans an easy 
problem  for an ecclesiastical statesm an. F u rtherm ore , be
cause of the constan t rivalry  betw een the E as te rn  and the 
L a tin  pa tria rchates  for hegem ony in the  Balkans, the  spread 
of C hristian ity  in Serbia had been g rea tly  retarded . T here 
were still m any pagans am ong the conservative-m inded 
m asses, as well as those who adhered to a curious m ixture 
of paganism  and C hristianity , desiring  to be equally safe 
no m a tte r which religion should prove rig h t in the  life be
yond. S tephen was conscious of the grave danger inherent 
in such ecclesiastical disunity, know ing th a t the pretense 
of spreading  the true  fa ith  was alw ays the favorite excuse 
of every political adven tu rer actuated  by purely  secular am 
bition to  sub jugate  his ne ighbor’s coun try  to himself. T o  
guard  his dom inion against the possibility of such danger,
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N eraanya realized th a t he m ust consolidate the ecclesiastical 
o rganization  of his land.

T he g rand-zhupan  therefore decided upon a radical 
ecclesiastical policy of unification: in the first place, he p ro
claim ed as the  sta te  church th a t rite  which claim ed the ad
herence of the m ajo rity  of the population of Rascia— nam e
ly, E astern  O rthodoxy— to which he him self had become 
fervently  attached. T his was an im portan t decision as far 
as the fu tu re  of his coun try  was concerned. One is moved 
to speculate how different the h isto ry  of Serbia m igh t have 
been had S tephen rem ained a steadfast adheren t of the 
L atin  rite  in which he had been baptized!2 N evertheless, 
.Stephen was no religious b ig o t: since his m aritim e provinces 
were under the jurisd iction  of the L a tin  church, he devoted 
him self m ost energetically  to the  task  of preserving friend
ly relations w ith  the R om an curia and w ith  the tw o C ath 
olic archbishops in his dom inions, those of D ubrovnik  and 
of A ntivari, and sent presents to Rome. As for the  th ird  
religious group which he found entrenched in Rascia, the 
Bogomils, which w as heartily  hated  by the o ther tw o 
dom inant groups as heretical, S tephen decided to deal h a rsh 
ly w ith  it, for its existence contravened his policy of uni
fication. H av ing  called a “g rea t council” to consider w hat 
policy to adopt regard ing  the Bogomils, he had “the godless 
heretics” anathem atized  and condem ned in spite of consid
erable opposition to the m easure on the part of some of 
Bogomil nobles. W hen  these leaders resisted the g rand- 
zhupan’s forcible m easures w ith  w eapons in the ir hands, 
N em anya decided to  conduct a crusade against them . T he 
Bogom ils were defeated and the g rea t m ajo rity  of them  
were expelled or fled to the  neighboring  independent states 
of Bosnia and H um . T he b iographers of Stephen N em anya, 
his son K ing  S tephen the F irst-C row ned  and his m ore 
fam ous younger son, St. Sava, heap ex trav ag an t praise up
on him for these harsh  m easures w hich not only m ade 
O rthodoxy  suprem e in Serbia but also cleared the land of 
heresy.3

T he  organizer of the  autocephalous Serbian national 
church was the youngest son of the grand-zhupan, R astko

2. šafarik, P. J., PcmatJcy dfevniho pisemnictvi Jihoslovanuv, ed. 2, Praha, 
1873; život sv. Symeona, od krale štepana, p. 2.

3. Ibid., život sv. Symeona, od krale štepana, a život sv. Symeona, od sv. Savy.
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(possibly a dim inutive form  of Rastislav, as the R ussian 
church-historian  G olubinsky su g g es ts ),4 who came to be 
generally  know n under his m onastic nam e of Sava. H e was 
born in 1174, and was educated a t his fa th e r’s court. W hen  
about eighteen years of age, his paren ts w ished to see him 
m arried, but he was won for the  m onastic ideal by a v isit
ing R ussian m onk from  M ount A thos who had come in 
com pany of o thers to the  court in quest of alms. R astko, 
rig h tly  fearing  his pa ren ts’ strenuous opposition to his 
design, secretly  ran aw ay from  hom e w ith the monk, hav
ing taken  leave of his parents on the p re tex t of going on a 
hu n tin g  expedition. H e entered the R ussian m onastery  of 
St. Panteleim on on M ount A thos, and a fte r his fa th e r’s 
em issaries had tracked him to this re trea t, th rea ten in g  to 
take him back in chains unless he re tu rn  voluntarily , he 
ou tw itted  them  by a ruse and assum ed the m onastic hab it.5 
A fte r a short time he left St. Panteleim on, having  accepted 
an invita tion  to join the m onastery  of V atopedi w here he 
assum ed “the g rea t rite ” , i. e., the full m onastic vows, and 
w ith  it the nam e of the fam ous Serbian saint, Sava (Sab- 
bas). H is form er princely rank  was, however, by no means 
fo rg o tten — a circum stance which was not to  his d isadvan
tage.

W hen  his fa ther, S tephen, abdicated his th rone  in 
1195,6 to devote the  rest of his life to w orks of piety, he also 
assum ed the m onastic cowl from  the hand of Callinicos, the 
bishop of Rascia, and changed his nam e to Simeon. S tephen’s 
wife, A nna, became nun A nastasia. A fter having  spent tw o 
years a t his own foundation, the m onastery  S tudenitsa, 
m onk Simeon, b ring ing  richly w rough t gold and silver 
presents w ith him, joined his son Sava at Y atopedi. M any 
Serbian nobles accom panied the royal monk, and joined the 
m onastic com m unity w ith  him. T he tw o monks, fa ther 
and son, then tram ped  all over the H oly  M ountain, acquain t
ing them selves w ith  the best th a t this g rea t center of 
O rthodox  culture had to offer, incidentally  d is tribu ting  
princely gifts am ong the m onasteries. T hey  undertook  the

4. Golubinsky, E. E., K ratki ocherk istorii pravoslavnykh tserkvei bolgarskoi, 
serbskoi, i rumynskoi, Moskva, 1871, p. 450.

5. Domentiyan, Zhitie svyatykh serbskykh prosvétitelei, Symeona i Savvy . 
Ed. by Cyril Zhivkovié, Paris, 1858, p. 8; also Yanicb-Hankey, Lives o f the Serbian 
Saints, London, 1921, p. 13.

6. Burkovié, T. J., Rhilandar u goda Nemaniéa, Beograd, 1925, p. 8.
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journey  w ith  the purpose of founding a Serbian m onastery  
which m igh t become a religious and cu ltural center of the 
Serbian church life and to perform  the function fulfilled 
by the Greek m onasteries in the B yzantine ecclesiastical 
economy. T hey  finally fixed upon the site of the ruined 
ancient m onastery  of K hilandari which then belonged to 
V atopedi. E m peror A lexius I I I  Com nenus, Sim eon’s cousin 
by m arriage, on the suggestion  of the V atopedi b ro therhood 
g ran ted  by an im perial diplom a the abandoned m onastery  
to  the  Serbian princely m onks, who thereupon set about 
res to ring  it. W hen  the ir building labors were com pleted, 
they  fo rthw ith  settled  the new and m agnificent foundation 
w ith  Serbian monks, and it was th e reafter officially acknow l
edged by the Synod of M ount A thos as well as by the 
em peror as a Serbian m onastery .7 K hilandar, which was 
finished in 1199, became w ith in  a short tim e the chief center 
of Serbian m onastic culture and of lite ra ry  activity. Sava, 
who had previously received holy orders of deaconate and 
priesthood a t the hands of N icholas, bishop of M t. A thos, 
was elevated to the rank  of arch im andrite  of the new m on
astery  by the archbishop of Thessalonica and the bishop of 
M t. A thos. H e organized a sch o o la tth em o n aste ry  which be
came the tra in in g  ground for practically  all the fu tu re  lead
ers of the Serbian church.

A fte r S im eon’s death, which occurred in 1200,8 a civil 
w ar broke out betw een his tw o elder sons over the  question 
of succession to the rule of Rascia. T he eldest son of 
N em anya, V lkan, had been appointed in 1195 the ru ler of 
the m inor principalities of Zeta, T rebinye, H vostno, and 
T oplitsa , w hich had been for th a t purpose detached from  
Rascia. B ut when N em anya had abdicated his th rone  in 
th a t sam e year, V lkan, despite of his prim ogeniture, was 
passed over in the m a tte r of succession to  the th rone of 
Rascia in favor of his younger b ro ther, S tephen (1195- 
1228), because the la tte r was strong ly  supported  by E m per
or Isaac II  Angelus, whose niece, Eudocia, he had m arried. 
In  order to securé the coveted th rone by force, V lkan en
tered  in to  a close alliance w ith  Pope Innocen t I I I  and w ith  
the H u n g arian  K ing H en ry  (o r Em erich, 1196-1204), both 
of whom  were exceedingly glad of the opportun ity  to se-

7. Miklosick, Monumenta Serbica, Yindobonae, 1858, item 14.
8. Domentiyan, op. c i t p. 38.
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cure a m easure of control over the  Serbian territo ry . A 
s tro n g  m an like Pope Innocen t could not be presum ed to  
allow him self to forget th a t Illyricum  had once belonged to 
the papal jurisdiction. M oreover, the  only pow er which 
could help him to realize his am bition of regain ing  the lost 
diocese was H ungary . H e was therefore quite ready to join 
forces w ith  Idenry who, for his part, w ished to extend his 
political influence over Serbia. V lkan’s appeal was there
fore eagerly responded to. T hus w ith  the M agyar m ilitary  
aid, V lkan drove S tephen out of the  country  and assum ed 
the rule over Rascia. In  re tu rn  for the aid rendered him by 
the pope and the H u n g arian  king, V lkan was obliged, in 
1199, to acknow ledge the papal prim acy,9 to proclaim  
R om an Catholicism  the religion of the  state, to perm it the 
R om an legates, chaplain John and sub-deacon Simeon, to 
set up a L atin  ecclesiastical organization  in his te rrito ries,10 
and to acknow ledge H enry  as his overlord. Since th a t time, 
the kings of H u n g ary  added to the ir a lready long and 
pom pous titles th a t of kings of Serbia. B ut a few years 
later, while H u n g ary  was busily engaged in a w ar w ith  the 
B ulgarians, S tephen organized a coun ter-a ttack  upon V lkan 
(1203) and succeeded in driving him out of the country. 
Thereupon, he resum ed the throne.

T he conquest of C onstantinople by the C rusaders in 
1204 com pletely changed the s itua tion  not only in the 
Em pire, bu t in the Balkan peninsula as well. T he  son of 
E m peror Isaac I I  A ngelus, A lexius, had been able, by 
prom ises of financial and m ilitary  aid to the leaders of the 
F o u rth  Crusade, as well as of reunion of the churches, to  
deflect them  from  their original purpose of a ttack in g  A lex
andria  to w hat was regarded  as a tem porary  expedition to 
C onstantinople for the purpose of resto ring  the th rone to 
Isaac. T hey  were successful in th is undertak ing  (1203), 
bu t when Isaac regained his th rone and associated his son 
A lexius w ith himself, the  two rulers found the ir resources 
insufficient to redeem  the ir pledges to the C rusaders. M ore
over, an opposition p a rty  inspired by a feeling th a t the tw o 
em perors betrayed  the in terests of B yzantium  to the L atins, 
s tirred  up a popular revolution which sw ept both  rulers off

9. Theiner, A., Vetera monumenta Slavorum meridionalium, Romae, 1863, I, 
No. 10, p. 6.

10. Thalloczy et al., Acta Albaniae, I, No. 115.
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the  throne. T h is was then  seized by the an ti-L a tin  leader 
of the revolters, A lexius V  D ucas (1204), who repudiated  
the prom ises a ltogether. Thereupon, the C rusaders decided 
to take C onstantinople by storm . In  this undertak ing  they  
were successful, w hereupon they sacked and looted the cap
ita l in such furious and barbarous m anner th a t the trea 
sures ga thered  there by the husbandry  of centuries were 
lost to it forever. V illehardouin, the h isto rian  of the C ru
sade, bears testim ony th a t “never since the w orld was c rea t
ed, was so m uch taken  in a city .” T he looting  over, the con
querors, having  abandoned the ir original in ten tion  to go 
on an expedition to  the H oly  Land, settled  down as new 
m asters of the Em pire. T hey  created  out of it the L atin  
E m pire of R om ania which com prised the bulk of the form er 
B yzantine Em pire, a lthough  it was parceled out am ong 
w arring  and m utually  opposed factions of the  various lead
ers. T he  rem ainder left in Greek hands fell into three p a rts : 
the  Em pire of N icaea ruled by Theodore I Lascaris, son-in- 
law  of E m peror A lexius I I I ,  w ith  the seat of the em peror 
as well as the patria rch  at N icaea; the E m pire of T rebizond, 
ruled by A lexius, grandson  of E m peror A ndronicus I ; and 
the  despotate (la te r Em pire) of Epirus, under the bastard  
M ichael A ngelus, first cousin of E m peror Isaac II. T he 
la tte r  te rrito ry  com prised the arch-episcopal diocese of 
Ohrid, to whose jurisd iction  the Serbian bishopric of Rascia 
had long been subordinated.

U nder such g rea tly  changed circum stances Stephen 
N em anyich decided to a lte r the trad itional political o rien ta 
tion : he divorced his wife, Eudocia, d au g h ter of E m peror 
A lexius I I I ,  tu rn in g  her out of doors all bu t naked as gossip 
persisted  to affirm, and in 1217 m arried  the R om an Catholic 
Anna, grand-daughter of the powerful doge of Venice, Enrico 
Dandolo, w ho held the lion’s share of the new ly created 
L atin  Em pire. W ith  the help of his new friends, and while 
the  jealous H u ngarian  k ing  A ndrew  I I  was aw ay on a cru
sading expedition, he secured in the  sam e year from  Pope 
H onorius I I I  (1216-1227) the royal crown. A  papal legate 
having  been sent to Serbia w ith  the crown, perform ed the 
cerem ony of coronation of S tephen and his V enetian  wife 
A nna in behalf of his m aster. T hus S tephen became the 
first crow ned king of Rascia or Serbia, a lthough  Zeta had
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form erly  been ruled by kings.11 Of course, in exchange 
Stephen, who came to  be know n to h is to ry  as “Prvovyen- 
chany”, i. e. the  F irst-C row ned, was obliged to acknow ledge 
on his own behalf as well as on th a t of his country  the 
claims of papacy to suprem acy, and to give solem n pledges 
of obedience to the pope. I t  m ay be rem arked in passing 
th a t th ro u g h o u t the h isto ry  of B ulgaria and Serbia the 
ru lers m anifested no hesitation  in g iving such solem n 
pledges w henever there  was an y th ing  to  be gained from  the 
papacy, but th e reafter displayed an equally rem arkable 
propensity  to fo rget them .

T he papal legate, having  crow ned the royal pair, 
p rom ptly  set about o rganizing  the L atin  church in Serbia. 
B ut the Serbian clergy, which ever since Sava’s re tu rn  to 
Serbia from  M ount A thos in 1208 had been under his in 
fluence and leadership, rem ained loyal to  O rthodoxy  and 
vehem ently opposed the L atin  cult. T hey  refused to  
acknow ledge the L atin  h ierarchy  or to adopt the L atin  rite. 
T he com m on people were likewise seriously disaffected to 
w ard  the new ecclesiastical policy of the ir king. T hus 
Stephen, having  gained his political objectives of securing 
the royal crown, soon discovered abundan t reasons for 
abandoning  his pro-R om an orientation.

Eleven years before (1208), a t the request of his 
bro ther, Sava re tu rned  from  K hilandar, th ree  years a fter 
the  H oly  M ountain  had been conquered by the L atins who 
had in troduced the L a tin  rite  there. H e b rough t home the 
body of his father, the m onk Simeon, and in terred  it in the 
m onastery  of S tudenitsa. A t this m onastery  Sava settled  
and became its archim andrite . H e took p art in the  diplo
m atic affairs of the country , faithfu lly  supporting  his 
b ro ther Stephen. M oreover, according to the “like an
apostle he travelled th rough  all his fa therland , teaching  the 
people the  divine dogm as of the O rthodox  faith , building 
churches, se ttin g  fo rth  the m ethod of singing  and praising  
the Lord in the churches, as it was done a t the H oly  M oun
ta in  of A th o s”.12 Sava b rough t w ith  him  from  K hilandar

11. Archdeacon Thomas of Spalato, Historia Salonitanorum, cap. 25; in Farlati, 
Illyricum Sacrum, v. 5. But the Regesta of Honorius do not make any mention of 
this important occurrence, nor does Theiner’s monumental work, Vetera monumenta 
Slavorum meridionalium, contain any papal document referring to it. Jirecek? op. cit. 
I, p. 297 accepts the account as authentic.

12. Yanich-Hankey, op. cit., p. 21.
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m any of his form er pupils who had been tra ined  in the Slavic 
cu lt; they  were now employed as his helpers in the w ide
spread m issionary labors he was carry ing  on. Some 
biographers of Sava give him a g rea t deal of credit for com 
bating  heretics: D om entiyan says th a t Sava, “rang ing  
th ro u g h o u t his F atherland , everyw here corrected disorders 
and evil custom s, assailing  and converting  the un repen tan t 
heretics and expelling from  the kingdom  those who refused 
to be converted and were causing confusion”.13 H is bro ther, 
the G rand-Zhupan Stephen, a t first loyally supported  Sava’s 
zealous apostolic labors in behalf of O rthodoxy, and to 
ge ther the tw o bro thers founded the fam ous m onastery  of 
Zhicha, which la ter became the first see of the Serbian arch 
bishopric. B ut when S tephen so g rea tly  jeopardized the 
national faith  as to subject his coun try  to the jurisd iction  
of the pope, Sava m ost resolutely  expressed his disapproval 
of the course, and ra th e r than  to subm it, left the country  
and re tu rned  to M ount A thos (1217).

U ndoubtedly  the danger in which the Serbian O rthodox  
eparchy found itself by S tephen’s acceptance of the royal 
crow n a t the  hands of the papal legate was great. In  order 
to m ake Serbia safe for O thodoxy, Sava determ ined to se
cure its ecclesiastical independence. H e therefore under
took a journey  to N icaea and presented his appeal on behalf 
of the Serbian church to the patriarch , stressing  the neces
sity  of autocephaly  as the only effective m eans of p reven t
ing the subversion of the bishopric of Rascia to the L atin  
jurisdiction. T o  be sure, in accordance w ith  the Life, he 
had gone to N icaea prim arily  on account of some “needs of 
the  m onastery”.14 M oreover, Sava is said to have suggested  
“one of the b re th ren ” accom panying him for the  office; 
but this m ay safely be understood as D om entiyan’s a ttem p t 
to  shield Sava from  the charge of an unm onastic conduct 
in seeking archepiscopal honor for himself. A t any  rate, 
both P a tria rch  M anuel and E m peror Theodore Lascaris 
readily  acknow ledged the g rav ity  of the  situation  and in 
1219 P a tria rch  M anuel I (1215-1222),15 w ith  the approval

13. Domentiyan, op. cit., p. 61.
14. Yanich-Hankey, op. cit., p. 22; also Domentiyan, op. cit., p. 54, where the 

destination of Sava is given as Constantinople, clearly under the impression that this 
city was still held by Emperor Theodore Lascaris.

15. Domentiyan, op. cit., p. 55 credits Patriarch Germanos II  with having 
granted the autocephaly to the Serbian church. But this hierarch held office from 
1222 to 1240; cf. Cobham, C. D .: The Patriarchs o f Constantinople, Cambridge, 
1911, p. 91 and 93.
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of the H oly  Synod, g ran ted  the Serbian church autocephaly, 
ra ising  it a t the sam e tim e to the rank  of an archbishopric. 
Sava was thereupon consecrated the first “archbishop of 
all the Serbian lands”, the em peror w ith  his court being 
present a t the cerem ony. By the term s of the issued
a t the time, the Serbian h ierarchy  was g ran ted  the rig h t to 
consecrate its own archbishop, w ithou t requ iring  him to 
undertake  the arduous journey  to the patriarchal court.16

H av ing  successfully accom plished the purpose of his 
journey, A rchbishop Sava re tu rned  to Serbia via M ount 
A thos and Thessalonica. H e m ade a visit to K hilandar 
w here he selected am ong his disciples such as he tho u g h t 
w o rth y  of leadership in the newly created  autocephalous 
see. H e likewise m ade a pause in his jou rney  a t Thessalonica 
in order to prepare the necessary books for his church. 
D om entiyan  inform s us th a t Sava, as guest of the m etropoli
tan  of Thessalonica, “com pleted all th a t was needed for his 
g rea t church,17 and having inform ed his b ro ther, K ing 
Stephen, of his coming, proceeded on his jou rney”. W h eth e r 
or not this com prised needed books, and w hether the 
nom ocanon was included or w hat the  books were, is not 
known.

U pon arriv ing  in Serbia w here in the m eantim e a con
siderable reaction against the  L atin  ecclesiastical dom ina
tion had taken  place, Sava was received a t the border by 
K ing  S tephen and his retinue w ith  g rea t honor. H e settled  
a t the  unfinished m onastery  of Zhicha.

A  few days later, according to D om entiyan ,18 Sava 
called S tephen and his court to the m onastery  and there  
not only announced to the assem bly his own assum ption of 
the duties of his office as archbishop of Serbia, bu t also, as 
is said, by v irtue of th a t office conferred upon his b ro ther 
the royal rank, consecrating  and crow ning him as the F irst- 
Crow ned K ing of Serbia. In  view of the fact th a t any m en
tion of the previous crow ning of S tephen by the papal 
legate had been studiously  avoided by D om entiyan, it seems 
plain th a t the loyalist and O rthodox  m onastic au th o r sim ply 
ascribed to Sava the function w hich really had been per
form ed by the papal legate.

16. Domentiyan op. d t., p. 56,
17. Ibid., p. 57.
18. Ibid., p. 59.
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T here  appears to have been no difficulty about securing 
acknow ledgm ent of Sava on the p a rt of his b ro ther, K ing  
Stephen, as the righ tfu l head of the Serbian church. H av
ing secured the royal crow n for himself, there was no rea
son w hy S tephen should oppose the ra ising  of the  rank  of 
the Serbian church to th a t of an archbishopric. T he papal 
legate re trea ted  and w ithdrew  his clergy from  the dioceses 
so recently  occupied by them , for the  sources proceed to 
inform  us th a t the new archbishop im m ediately set about 
the w ork of organizing  his archdiocese. F irs t of all, he 
divided the country  into ten eparchies19 of which eight w ere 
new foundations, for the eparchies of Rascia and of P rizren  
were a lready in existence. T hereupon he ordained for them  
bishops, archpriests, priests, and deacons, having  selected 
candidates for these offices from  am ong his m onastic pupils 
b rough t from  K hilandar.

N atu ra lly  enough, the  form er superior of the Serbian 
church, the archbishop of O hrid, the learned D em etrius 
K hom atianus, (1220) vigorously  p ro tested  against this 
h igh-handed and uncanonical d im inution of his diocese 
occasioned by the cu ttin g  off the  Serbian eparchies. H e 
refused to  acknow ledge the act of the ecumenical pa triarch  
on the ground th a t the archbishopric of O hrid  was 
autocephalous, and th a t the pa triarch  had no jurisd iction  
over it;  hence, he had no canonical rig h t to dispose of its 
com ponent parts  w ithou t K hom atianus’ own consent. 
T here  is no doubt th a t canonically A rchbishop D em etrius 
was quite r ig h t; the  eparchies of Rascia and P rizren  be
longed to the  jurisd iction  of O hrid, and the ecum enical 
pa tria rch  had no r ig h t to d isturb  or to change the ex isting  
status. Sava was w rong  in appealing to P a tria rch  M anuel 
over D em etrius’ head. B ut he knew th a t it would have 
been in vain to m ake his appeal to the archbishop of O hrid  
w hose see lay w ith in  the despotate  of Epirus and who was 
therefore under political re s tra in t to oppose the expansion
ist policy of Serbia. Sava therefore, as well as his bro ther, 
K ing  Stephen, calm ly disregarded the p ro tests  and the 
th rea ts  of excom m unication hurled against them  by A rch
bishop D em etrius. Sim ilar p ro tests  addressed to the  ecu-

19. There is some doubt as to their number, given variously as ranging from 
eight to twelve. The uncertainty is occasioned by the fact that the sources do not 
clearly specify whether or not the existing eparchies were included in the count.
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menical pa triarch  Germ anos II  likewise proved of no avail.
Before the new ly consecrated Serbian h ierarchy  and 

clergy dispersed to the ir respective fields of labor, Sava in
struc ted  them  in the ir d u tie s : he read them  the Sym bol of 
F a ith , exhorted  them  to show zeal in p ro tec ting  the true  
doctrine as well as up roo ting  the plentiful rem ains of the 
old pagan and heretical beliefs and practices.

H is own activ ity  com prised, am ong m uch o ther labor, 
the  establishm ent of m onastic schools a t Zhicha and Stu- 
denitsa, which in tim e became im portan t cu ltural cen
ters. H e is said to have been tireless in traveling  all over 
the country , supervising and insp iring  the clergy and the 
bishops by his own zeal and exam ple, and expelling from  
the country  those who proved obdurate in the ir opposition.20 
W h eth e r o ther ou tstand ing  personalities were associated 
w ith  him  in these apostolic labors, the ex tan t sources do not 
inform  us.

T h e  church organized by Sava was tho rough ly  na
tional, a character w hich it has retained  ever since. In  this 
feature, the B yzantine paren tage  of the Serbian church 
clearly m anifests itself. T he B yzantine church had alw ays 
been E rastian  in character —  subservient to the state. 
E rastian ism , both  a t its best and its w orst shows itself in 
the  character of the  O rthodox  national churches. M any 
of them  proved them selves leaders of vigorous national cul
tu re ; du ring  the period of the  T u rk ish  suprem acy, the 
churches of Serbia, B ulgaria, and Greece became the chief 
conservers of the sp irit of nationality . In  course of tim e, 
the term s O rthodox  and Serbian, or B ulgarian, or Greek, 
became alm ost synonym ous. On the o ther hand, E ras tian 
ism had often been, ever since the reign  of E m peror Ju stin 
ian, synonym ous w ith  an abject subserviency to the  dic
ta tes  of the caesaropapal sta te  to  the ex ten t of su rrendering  
the th ings th a t were God’s to Caesar. In  respect to  Serbia, 
it m ay be said w ith  a g rea t m easure of accuracy th a t the 
Serbian kingdom  w as politically created  by S tephen 
N em anya, while its sp iritual and cultural life owes its char
acter to  the form ative labors of St. Sava. T h a t is a t least 
the role ascribed to these men by Serbians.

A fte r the  death  of S tephen the  F irst-C row ned (1228), 
Sava crow ned the la tte r ’s son, Radoslav, as king. R adoslav

20. Domentiyan, op. cit., p. 61.
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m arried  a d au g h ter of Theodore of E p iru s; this ruler, who 
since 1223 bore the title  of em peror, was then the dom inant 
spirit of Balkan politics. T hanks to his w ife’s influence, 
R adoslav became so strong ly  H ellenistic in policy th a t he 
is said even to have subm itted  the Serbian church once m ore 
to the jurisd iction  of O hrid, which was the archepiscopal 
see of T heodore’s dom inions. In  pro test, A rchbishop Sava 
thereupon left the coun try  and w ent on his first p ilgrim age 
to  the H oly  L and.21 B ut w hen in 1230 E m peror T heodore 
in his overw eening pride th o u g h t the tim e opportune to a t
tack B ulgaria, he suffered a crushing  defeat at the hands 
of the B ulgarian  T sa r A sen I I  in the battle  of K lokotn itse ; 
thereupon, his hegem ony was definitely lost. T he  w eak 
Radoslav was unable to re ta in  his th rone  and was deprived 
of it by his younger bro ther, V ladislav (1233-1243). A rch
bishop Sava, who had in the m eantim e re tu rned  from  P a l
estine, resigned his office, transferred  it to  his disciple 
A rsenius (1233-63), then hegum en of the m onastery  of 
S tudenitsa, and departed  on his second pilgrim age to the 
H oly  Land. In  order to avoid crossing  the country , he 
chose the A driatic  route.

On th is pilgrim age Sava visited Jerusalem  and the holy 
places, A lexandria, L ibya and the Thebaid, Sinai, and A n
tioch, from  which he re tu rned  once m ore to Jerusalem . On 
his re tu rn  hom ew ard, he possibly m ade a stop at Nicaea. T he 
probability  rests on the fact th a t in the  next year (1235) 
the  ecum enical pa triarch  g ran ted  his approval of the re 
estab lishm ent of the pa tria rch ate  of B ulgaria—a m easure 
w ith  which St Sava m ay have had som ething  to  do. Sava 
then  proceeded to B ulgaria  via C onstantinople. H e fell sick 
a t the capital of B ulgaria, Trnovo, w here he died a t the 
court of his relative, T sa r John  A sen II, on Jan u a ry  25, 
(n. s.) 1236. H is body was b rough t to Serbia tw o years 
later and was interred at the Mileshevo monastery. In  1595, 
the T u rks took his rem ains to  V rach ar and burned them  
there.

T he  reason for Sava’s success in an undertak ing  in 
which his Greek and L atin  precursors had so largely  failed 
lay in the  fact th a t he realized the danger of try in g  to up 
roo t the  old national custom s too radically. Lie decided to

21. Domentiyan, op. cit., p. 64.
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com prom ise; he “C hristian ized” as m any of the  im m em orial 
folkw ays and m ores of his people as he could, and adapted  
the rest to the genius of the C hristian  cult. H e was neither 
the first nor the last am ong the  g rea t m issionaries of the 
church to  reso rt to this m ethod of fu rth erin g  the C hristian  
cause. C hristian ity , like a m igh ty  river, has been swelled 
by trib u ta ry  stream s and brooks deriving from  m any and 
w idely scattered  regions. T he  appearance of a new 
O rthodox  s ta te  in the Balkans a t a tim e w hen O rthodoxy  
of the  B yzantine Em pire suffered a serious defeat a t the 
hands of the L atins was a fact of g rea t im portance. T he 
Balkan Slavs then  joined hands w ith  the Greeks in the  de
fense of their com m on B yzantine culture. T hu s the w ork 
of St. Sava assum es an im portance beyond the lim its of Ser
bian national h istory .



THE BULGARIAN CHURCH OF THE 
SECOND EMPIRE

T he fall of T sa r Sam uel’s em pire resulted  in the  recon
quest, on the pa rt of the B yzantines, of the entire  B alkan 
peninsula, for the Serbian zhupans were forced to subm it to 
the conqueror a long w ith  the B ulgarians.

E m peror Basil II , who had prom ised to respect the 
B ulgarian  ecclesiastical organization, kept his word. H e 
appointed a B ulgarian, John, hegum en of D ibra, in place of 
the unw orthy  P a tria rch  David, the last of the  autocephalous 
pa triarchs of the first B ulgarian  Em pire. W h eth er Basil 
deposed the  patria rch  for his own private reasons or on 
account of popular dem and, is not known. T he new head 
of the B ulgarian  church did not succeed to  the pa triarchal 
title, however, having  been dem oted to the  lesser title  of 
archbishop. N evertheless, by three im perial chrysobulls,1 
A rchbishop John  was g ran ted  all the privileges and righ ts  
possessed form erly  by the patriarchs. H e was fully inde
pendent of the  ecumenical pa triarchate , and possessed the 
unrestric ted  autonom y enjoyed by the B ulgarian  church 
prior to the conquest. H e was nom inated by the B ulgarian  
H oly  Synod, the choice being m erely approved by the em
peror. O hrid  was retained  as the archepiscopal see. U lti
m ately, a lthough  not im m ediately, the  archbishop of O hrid  
ruled over th irty -one eparchies, which extended over the 
entire te rrito ry  of P e te r’s and Sam uel’s empire. Some 
episcopal dioceses belonging to the m etropolitans of D ur- 
azzo, Thessalonica and o ther jurisdictions were transferred  
to the jurisd iction  of O hrid. But la te r the m etropolitanate  
of S ilistria (the  ancient D urosto rum ) as well as m any o ther 
dioceses were severed from  O hrid and placed directly  under 
the jurisd iction  of C onstantinople, or were otherw ise dis
posed of. By this m easure the O hrid archbishopric was re
duced to  one-half its form er size. T he  em peror explicitly 
acknow ledged the O hrid archbishopric to be a direct con-

1. Thalloczy,, Acta ATbcmiae, I, nos. 58 and 59.

9!
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tinua tion  of the h istoric B ulgarian  patria rchate , i. e., au to 
cephalous, an acknow ledgm ent which was la ter denied by 
the ru ling  Greek h ierarchy  which affirmed it to be a contin
uation  of the m etropolitanate  of Justin iana  P rim a, and thus 
a Greek im perial foundation.

B asil’s recognition of the B ulgarian  national char
acter of the  O hrid archbishopric availed it but little. Suc
cessors of A rchbishop John, who died in 1037, were all 
Greeks, as were the occupants of the m ajo rity  of the epis
copal sees. T he Greek language became the official and 
liturg ical language of the archdiocese. W ith  the helleni- 
zation of O hrid came a partia l loss of its autocephalous 
ch arac te r: beginning w ith  the successor of John, A rchbishop 
Leo, the  occupants of the see w ere appointed directly  by 
C onstantinople w ithou t the previous nom ination of the can
didate by the O hrid H oly  Synod. U sually  a m em ber of the 
C onstantinopolitan  clergy was chosen to fill the post. Such 
was the case w ith  archbishops Leo, the fam ous theological 
w rite r Theophylact, and Michael. T he bishops were also 
quite generally  chosen from  am ong the Greeks, and by 
preference from  the C onstantinopolitan  clergy. T hu s the 
privileges g ran ted  the O hrid archbishopric by Basil were 
soon disregarded, for it m ust be rem em bered th a t the throne 
of St. C hrysostom  in C onstantinople was then occupied by 
the dom ineering and insatiably  am bitious P a tria rch  M ichael 
Cerularius (1043-59) who was guided by a policy of cen tral
izing all power in his own hands. In  consequence, the Bul
garian  church lost its national character, to the g rea t de
trim en t of its cultural and even religious influence.

T he general situation  of the B ulgarian  population grew  
steadily  worse. A lthough  the rule of the native nobles had 
been oppressive, the governm ent of the Greek officials 
proved far worse. T hey  trea ted  the subject population as 
the ir leg itim ate prey, and the tax  collectors behaved no bet
te r th an  robbers. In  course of time, m ost of the population 
fell to the level of serfs bound to the  soil (irapoixoi), and 
the system  of latifundia increased enorm ously. As far as 
the  holding of land or trea tm en t of serfs were concerned, 
there  was no difference betw een the lay and the ecclesiasti
cal m asters. T he only group which to a certain  ex ten t es
caped the doom of serfdom  was th a t of the nom adic shep
herds know n as W allachians. B ut since in accordance w ith
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the B yzantine as well as W este rn  E uropean  legal notions 
all land not actually  in possession of a private ow ner be
longed to the ruler, even the shepherds finally came to be 
held in a form  of serfdom. Thereupon, m any of them  em i
g ra ted  no rthw ard  beyond the D anube w here they s tre n g th 
ened the R oum anian elem ent of W allachia.

W hen  during  the reign of E m peror M ichael IV  the 
P aphlagonian  (1034-41) the B yzantine officials decided to 
levy the various taxes in m oney instead of in produce, for 
m oney was needed for the absurd  benefactions of the em per
or, the w ars of the chief m inister John the O rphanotrophos, 
and  the insatiable greed of the whole tribe of M ichael’s 
family, a lthough  the insufferable burden of taxation  was 
laid upon the m asses of the whole Em pire, the B ulgarians 
as subjected people felt it the  m ost, and the ir pent-up dis
satisfaction broke out in to  an open revolt. T he Serbians 
joined them  in the ir effort to th row  off the B yzantine yoke. 
U nfo rtunate ly  for the  B ulgarians, the  im perial arm ies de
feated the revolters (1041). T hereupon, the oppression be
came w orse than  before. Greek officials displaced all Bul
garian  adm in istra to rs  still left in possession of the ir office, 
and  thus the political au tonom y of B ulgaria  definitely came 
to  an end. T he general m isery was increased by the in
vasion of the land by a vast horde of P atzinaks, who are 
said to have num bered 80,000 men, and who devastated  the 
n o rth easte rn  te rrito ries m ost te rrib ly  (1048). In  1064 the 
u n fo rtu n ate  country  suffered ano ther invasion by the bar
barian  Ghuzz or Uzes who, num bering  600,000, penetrated  
as far as the neighborhood of Thessalonica and even th re a t
ened C onstantinople itself. T he w eakness of the Em pire 
was such th a t it could not efficiently p ro tect the  inhab itan ts 
from  these barbarian  raids. F inally , w hen E m peror Con
stan tine  X  D ucas (1059-67), w ishing to break the danger
ous pow er of the nobility  and of the arm y leaders, d rastica l
ly reduced the arm y, the  m easure had for its consequence 
in the nex t reign the defeat of the B yzantine arm ies by the 
Seljuq T urks a t M anzikert in 1071. Thereupon, the  T u rks 
overran all A sia M inor.

T his d isaster and the consequent w eakening of the 
Em pire had for its sequel a new uprising  on the pa rt of the 
B ulgarians. In  1073 the leaders offered the tsa ris t crow n 
to  Bodin, a son of the Serbian K ing  M ichael, in consider
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ation  of Serbian m ilitary  aid. T he  offer was accepted and 
Bodin was actually  crow ned tsa r a t Prizren. B ut the con
sp ira to rs were defeated, and Bodin was taken prisoner. T hus 
the second a ttem p t a t regain ing  national independence 
failed.

In  spite of the  d ishearten ing  failure, the B ulgarian  dis
content continued. T o  the political and economic griev
ances was added religious dissatisfaction. T he bigoted 
persecuting  policy of the B yzantine rulers, M ichael V II  
D ucas (1071-78) and N icephorus I I I  B otaniates (1078-81), 
the  b ru n t of which was borne by the M anichees-Paulicians 
and the Bogom ils of Bulgaria, finally drove these dissenters 
in to  an open rebellion. A G reek Paulician  of Philippopolis, 
Lecus by name, incited the populace of the neighborhoods 
of Sredets (m odern  Sofia) and N ish to revo lt; he was 
joined by m alcontents led by a Bogom il of M esem bria, 
D obrom ir. T he tw o leaders secured the aid of the  wild 
P a tz inaks and Cum ans, and their bands caused frigh tfu l 
havoc w herever they  w ent. T he bishops of Sredets and of 
V idin lost their lives in this uprising. B ut the  b rillian t 
B yzantine general, A lexius Com nenus, the fu tu re  em peror, 
defeated the m otley hordes of the  insurgents. T he tw o 
leaders were taken  prisoners, bu t for some reason were re
leased in 1080.

A t this tim e and later, the O hrid archbishopric lost 
some of its privileges, such as the  exem ption from  taxation  
and o ther rig h ts  g ran ted  it by E m peror Basil II. T hese 
privileges were not restored  until the tim e of E m peror M an
uel I Com nenus (1143-80).

T he Bogomils, free from  the incubus of the hellenizing 
h ierarchy  of the O rthodox  church, developed into a s trong  
nationalistic  anti-G reek and anti-im perial party . T he ir re
jection  of the  dogm as and claims of the O rthodox  church 
now assum ed the character of a B ulgarian  nationalistic  re
volt against the  Greek ty ranny  in sta te  and church. T he ir 
success in gain ing  num erous adherents du ring  this period 
m ay be p a rtly  understood on the basis of the ir s tro n g  na
tionalistic spirit, and partly  because they  form ed the best- 
organized anti-B yzantine elem ent in the country. D uring  
the N orm an invasion of the B alkan peninsula (1081-85) un 
der R obert G uiscard and his son Bohem ond, the form er of 
whom  aim ed a t no less than  the im perial diadem  of
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B yzantium , a detachm ent of the  im perial arm y com posed 
of M anichees-Paulicians and Bogom ils, fighting the in
vaders, w ithdrew  from  the fight. T h is so g rea tly  in
fu riated  E m peror A lexius Com nenus (1081-1118) th a t he 
ordered a severe punishm ent of the officers of the regim ent. 
T he  order led to a m utiny  under the  leadership of a h igh 
officer, T rau los by name. H e had been chosen by A lexius 
as one of his in tim ate  servants, and a lthough  born a M an- 
ichee, had received baptism , and had m arried  one of E m 
press Iren e ’s m aid-servants. A ccording to E m peror A lexius’ 
learned daughter, A nna Comnena, the au th o r of the Alexiad,2 
he had an additional reason for the m utiny  inasm uch as 
his four sisters had been driven out of Philippopolis by rea
son of the ir M anichaean faith. A t any rate, T raulos, in 
spite of his baptism  w hich seemed to have produced no 
m iraculous change in him, felt enough sym pathy  w ith  his 
form er M anichee-Paulician coreligionists to organize them  
in to  an arm y and to occupy w ith  this force the fortified 
castle of Byelatov. F rom  this base he then  conducted raids 
in to  the neighborhood (1086). T he  B ulgarian  nobles, al
ways ready  to  take up arm s against the hated  B yzantine 
régime, rose up in revolt in the vicinity of S ilistria (on the 
D anube), allied them selves w ith  the ever ready and w ill
ing P a tz inaks and Cum ans, and w ith  a force am ounting  to 
80,000 invaded Thrace. F o r two years the em peror was not 
able to expel the form idable invaders who even th rea tened  
C onstantinople, and his tw o generals who had been sent 
against them, Pacurianus and Branas, were not only defeated 
but lost the ir lives as well. I t  was not until 1091 th a t 
A lexius, for a high paym ent, was able to secure the services 
of ano ther horde of Cum ans, and w ith  the ir help defeated 
the P atz inaks and the ir B ulgarian  allies in the battle  on the 
river Leburnium .

W hen  in 1114 the Cum ans again  invaded the im perial 
te rrito ry , A lexius m ade his headquarters a t Philippopolis, 
and beguiled the tedium  betw een cam paigns by the favor
ite pastim e of the B yzantine Em pire— theological d ispu ta
tion. A ccording to A nna Com nena, “all the inhab itan ts of 
Philippopolis were M anichaeans except a few ; they  ty ra n 
nized over the C hristians there  and plundered the ir goods,

2. Anna Comnena, The Alexiad, transi, by Elisabeth A. C. Dawes, London 
1928, p. 143.
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caring  little  oi n au g h t for the  envoys sent by the Em peror. 
T hey  increased in num bers until all the inhab itan ts around 
Philippopolis were heretics. T hen  ano ther brackish stream  
of A rm enians joined them  and yet ano ther from  the m ost 
polluted sources of Jam es. A nd thus, m etaphorically  speak
ing, it was a m eeting  place of all ev ils ; for the rest disagreed 
indeed w ith  the M anichaeans in doctrine, bu t agreed w ith 
them  in disaffection”.3 A lexius seized the opportun ity  of 
dealing sum m arily  w ith  the d issenting  and politically dan
gerous population. A ttended  by his son-in-law, N icephorus 
B ryennius, the husband of A nna Comnena, as well as by 
the fam ous theologian, E ustra tiu s , m etropolitan  of Nicaea, 
he held passionate d isputations w ith  the M anichaean- 
Paulician  population of Philippopolis. T he ir three ou ts tan d 
ing leaders were in a ttendance a t these d isputations daily, 
bu t to A lexius’ chagrin  held the ir g round against the im per
ial “defender of the fa ith ” all too well. B ut they  found th a t 
d isputing  w ith an im perial adversary  had its peculiar d raw 
backs : A lexius could not w in in argum ent, bu t he could shut 
them  up in prison. T he unfo rtunate  victors in debate were 
finally sent to C onstantinople, and two of them  were im 
prisoned and “allowed to die in com pany w ith  the ir sins 
alone,” as A nna euphem istically puts it.4 T he  th ird  leader 
m ust have found the persuasion of the  im perial prison more 
po ten t and convincing th an  A lexius’ argum ents had been. 
A nna claimed th a t A lexius won over to C hristian ity  the 
m ajo rity  of the population of the M anichaean citadel, a l
though  to be sure no t by purely sp iritual m e an s : he g ra n t
ed the  m ore im portan t personages who consented to re
ceive baptism  “g rea t g ifts” and lucrative m ilitary  posts. As 
for the sm aller fry, he built a new city for them , Alexiopolis, 
or as it was m ore com m only known, N eocastrum , near P h il
ippopolis, transferred  the “converted” population there, 
g ran ted  them  m uch land, and secured them  in the ir posses
sions by a special im perial edict to all subsequent times. 
Those who stubbornly  resisted even these a llu ring  a rg u 
m ents in favor of O rthodoxy  and rem ained steadfast in 
the ir faith , A lexius im prisoned, confiscated the ir p roperty  
and gave it to  Greeks, or drove them  out of Philippopolis.

I t  seems likely th a t it was during  this period of perse-
3. Anna Comnena, The Alexiad, book XIV, p. 385-86,
4. IMd.y p. 389.
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cution th a t the M anichee-Paulician group, driven out of 
Philippopolis, am algam ated  to a certain  ex ten t w ith  the na
tive Bogom ils to form  a separate  group know n as the 
D ragovitian  Church. A t any rate, this o rganization  came 
to assum e the m ost definitely and radically  dualistic form  
of doctrine of all the various branches of the Bogomil move
ment. I t  was far m ore radical than  the B ulgarian  Church, 
as the group which had rem ained true to the teachings of 
Bogomil came to be called. T h is characteristic  of the 
D ragovitian  group suggests some unusually  s tro n g  M an
ichee-Paulician influence.

In  spite of the tem porary  persecution of the dualistic 
group a t Philippopolis, Bogom ilism  was g radually  gain ing  
ground and found m any adherents am ong the B ulgarians 
on account of its nationalistic  opposition to the  hellenizing 
policy of the Greeks. Bogom ilism  found favor not only w ith 
the com m on people, bu t even am ong the nobles. I ts  p ropa
ganda was successfully carried on in spite or A lexius’ 
persecuting  policy. A m ong the m ost ou tstand ing  apostles 
of Bogom ilism  of this period, the first place m ust be accord
ed to the  physician Basil. H e was a B ulgar born  in M ace
donia. H av ing  become a m onk in some m onastery  of the 
O hrid diocese, he learned Greek there  and became proficient 
in the rudim ents of the healing a rt, so th a t he was la ter 
spoken of as a physician. L a te r he left the  m onastery  for 
some unknow n reason and re tu rned  to lay life, but soon 
passed over to the Bogomil com m unity as one of the “per
fect.” In  course of tim e he became the m ost prom inent 
leader of the  m ovem ent, being an energetic  organizer and 
a fiery m issionary of the  gospel of renunciation of the world. 
Personally , he became noted for his s tric t asceticism  and 
his austere  m oral life. A nna Com nena describes him as 
dressed “in m onk’s habit, w ith  a w ithered  countenance, 
clean-shaven, and tall of s ta tu re ”.5 H e gathered  about him 
twelve disciples whom  he called his apostles.

A fter having scored a rem arkable success am ong the 
people of M acedonia, Basil decided to invade the capital 
itself, for Bogom ilism  had been in troduced into C onstan ti
nople long before the reign  of A lexius. H e organized and 
directed wide m issionary  labors there. H is teachings found 
ready reception, especially am ong the adheren ts of the

5. Anna Comnena, op. cit., p. 412.
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Platonic, anti-ecclesiastical teachings of John Ita lus, whose 
doctrines had been condem ned in 1082; m oreover, not only 
lay com m on people and nobles became B asil’s followers, but 
even the clergy.

B ut B asil’s energetic apostolic labors were rudely  in te r
rup ted  when in 1118 E m peror A lexius learned of the spread 
of the  heretical m ovem ent in his capital and ordered his 
officials to fe rre t out and a rrest the leaders of the  Bogomils. 
Basil and his twelve apostles w ere seized, having  been be
trayed  by a m em ber of the  Bogom il com m unity who under 
to rtu re  had revealed the ir hid ing place. Basil was taken 
before the em peror, w ho toge ther w ith  his bro ther, Isaac 
Com nenus, exam ined him  as to his teaching. A nna un- 
b lushingly and even exultingly  relates th a t A lexius secured 
B asil’s confession by a direct lie: he feigned an in te rest in 
B asil’s doctrines as if w ishing to accept them , and by de
nouncing the O rthodox  clergy as unfaithful. W hen  Basil 
fell into the trap  and freely expounded his doctrines to  the 
em peror, A lexius suddenly th rew  aside the curta in  separa t
ing the room  from  the adjoining one, and revealed the pres
ence of a scribe who had taken dow n the confession in full.6 
Thereupon, A lexius called toge ther a council consisting of 
m any high civil and ecclesiastical officials, under the pres
idency of P a tria rch  John  IX  (1111-1134),7 which sentenced 
Basil to die a t the stake.

Im m ediately  a fte r the  seizure of Basil, A lexius ordered 
a form al round-up of all adherents of Bogomilism. T he pri
sons were thereupon filled to overflow ing w ith  them . M any 
recanted in fear of to rtu re  and burn ing ; but the  m ajority  
rem ained steadfast. To distinguish  the genuine O rthodox  
from  those who pretended to be O rthodox  in order to save 
the ir lives, A lexius resorted  to ano ther ruse: he ordered all 
to be burned, but those who professed to be O rthodox  were 
given the choice of a pyre upon which a large cross had been 
affixed. Those then who chose th is particu lar pyre, w ere 
released as having  proved the ir O rthodoxy. T he rest were 
burned or otherw ise punished. Basil, a lthough every at-

6. Anna Comnena, op. cit., book XV, p. 413, 414.
7. Anna Comnena (op. cit., book XV, p. 413) definitely states that the episcopal 

throne of Constantinople was at the time occupied “ by that most blessed of patri
archs, Lord Nicholas, the Grammarian7 i. e., Nicholas III, who held the post from 
1084 to 1111. But this must be one of her rather frequent slips of memory, for the 
date does not fit the period of persecution. Moreover, she herself relates the event 
as having taken place immediately before the death of Alexius.
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tem pt had been m ade to induce him  to recant, fearlessly 
w ent to his death  and died like a true  m arty r.

S im ultaneously w ith  the persecution of the Bogom ils 
in C onstantinople, sim ilar m easures were adopted th ro u g h 
out the Em pire. B ut the persecution served only to fu rth er 
the dissem ination of the teaching, as m ay be learned from  
the Life of St Hilarion of Mo glen9, w ritten by the Bulgarian 
P a tria rch  E uthem ius (1375-93). H ilarion  was consecrated 
bishop of his diocese during  the term  of office of E usta tius, 
archbishop of O hrid, in the fourth  decade of the tw elfth  
century. T he Life ,which unfo rtunate ly  is a late produc
tion, and being closely m odelled upon the curren t hagio- 
graphical models, does not inspire full confidence as to the 
accuracy of its narrative, inform s us th a t H ilarion  found 
his diocese to have been settled  p redom inantly  by M an- 
ichees, A rm enians (P au licians) and Bogom ils.9 H e in
s tan tly  undertook to com bat these form idable opponents of 
O rthodoxy, and is represented  as a valian t and doughty  dis
p u tan t w ith  the leaders of the groups. In  fact, the  g rea ter 
pa rt of the Life  is taken  up w ith  the recital of his argum ents. 
A lthough at first he is said to have been th rea tened  by his 
foes w ith  bodily in jury, the good bishop in the end is rep re
sented, as could be expected from so edifying a w ork, as 
having won a brilliant victory  over them. Indeed it is 
affirmed th a t w hen even E m peror M anuel I Com nenus 
(1143-80) began flirting  w ith  the heresy, H ila rion ’s “dog
m atic w ords” recalled him to O rthodoxy .10 T he  em peror 
is then  said to have w ritten  the bishop, encouraging  him in 
his w ork of uproo ting  the Bogom ilian heresy. Needless to 
say th a t the  whole episode regard ing  M anuel’s supposed 
vaccilation in relation to O rthodoxy  bears every m ark  of 
legendary  fabrication.

T here  is some evidence th a t Bogom ilism  continued as 
an im portan t factor in o ther parts  of the E m pire as well. 
In  1143, a Synod of C onstantinople, presided over by P a 
triarch  M ichael I I  (1143-46), condem ned as Bogom ils tw o 
“pseudobishops”, C lem ent of Sassi and Leontius of Babbis.11 
T he nex t year, a sim ilar synod condem ned m onk N iphon

8. Kalužniacki, E., Werlce des Tatriarchen von Bulgarien, Euthymius. Wien, 
1901, p. 27-58.

9. Ibid., p. 33.
10. Ibid., p. 52.
11. Thalloezy, Acta res Albaniae, I., no. 85.
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on account of the sam e heresy,12 and in 1147 even a pa triarch  
of C onstantinople, Cosmas, was deposed because of his 
adherence to N iphon’s teaching.

T he trag ic  confusion in to  w hich the Em pire was 
plunged a fte r the death  of E m peror M anuel I Com nenus 
(1180) was quickly taken advan tage of by the Bulgarians. 
D uring  the m inority  of M anuel’s son, A lexius II, the 
regency was in the hands of the boy’s m other, the beautiful 
M ary  of Antioch. As usual, m any am bitious men tried to 
w in her favor, and in tu rn  w hen she did choose one of them , 
they plo tted  a revolt against his rule. O ut of the turm oil, 
A ndronicus I Com nenus (1183-85) em erged as victor and 
m ade him self em peror. B ut his cruel rule soon disgusted 
the populace. In  1185 there occurred a revolt, which ended 
in an atrocious m urder of A ndronicus and the elevation to 
the th rone of Isaac II  A ngelus (1185-95). B ulgarians seized 
this opportun ity  to secure freedom  from  the galling  B yzan
tine yoke, and organized a revolt in 1186. T his tim e the 
im m ediate occasion of the revolt was furnished by the tax  
unw isely levied for the purpose of securing m oney for the 
m arriage  festivities of E m peror Isaac. T he uprising  cen ter
ed in the  north -eastern  B ulgaria, and was headed by tw o 
brothers, Theodore and John Asen, descendents of the old 
B ulgarian  tsars, whose possessions lay in the  vicinity  of the 
village of Trnovo, “ the place of th o rn s”. T hey  sum m oned 
representatives to a m eeting in the chapel of St. D em etrius 
which they  had built on the ir estates, and by a pious fraud 
of affirm ing th a t the sain t to w hom  the chapel had been 
dedicated had forsaken his post as the guard ian  of Thes- 
salonica and had come to serve in a sim ilar capacity in his 
new home, inspired confidence in the success of the revolt 
they were p lo tting . T he  superstitious nobles were persuad
ed to believe th a t under St. D em etrius’ protection, B ulgaria 
w ould regain  her lost independence. A lw ays ready  to take 
up arm s against the Greeks, the nobles joined the in trep id  
leaders, and soon the revolt extended even south  of the 
Balkan range. B oth Slavs and W allachians were to be 
found in the ranks of the  revolters. E m peror Isaac I I  sent 
an arm y against the insurgents, bu t its leader, General 
A lexius B ranas, betrayed  his m aster and had him self p ro
claim ed em peror a t H adrianople. A lthough B ranas was

12. Ibid., no. 86.
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killed in an effort to take C onstantinople, the  B ulgarians 
in the m eantim e were able to occupy the te rrito ry  betw een 
the D anube and the Balkan m ountains. To signify the re
sto ra tion  of the  form er B ulgarian  Em pire afte r 167 years 
of Greek suprem acy, the bro thers Theodore and Asen had 
them selves crow ned tsars, a t w hich tim e the form er, “ the 
renegade and evil slave” as M ichael A com inatus, the arch 
bishop of A thens, calls him, assum ed the nam e of Peter.

A lthough  the Greek dom ination was ex ternally  over
throw n, in ternally  the  Greek spirit re ta in ing  unquestioned 
suprem acy. Legal concepts, the B yzantine adm in istra tive 
procedure, finances, m ilitary  organization, all rem ained as 
before. T he ts a r’s court and its e tiquette  was also m odelled 
in s tric t accord w ith  the im perial example. T he  church 
likewise showed no m arked change in its in ternal life; it 
never regained its form er position as a leader of the Bul
garian  national life until in the tim e of the T u rk ish  dom i
nation, and before the rule of the P hanario ts , the venal 
bishops appointed by the ecum enical pa tria rchate , became 
dom inant. T he role of leadership passed over to the  monks 
of M ount A thos.

Since the archepiscopal see of O hrid, though  h is to r
ically a B ulgarian  see, had been en tirely  dom inated by 
Greek h ierarchy  from  the middle of the eleventh century, 
and hence was generally  and righ tly  regarded  as an in s tru 
m ent of the B yzantine governm ent, the new rulers decided 
to resto re  the form er autocephalous B ulgarian  national 
church. M oreover, they  felt the need of an ecclesiastical 
sanction of their revolt and of the ir assum ption of the im 
perial dignity , which the O hrid archbishop or the ecumenical 
pa tria rch  could not be reasonably expected to g ran t. T h e re 
fore, the rulers constrained  the Greek bishop of V idin to 
ordain, w ith  the assistance of tw o o ther Greek bishops, a 
B ulgarian  priest, Basil by name, as archbishop of B ulgaria 
(1185). Basil assum ed jurisd iction  over the entire  recon
quered te rrito ry , the eparchies of which had h ith e rto  been 
governed by C onstantinople (th ro u g h  the m etropolitan  of 
S ilistria) or by Ohrid. T he bishops of these eparchies were 
compelled to renounce obedience to the ir form er superiors, 
and to acknow ledge Basil as the ir sp iritual chief. Since 
they  w ere Greeks, it was only by constra in t th a t they  w ere 
forced to  do so. T he archbishop of O hrid, the learned
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D em etrius K hom atianus, relates th a t the unlucky bishop of 
V idin who had been in strum enta l in ordain ing  Basil to his 
high post, for some reason la te r refused to acknow ledge 
him as his superior and in consequence suffered the penalty  
of decapitation. H is courageous loyalty  to his canonical 
superior— if such really were the case— points to a belated 
repentance on his part for his share in the uncanonical con
secration of Basil. G radually, all Greek bishops were re
placed by B ulgarian. As could be expected, C onstantinople 
refused to acknow ledge either P e te r and A sen as tsars  or 
Basil as archbishop.

T h is situation  lasted till the reign of the youngest of 
the  A sen bro thers, K aloyan (1196-1207), who succeeded his 
elder bro thers after they  both had been m urdered. H e was 
a fierce and unscrupulous w arrior, bu t along w ith  it a su r
prisingly  adro it diplom at. E m peror A lexius I I I  A ngelus 
(1195-1203), having his hands full w ith  various revolters 
w ith in  the Em pire, was w illing tem porarily  to come to 
term s w ith  K aloyan, thus g iving the la tte r an opportun ity  
to s tren g th en  his pow er over the  Second or as it was com
m only called the T rnovo B ulgarian  Em pire. K aloyan 
utilized his opportun ity  by securing for him self recognition 
from  the only quarte r w here his efforts were likely to prove 
successful— from  the R om an curia. A t any rate , he righ tly  
surm ised th a t he could not obtain like favors from  Con
stantinople.

H is desire for legal recognition drove K aloyan to nego
tia te  w ith  Pope Innocent I I I  (1198-1216). A t first his em
bassy, sent to Rome in 1199 to request the tsa ris t crow n for 
their m aster, was unable to secure passage th ro u g h  the 
countries controlled by H u n g ary  or the  B yzantine Em pire. 
B ut finally, when the Serbian G rand-Zhupan Stephen, the 
son of S tephen N em anya, was driven by a sim ilar desire for 
recognition to  negotia te  w ith  P o p e  Innocent, K aloyan’s 
representatives were perm itted  to reach Rome by w ay of 
the Serbian lands.

Pope Innocen t eagerly  grasped the opportun ity  to re
cover Serbia and B ulgaria for his jurisdiction. P robab ly  
late in 1199 he sent to K aloyan a Greek archpriest from  
Brindisi, Dom inic by nam e, to open negotiations w ith  the 
B ulgarian  ru ler regard ing  the subm ission of the  B ulgarian  
church to himself. I t  is an eloquent evidence of the sorry
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sta te  of the Slavic cu lture of the B ulgarians th a t the  pope 
labored under the im pression th a t he was dealing w ith  
W allachians, a conclusion which he apparen tly  had derived 
from  the title  used by K aloyan— Imperator Bulgarorum et 
Blachorum. Innocent, apparen tly  ig no ran t of the racial o r
igins of the B ulgarians, and trea tin g  the W allachians as 
descendants of D acian Rom ans, strove to appeal to Kalo- 
yan ’s supposed R om an origins and antecedents. T he shrew d 
B ulgarian  did not trouble to explain to the pope his m is
take, bu t exploited it to his advantage as much as he could, 
actually  re ferring  to I ta ly  as patria nostra, a qua 
imus.13

T he negotia tions were long-draw n-out. A t first K alo
yan d istrusted  Dom inic on account of his Greek nationality , 
and im prisoned him as a possible im postor. I t  was not un
til two years la ter th a t the B ulgarian  ru ler assured him self 
of the genuineness of D om inic’s credentials, freed him, and 
accepted as au thentic  the le tte r he had brough t from  In n o 
cent. In  it the  pope prom ised, if K aloyan were to profess 
his adherence to the L atin  fa ith  before Dominic, to send 
him  papal legates who would carry  on fu rth er negotiations. 
In  th is prelim inary  skirm ish the pope carefully addressed 
K aloyan m erely as a nobilis vavoiding any form al title  
w hatsoever.

R etu rn ing  to Rome (1202), Dom inic b rough t le tte rs 
from  K aloyan and Basil. B oth suppliants professed their 
subm ission to the pope, the form er requesting  in re tu rn  
“ the rank  which our ancient em perors possessed”, the la t
ter, who styled him self in his le tte r as archie pise opus Sanc- 
titatis vestrae et pastor de Zagora”,14 recognition of his rank.

B ut Innocen t did not seem to be in any h u rry  to an
swer. G row ing im patien t a t the pope’s delay, K aloyan sent 
to Rome, in July, 1203, an em bassy w ith  A rchbishop Basil 
him self a t the head. In  the  le tte r carried  by this delegation, 
K aloyan sta ted  quite tru th fu lly  th a t the B yzantine em peror 
and the C onstantinopolitan  patriarch  had offered him (in 
the Spring  of the sam e year) a full and absolute recognition 
of the  political and ecclesiastical independence of Bulgaria. 
N evertheless— K aloyan continued— he determ ined to carry

13. See letter of Kaloyan to Innocent in Theiner, A., Vetera monumenta 
Slavorum meridionalium , Romae, 1863, 1863, I, No. 26, p. 15.

14. Theiner, A., op. cit., I, No. 27 and 28, pp. 16-17.
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on his negotiations w ith the pope, p referring  to receive the 
desired rank  for him self and his archbishop from  the 
apostolic see.

T he surprisingly  radical change in the a ttitu d e  of the 
Byzantine sta te  and church m ay be easily understood w hen 
one recalls th a t a t the tim e the boats of the V enetians tra n s 
porting  the valian t W este rn  barons form ing the body of 
the F o u rth  Crusade were sw arm ing in the Sea of M arm ora. 
T hey  had come to help the blinded and deposed E m peror 
Isaac I I  to regain  his throne, which had been usurped by 
A lexius II I . T he la tte r therefore found him self in dire 
stra its. I t  is no w onder th a t he was w illing to seek aid even 
a t the B ulgarian  court.

T he in tervention  of the C rusaders in the inner politics 
of the B yzantine Em pire resulted  in its conquest by its e rs t
while would-be allies. In  April, 1204, the L atins took Con
stan tinople after a stiff fight w ith the Greek forces, and set 
up the L atin  Em pire of Rom ania. T he fall of C onstan ti
nople was a signal to K aloyan for a general a ttack  upon the 
im perial territories. F ind ing  no g rea t opposition, he quick
ly and easily conquered M acedonia to the boundaries of 
A lbania, including O hrid. T hus the O hrid archepiscopal 
see was once m ore included in the  B ulgarian  empire.

In  the m eantim e, K aloyan’s em bassy was on its way 
to Rome. Basil him self did not reach th a t destination, for 
he had been detained a t D yrrhachium  and th rea tened  w ith  
violence— to be th row n in to  the sea— by the local Greeks 
if he should insist on continuing  his journey. On the advice 
of the archdeacon and o ther local L a tin  clergy,15 he re tu rned  
home, while his com panions pressed on to Rome.

B ut a m onth afte r the em bassy had left K aloyan’s court, 
the papal legate, John de Casam aris, arrived at Trnovo. H e 
had s ta rted  out from  Rom e in Decem ber, 1202, but having 
had com m issions in Bosnia and H ungary , had been g rea tly  
delayed on the way. H e did not b ring  the im perial crown, 
however, a lthough  he did bring  a pallium  for A rchbishop 
Basil ; bu t he had no instructions regard ing  ordain ing  him 
to the office. T he pope dem anded from  K aloyan a sworn 
prom ise ever to rem ain faithful, a long w ith the entire na
tion, to the H oly  See. M oreover, Pope Innocent notified 
him th a t according to the papal reg isters, B ulgarian  ru lers

15. Thalloczy et. al. Acta res Albaniae, I, No. 128, dated after Sept. 8, 1203.
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were wont to receive a royal, not an imperial, crown from  the 
popes; the legate was instructed  to verify the m atte r in the 
B ulgarian  registers. As for Basil, the papal em issary de
livered to him, on Septem ber 8, 1203, the pallium  and th e re 
w ith g ran ted  him, in the nam e of his m aster, the title  of 
prim ate of B ulgaria— although  not th a t of patriarch . Basil 
was likewise required to give solem n prom ises “ to be fa ith 
ful and obedient to the blessed P eter, and the holy and 
apostolic R om an see and m y lord, Pope Innocent as well as 
his catholic successors” .16 Both K aloyan and Basil signed 
the sw orn sta tem en ts dem anded of them , by which the Bul
garian  dom inions and church were subjected to the Rom an 
See.17

H aving  successfully accom plished his mission, John de 
Casam aris s ta rted  on his re tu rn  jou rney  tow ard the end of 
1203. K aloyan sent to Innocen t ano ther le tte r in which he 
thanked the pope for the pallium  g ran ted  to Basil, bu t re
quested th a t the la tte r be m ade patriarch , and th a t the B ul
garian  church be m ade fully autocephalous by having the 
r ig h t to choose and ordain its own patriarchs and to p re
pare its own chrysm . M oreover, K aloyan requested an im 
perial, not a royal, crow n for himself. H e concluded his 
appeal by repeating  his solem n prom ise of perpetual obe
dience to  the H oly  See m ade not only on his own behalf, 
bu t also on behalf of his successors and of the entire Bul
garian  nation.

Finally , in M arch, 1204, ano ther papal legate, C ardinal- 
priest Leo, was sent to B ulgaria  to crow n Kaloyan. H e did 
not reach T rnovo  till O ctober, for he had been detained by 
the H ungarian  K ing  H enry. This enemy of K aloyan was 
a t w ar w ith  B ulgaria on account of some te rrito ry  H enry  
had occupied. H av ing  learned of the object of Leo’s journey, 
he a ttem pted  to dissuade the pope from  g ran tin g  K aloyan 
the crow n on the ground th a t the la tte r  was a usurper. T he 
pope felt it necessary to adopt s tric t m easures against 
H enry, th rea ten in g  him w ith excom m unication unless he 
release Leo instan tly . T hereupon, the H ungarian  king 
yielded. A fter the legate reached K aloyan’s court, he con
secrated Basil as “P rim ate  of all B ulgaria  and W allach ia” 
(Nov. 7) and raised the bishops of P reslav  and V elbuzhd

16. Theiner, A., op. cit., No. 51, p. 32.
17. Ibid., No. 43, p. 27.
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to the rank  of archbishops.18 F our bishops com pleted the 
hierarchical organization. T he nex t day, the  card inal 
solem nly annointed K aloyan as king, placed the royal crow n 
sent by Innocen t upon his head and a sceptre in his hand. 
M oreover, he delivered to K aloyan a banner from  the pope 
“w ith which to lead the hosts in to  b a ttle ” and g ran ted  him  
the r ig h t to coin m oney w ith  his own effigy.

In  the papal le tte r delivered to K aloyan by Leo, In n o 
cent replied to the k ing’s request th a t the title  of prim ate 
g ran ted  to  Basil was alm ost the sam e as th a t of patriarch . 
H e g ran ted  the p rim ate the r ig h t to crow n the king, and 
to p repare the chrysm . T he prim ate was to be elected and 
consecrated by the B ulgarian  bishops them selves, but be
fore assum ing office, had to secure the papal pallium. H ence, 
to  all in ten ts  and purposes, the B ulgarian  prim ate  was 
au tonom ous; consequently, K aloyan established the prac
tice of calling him patriarch . As for K aloyan himself, a l
though  he had not received all he had asked for, he prom ptly  
began to call him self em peror or tsar. T ak in g  advantage 
of the  am biguity  a ttach in g  to the transla tion  of the  L atin  
w ord rex, which had form erly  been equivalent to the o r
iginal m eaning of Paodevg, he continued to use the  title  
tsar.

T he ecclesiastical union w ith  Rome was a purely politi
cal act. I t  had no perceptible consequences upon the inner 
life of the  B ulgarian  church. A lthough  we have but little  
inform ation concerning the m atte r, yet it is certain  th a t no 
im portan t change occurred either in the doctrinal or the 
adm inistra tive relations.

A fter having gained the substance of his dem ands from  
the pope, K aloyan proceeded to take up arm s against the 
L atin  conquerors of the  B yzantine Em pire. T he  Greeks of 
T hrace  who had a t first been satisfied to recognize Renier 
de T r it  in his new capacity as the  Duke of Philippopolis, 
changed their m inds as tim e w ent on and besought K aloyan 
to help them  overthrow  the new m aster. W hen  he accepted 
the invitation  and invaded T hrace, they  greeted  him as their 
deliverer, and enthusiastically  supported  his cause. A t the 
battle  of H adrianople (A pril 15, 1205), K aloyan u tte rly  de
feated E m peror Baldwin who along w ith  Count Louis of 
Blois had set out to succor his vassal, the D uke of Phil-

18. Theiner, A., op. cit., I, Nos, 40 and 41, pp. 23-25.
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ippopolis, and took the L atin  em peror prisoner. Louis of 
Blois was killed. Pope Innocent, as suzerain of both  Bald
win and K aloyan, dem anded of the  la tte r th a t he set the 
em peror free.19 K aloyan not only refused to comply w ith  
the pope’s request but trea ted  his em issaries w ith  scant 
courtesy. In  fact, N icetas reports th a t the desertion of the 
fickle Greeks of T hrace  to the L atins in furiated  K aloyan 
to such an ex ten t th a t he ordered unlucky B aldw in’s hands 
and feet cut off and his tru n k  hurled in to  a ravine (1206). 
B aldw in’s successor, H enry , incensed a t the ignom inious 
end of his predecessor, undertook an energetic cam paign 
against the B ulgarian  tsar. B ut K aloyan, allied w ith  the 
em peror of Nicaea, Theodore I Lascaris, invested Salonica. 
In  vain did the pope th rea ten  him w ith  an alliance of the 
L atins w ith  the H ungarians in order to dissuade him  from  
his a ttack  upon the crusaders.20 K ing  Boniface of Salonica 
perished in a B ulgarian  am bush. T he  w ar was finally 
te rm inated  by the secret assassination of K aloyan ordered 
by his Cum an ally (O ct., 1207). P e rs is ten t rum ors associ
ated  the nam e of K aloyan’s wife w ith  his assassination, and 
her speedy m arriage to the usurper of the throne, Boril, lent 
color to  the  charge.

As has a lready  been m entioned, K aloyan’s conquest of 
M acedonia com prised even the tow n of O hrid. H e was 
therefore confronted w ith the problem  of coordinating  the 
pow ers of the tw o autocephalous archepiscopal sees— O hrid 
and T rnovo— w ith  each other. H e finally decided not to 
subordinate one to the other, bu t to re ta in  both  archdioceses 
in the ir stand ings a t the tim e of the conquest. H e could not 
subordinate the archbishop of T rnovo to O hrid because 
T rnovo was his capital, its archbishop had been g ran ted  the 
title  of prim ate  by the pope and was in com m union w ith  
Rome, w hile the  O hrid see was not. B ut it was no t feasible 
to subject O hrid to the jurisd iction  of Trnovo, e ither; for 
the  fo rm er’s trad ition  w ent back to T sa r Sam uel, and the 
M acedonian B ulgarians felt closely a ttached  to it for his
torical reasons.

N evertheless, K aloyan resolved to convert the O hrid 
see from  a Greek institu tion  in to  a B ulgarian  one. I t  seems 
th a t he left the  Greek archbishop in an undisturbed  exer-

19. Theiner, A., op. tit., I, No. 64, p. 42.
20. Ibid., I., No. 68, p. 44.
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cise of his au tho rity , bu t substitu ted  in a la rger num ber of 
cases B ulgarian  for Greek bishops. T hese in tu rn  filled 
the parochial vacancies w ith  B ulgarian  priests. M oreover, 
K aloyan natu ra lly  g ran ted  preferential trea tm en t and sup
port to the T rnovo see, to the detrim ent of the O hrid in
terests.

A fte r K aloyan’s death  (1207), the throne was usurped 
by the son of K aloyan’s sister, Boril, who prom ptly  m arried  
his uncle’s w idow to secure a sem blance of legitim acy for 
himself. T he righ tfu l successor, John  Asen II , the  son of 
A sen I, was forced along w ith  his brother, A lexander, to 
seek refuge in Russia. N evertheless, the usurper was not 
able to conserve the un ity  of the te rrito ry  left by K aloyan: 
tw o of his relatives succeeded in w resting  from  him parts  of 
it. One of these, S trez, conquered M acedonia, including 
O hrid. T hus the archepiscopal see of O hrid once m ore be
came suprem e in its own independent te rrito ry . B ut parts  
of th is archdiocese fell under the dom ination of the L a tin  
Em pire, and Catholic bishops were installed there.

B oril’s insecure position was fu rth er agg ravated  by the 
opposition of the Bogom ils w ith in  his realm ; they  appear to 
have refused to acknow ledge his claims to the th rone on 
account of his illegal seizure of it. T hey  com prised a con
siderable portion of the population, and ever since the tim e 
of the Greek domination had earned for themselves the reputa
tion of fearless patrio ts. A lthough  we have no positive in
form ation regard ing  the m atter, it seems probable th a t the 
first A senites adopted a policy of to lera tion  and concili
a tion  tow ard the Bogomils. Boril, however, decided to  
persecute them. I t  is also possible th a t Pope Innocen t I I I  
urged Boril to undertake the persecution because he him 
self was a t the tim e w aging  a relentless crusade against the  
C athari and the A lbigenses in the W est. T h is supposition 
rests  upon the fact th a t the pope sent a cardinal to Boril 
w ith  a m essage the purport of which is not known. Boril 
could thus not only gain the good will of the  pope by per
secuting his own political enemies, bu t could a t the same 
tim e enlist for him self the sym pathy  of the O rthodox  clergy.

Boril therefore issued a call for a Council which was 
to  be composed of “all archpriests, priests, monks, nobles, 
and m any from  the rest of the n a tio n ”, and ordered seizure 
of the Bogomils all over the land. T he Council m et a t
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T rnovo in February , 1211, and was conducted under the 
presidency of the tsar. I ts  decrees are ex tan t.21 I t  con
dem ned m any heresies, Bogom ilian am ong them , and de
creed s tric t persecution of the ir adherents. T he punish
m ents ranged from  exile to im prisonm ent.

B ut con tra ry  to his expectation, these harsh  m easures 
m ade B oril’s position still worse. T he two princes, John 
A sen and A lexander, having  gained the aid of some R us
sian prince, invaded the te rrito ry  of Vidin. T he neighbor
hood of th is  city was, according to a fourteen th  century  
testim ony, settled  by Bogomils. W ith  the ir help, for in 
consequence of the persecution they  gladly  joined the in 
vaders, Y idin and the su rround ing  te rrito ry  was quickly 
seized by the tw o princes. Boril w as constrained to seek 
peace w ith  the L atins in order to  secure H u ngarian  aid ; 
then, w ith the help of the  la tte r, he was able to  reconquer 
Vidin. N evertheless, a fte r K ing  A ndrew  II  of H u n g ary  
w ent on a crusad ing  expedition to Palestine (1217), John  
Asen and  A lexander renew ed their invasion of B oril’s do
minions. W hen  the la tte r ’s adherents betrayed  his cause, 
Boril sought refuge in flight, but was caught and by the 
order of the victors was blinded (1218).

T he new tsar, the elder of the bro thers, who assum ed 
the title  of John  Asen II  (1218-1241), succeeded to a sorry  
inheritance. H e was, however, an able ru ler and diplom at 
as well as a good w arrior. T hanks to his energy, the B ul
garian  E m pire became for a tim e the strongest pow er in 
the  Balkans. Lie entered into friendly  relations w ith  the 
w eak L atin  E m peror R obert, as well as the Serbian K ing 
S tephen the F irst-C row ned, and the D espot of Epirus, 
Theodore I Angelus. H e m arried  a daugh ter of the H u n 
garian  K ing  A ndrew , and received w ith  her as dow ry the 
lands which A ndrew  had conquered from  Boril.

T he fortunes of the L atin  E m pire of R om ania were 
g row ing steadily  worse. U nder the incom petent rule of 
R obert, and afte r his death  (1228) under th a t of his eleven- 
year-old son, Baldwin I I  (1228-61), the Em pire was g rad 
ually  losing te rrito ry  to the B yzantines. T he E m peror of 
Nicaea, John  Ducas V ata tzes (1222-54), little  by little  re
conquered alm ost all L a tin  possessions in Asia M inor, and 
D espot Theodore I A ngelus of E pirus was even m ore sue-

21. Popruzhenko, M. GL, Sinodilc tsarya Borila. Sofia, 1928.
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cessful in his a ttacks upon the L a tin  K ingdom  of Salonica. 
H e conquered m ost of M acedonia, including Salonica, and 
A lbania, thus build ing a vigorous Greek sta te  on the ruins 
of the L atin  kingdom . In  1223 he was crow ned em peror by 
the archbishop of O hrid, D em etrius K hom atianus, whose 
ecclesiastical au th o rity  was now suprem e in T heodore’s 
dom inions. T he various princes who governed the num er
ous te rrito ries of the  L a tin  E m pire began to feel apprehen
sive of the om inous signs of decay, and  decided to urge a 
defensive alliance w ith  Bulgaria. I t  was to take the form  
of m arriage  of Baldwin w ith  John  A sen’s dau g h ter H elena. 
John  A sen was eager for such union w hich would afford him  
an opportun ity  to exercise a dom inant influence a t C onstan ti
nople. B ut the scheme was w recked on the determ ined 
opposition of the L atin  clergy who regarded  the B ulgarian  
ts a r  as an unreliable subject of Rom e and a p ro tec to r of the 
Bogomils. T he m a tte r was referred  to Rom e for decision, 
w here the m arriage plan was sum m arily  rejected. Instead , 
John  de Brienne, the ex-king of Jerusalem , was appointed 
regen t du ring  B aldw in’s m inority.

In  spite of this rebuff, John A sen m anaged to rise to 
g rea t power. W hen  he was treacherously  a ttacked  by E m 
peror Theodore A ngelus of Epirus, he was not only able to 
defend himself, bu t actually  com pletely defeated his foe’s 
a rm y  in the battle  of K lokotnitse (1230), took Theodore 
prisoner and had him  blinded. Thereupon, he quickly and 
easily extended his sw ay over the extensive realm s of his 
erstw hile rival. U ltim ately , his dom ains exceeded in ex
ten t K aloyan’s te rrito ry , and he thus became the m igh tiest 
ru ler in the  Balkans. T he  archepiscopal see of O hrid  was 
once m ore included w ith in  the boundaries of B ulgaria. A 
still ex tan t inscrip tion which John  Asen placed in the 
church of the F o rty  M arty rs  in T rnovo, bears w itness to 
the  pride which he felt in th is rem arkable extension of his 
power.

Such phenom enal success was not w ithou t effect upon 
the E m peror of Nicaea, John  D ucas V atatzes, w ho now 
zealously sought the friendship of the  B ulgarian  ruler. H e 
offered him an alliance w ith  him self for the purpose of 
driv ing the L atins out of the Em pire. Asen saw  therein  his 
opportun ity  to strike a good bargain  w ith  the em peror: he 
dem anded, in re tu rn  for this alliance, a form al acknow ledg
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m ent of his im perial title  and of the p rim ate of B ulgaria as 
head of an autocephalous church. Consequently, as early 
as 1232, in a form al agreem ent, the archbishop of T rnovo  
acknow ledged the  ecum enical pa triarch  as his chief, thus 
deserting  the papal allegiance. T his was the first step to 
w ard  ra is ing  the archbishopric to the rank  of patriarchate . 
T h a t the  Greeks were aw are of this secret in ten tion  on the 
p a rt of the  B ulgarian  tsa r is apparen t from  a le tte r w ritten  
by the patriarchal exarch of Epirus to John  Asen, in an en
deavor to dissuade him from  such a plan. In  1234 the  trea ty  
betw een the em peror of N icaea and the B ulgarian  tsa r was 
concluded a t Gallipoli and was guaran teed  by the m arriage 
celebrated at Lam psacus, betw een A sen’s daughter, H elena, 
and John V a ta tze s’ son, Theodore Lascaris. T hereupon  
John  A sen’s im perial rank  was form ally acknow ledged. A t 
the  same tim e, Asen requested  th a t the T rnovo  archbishop 
be raised to  the rank  of patriarch . A fter some deliberation, 
even th is request was g ran ted . P a tria rch  G erm anos I I  
(1222-1240) a long w ith  m any h ierarchs and hegum ens from  
M t. A thos held a council a t Lam psacus during  the sum m er 
of 1235, and there, w ith  the w ritten  consent of the  rem ain
in g  th ree  eastern  p a tria rchs and w ith  the im perial and, 
synodical approval, g ran ted  the patriarchal rank  to  A rch
bishop Joachim  I I .22 Besides, several prom inent B ulgarian  
bishops were raised to the m etropolitan  rank. N everthe
less, the g ran tin g  of the patriarchal rank  to Joachim  did not 
carry  w ith  it the  full equality  of the B ulgarian  pa tria rch  
w ith  the four h istoric pa triarchates. In  fact, the  B ulgarian  
chief rem ained definitely subordinated  to the  ecumenical 
patriarch , w hose nam e he was obliged to recite in the litu rg y  
before all others. A ccording to the  assertion  m ade la te r by 
the C onstan tinopolitan  p a tria rch  Callistos, P a tria rch  
G erm anos had even im posed a yearly  paym ent upon the  
B ulgarian  patria rchate , and had subjected the B ulgarian  
patria rch  to the  jurid ical pow er of C onstantinople.

T hus B ulgaria  once m ore came to possess tw o au to 
cephalous churches: the pa tria rch a te  of T rnovo and the 
archbishopric of O hrid. B ut the  la tte r, a lthough  not form al
ly deprived of its autocephaly, lost m uch of its prestige and 
power. I ts  form er eparchies in Epirus had been transferred  
to  the ju risd iction  of the ecum enical pa tria rch ate  and were

22. Georgii Aeropolitae Annales, Migne, PG,, v. 140, c. 1057.
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adm inistered by a pa triarchal exarch. T he  patria rch  of 
T rnovo of course retained  hegem ony w ith in  the B ulgarian  
church, although  historically  th a t role belonged to  Ohrid. 
T hus the la tte r see practically  became subordinate to 
Trnovo, although  canonically no change had been m ade in 
the s ta tu s of the two. T he archbishop of O hrid was obliged 
to recite the  nam e of his m ore successful B ulgarian  rival 
in the litu rgy , a practice which has been alw ays regarded  
as an acknow ledgm ent of dependence. Indeed  it is pos
sible th a t he was constrained even to pay a nom inal con tri
bution to his m ore fo rtunate  rival.

T he falling aw ay of the B ulgarian  church from  papal 
jurisd iction  g rea tly  angered Pope G regory IX  (1227-41). 
H e appealed to John  Asen to w ithdraw  from  his alliance 
w ith  E m peror John  V atatzes and to order a re tu rn  of his 
church to the papal obedience. W hen  the tsa r tu rned  a deaf 
ear to these appeals, G regory em powered the H un g arian  
archbishop of K alocz to excom m unicate him  (1236).

T he danger th rea ten in g  from  H ungary , w hich was no 
longer ruled by the friendly A ndrew  II  who had died in 
1235, but by his son, Béla IV  (1235-70), was sufficiently 
grave to induce John Asen to w ithdraw  from  his alliance 
w ith  E m peror John  V atatzes and to begin negotiations 
w ith  the pope. M oreover, John A sen was not slow to real
ize th a t it would not be to his advan tage  to help s treng then  
the E m pire of N icaea too m uch; hence he not only broke 
his trea ty  w ith  V atatzes, but even w ent so far as to transfer 
his support to the Latins. G reatly  angered, the  em peror 
declared a w ar against his form er ally. T his b rough t about 
a p rom pt change in the policy of the B ulgarian  tsar. H av 
ing learned th a t an infectious disease had carried aw ay his 
wife, his eldest son, as well as P a tria rch  Joachim , John  A sen 
professed to see in the calam ity a sure sign of divine dis
pleasure w ith  his unfaithfu lness to the Greeks and once 
m ore resum ed his alliance w ith  V atatzes.

T h is  second ru p tu re  w ith  the R om an See incensed 
Pope G regory IX  to the ex ten t of ordering, in January , 
1238, the  H u ngarian  prelates to  preach a crusade against 
the disobedient B ulgarians. H e appealed to  K ing  Béla IV  
to  become the leader of the expedition. B ut the H ungarian  
king, whose territo ries had  been invaded by the wild hordes 
of the Cum ans w ho in tu rn  had been driven w estw ard  by
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the  M ongols, had no desire to assum e the role of a papal 
defender. Consequently, John  Asen was able to  re ta in  his 
conquests and his rank  undisturbed. H e died in 1241, hav
ing b rough t his country  to a sta te  of power such as it had 
not enjoyed for a long time.

A fter his death, the th rone of B ulgaria passed to his 
nine-year-old son, K alim an I (1241-46). T he governm ent 
was of course in the hands of a regency. In  1245 Pope 
Innocent IV  (1243-54) w rote to K alim an in an effort to 
induce him to renew  the union w ith Rom e.23 B ut no th ing  
came of it.

K alim an died, probably of poisoning, in 1246. H e was 
succeeded by his half-brother, M ichael II , then  a boy of 
eight. H is m other, Irene, sister of the D espot of Epirus, 
D em etrius, assum ed the leading position in the  regency. 
She exerted  her influence in favor of subversion of the 
trad itional pro-im perial policies of B ulgaria. U nder her 
leadership, the country  became pro-Epirean. T he  conse
quences of this ill-advised step were sw ift and tragic. 
E m peror John V atatzes im m ediately took up arm s against 
Irene, and in a successful cam paign conquered all of T hrace  
and of no rth e rn  M acedonia. Besides taking' these B u lgar
ian territo ries, he also conquered Epirus, and D espot 
D em etrius was obliged to acknow ledge V atatzes as his 
suzeraign. T hus the gains of John Asen II  were again  lost 
to the Greeks. Soon afte r the weak M ichael II, who vainly 
sought to recover a t least a part of his patrim ony, was 
assassinated  by his cousin, K alim an, in 1256.

O ut of the chaos which succeeded this foul deed em
erged as tsa r the leader of the nobles, C onstantine (1257- 
77), who claimed descent from  the Serbian S tephen 
N em anya. H e had to engage in long w ars w ith m any rivals 
before he became generally  acknow ledged. In  order to 
s tren g th en  his position, he divorced his wife and m arried  a 
daugh ter of Theodore I I  Lascaris. B ut even then he lost 
a g rea t deal of his te rrito ry  to the strongest of his rivals, 
Jacob Svetislav.

F eeling  the need of support in his none too secure posi
tion, T sa r C onstantine was driven to seek the help of the

23. Potthast, Regesta pontificum  Romanorum, Berlin, 1874, nos. 11606 and 
11613.
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B yzantine Em peror, M ichael V I I I  Palaeologus (1259-82), 
who had expelled the L atins from  C onstantinople in 1261 
and had reestablished his rule in the old capital of the 
B yzantine Em pire. T he em peror needed allies against the 
forces of the  L atins who sought to reconquer the lost te rr i
to ries; hence, he was glad to make alliance w ith  the Bul
garians. M ichael’s g rea tes t danger arose w hen Charles of 
Anjou, K ing  of Naples, revived the pro ject of resto ring  the 
L atin  Em pire (1267), a fte r Baldwin I I  had surrendered  to 
him his title  to it. T he B yzantine em peror then  sought to 
w ard  off the th rea ten in g  danger by n eg o tia ting  w ith  the 
pope for ecclesiastical reunion. A lthough  the move was a 
bit of politic stalling  in order to gain time, yet the clergy 
and the populace became alarm ed and opposed it m ost ener
getically. As for his own dom inions, M ichael em ployed 
force to suppress the disaffection. B ut since the O rthodox  
churches of Serbia and B ulgaria also felt affected by the 
m easure and loudly pro tested  against it, M ichael dealt them  
a m ost unexpected blow. In  1272 by a special chrysobull 
he transferred  to the archepiscopal see of O hrid  all the 
privileges which had been g ran ted  the defunct Justin iana  
P rim a by E m peror Justin ian  and confirmed anew  the priv
ileges g ran ted  the form er see by E m peror Basil I I ; in o ther 
w ords, he officially identified the ancient defunct see of 
Justin iana  P rim a w ith  O hrid, and assured O hrid  all the 
h istoric  privileges possessed by both. By this astounding- 
m easure the archbishopric of Pech and the pa tria rch a te  of 
T rnovo which had been created  out of the te rrito ry  of one 
or the o ther of the older sees, were sum m arily  deprived of 
their canonical rig-hts and privileges, and were m erged w ith 
the archbishopric of O hrid.

As far as the negotiations for reunion of the Greek and 
L atin  churches were concerned, a Council was called to 
Lyons (1274) w here the questions on which the tw o parties 
were a t variance were to be settled. M ichael’s em issaries 
a t the Council, headed by P a tria rch  Joseph I and the im 
perial logothete  G eorge A cropolite, acknow ledged the ju r
isdiction of Pope G regory X over the p a tria rch ate  of Con
stan tinople  and included in the subm ission the dioceses of 
Pech and T rnovo  as parts  of the  archepiscopal see of O hrid. 
This inclusion they  justified on the g round th a t the tw o 
national pa tria rchates  had been established w ithou t the
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papal consent and as such were uncanonical. T he legitim acy 
of O hrid was based upon its identification w ith  the see of 
Justin iana  P rim a founded by Justin ian  I w ith  the consent 
of Pope V igilius I. In  spite of this elaborate legal jugg ling , 
the pope appears to have taken  no steps to subjugate  the 
tw o Slavic sees to his jurisdiction.

T he union of the p a tria rchate  of C onstantinople w ith  
Rome, a m easure dictated  by sheer political necessity, was 
intensely unpopular am ong the O rthodox  people every
where. T he  em peror found him self under the necessity of 
persecuting  his own subjects as “schism atics” . T he Bul
garian  ru ler discerned in th is circum stance his opportun ity  
to place him self a t the head of an opposition m ovem ent, 
no t only in behalf of his own people, bu t of the dissatisfied 
m asses of the Em pire as well. T hese la tte r  were headed 
by the sister of the em peror, Eulogia, who entered in to  
secret negotiations w ith  T sa r C onstantine, who was her 
son-in-law, having  m arried  her daugh ter M aria. A fter T sa r 
C onstantine had broken his leg and became thus incapacita t
ed for the duties of governm ent, M aria v irtually  became 
the ru ler of Bulgaria. T hen  the tw o women, m other and 
daughter, were able to cooperate effectively in th w artin g  
E m peror M ichael’s ecclesiastical policy. But M aria became 
extrem ely  unpopular in B ulgaria on account of her cruel 
and crafty  character. O pposition to her rule w ith in  the 
country  as well as the danger th rea ten in g  from  M ichael 
compelled her finally, in 1267, to m ake peace w ith  Con
stantinople. P a tria rch  Ig n a tiu s of Trnovo, who had been 
pronounced deposed on account of his opposition to the 
union, by the unionist ecum enical patriarch , John  Beccus 
(1275-82), was constrained to appear before the la tte r  and 
to m ake his subm ission to the R om an curia. T h is was done 
in the presence of the  G eneral of the F ranciscan  O rder, 
Jerom e of Ascoli, who la te r became Pope N icholas IV  
(1288-92).24 B ut as usual, subm ission ex to rted  by political 
necessities was neither sincere nor of long duration. A fter 
E m peror M ichael’s death  in 1282 the union w ith  Rome 
lapsed, a lthough  for th a t m atte r the B ulgarian  ru lers had 
for a long tim e not observed its term s. A t the instiga tion  
of H elena, the zealous R om an Catholic Serbian queen- 
dow ager, Pope N icholas IV  w rote  to the B ulgarian  T sa r

24. Theiner, A., Monumenta historica Hungariae, Komae, 1859, I, no. 609.
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George Terteri I as well as to the Bulgarian patriarch 
(1291) regard ing  reunion, but w ithou t any resu lt.25

T he h istory  of the succeeding fo rty  years presents no 
ou tstand ing  events as far as the church is concerned. P o lit
ically, the period was very unstable, due to the kaleido
scopic changes on the th rone b rough t about by the rivalries 
of families of the T erte rites  and the Asens. T he battle  of 
V elbuzhd (1330) betw een the B yzantino-B ulgarian  forces 
and Serbia resulted in the victory  of the la tter. T h is suc
cess of the Serbian arm s definitely secured hegem ony in 
the B alkans for Serbia, and B ulgaria  from  th a t tim e lost 
its leading position. T his period of d isasters and confusion 
was a t last a rrested  w ith  the elevation to the throne of John 
A lexander (1331-71), who was able to restore stab ility  to 
B ulgaria  and to gain advantage for his country  from  the 
trag ic  disorders prevalent in the Em pire during  the strugg le  
for suprem acy betw een E m peror John  V Palaeologus and 
John V I Cantacuzene.

D uring  the d isastrous civil w ar in the Em pire which 
broke out betw een the adherents of the  form er G rand 
Dom estic, John Cantacuzene, who had been proclaim ed 
(1342) co-em peror w ith  the young John V, and the partisans 
of the regent, A nne of Savoy, John 's  m other, the Serbs and 
the B ulgarians saw the ir opportun ity  to extend the ir dom in
ions. I t  was particu larly  the Serbian ruler, S tephen D ush- 
an, who profited by these disorders. H e conquered al
m ost all Greek te rrito ry  in the  Balkans, and in 1346 had 
him self crow ned E m peror of the Serbs and the Greeks. A t 
the sam e tim e he elevated the archbishop of Pech, Joanni- 
cius II , to  the rank  of patriarch .

T he inner sta te  of the B ulgarian  church during  the reign 
of John A lexander was not encouraging. I t  shared the 
general character of the B yzantine church of the period, the 
m ost ou tstand ing  feature  of which was a form  of m ysticism  
know n as hesychasm . This m ovem ent had m uch in com
m on w ith  W estern  m ysticism  of the type of T au ler and of 
M eister E ckhard t. I t  o rig inated  w ith  G regory the Sinaite, 
who stressed as the goal of perfect m onastic life a state  of 
m ystical ecstacy which he called theory , in distinction 
from  the life of asceticism  which he regarded  as m ere
ly p repara to ry  for the life of m ystical vision, and which

25. Ibid., n. 608.



OF THE SECOND EMPIRE 117

he called practice. H av ing  settled  a t M ount A thos, 
G regory gathered  about him  a considerable num ber of dis
ciples, am ong whom  his b iographer, Callistos, la ter pa triarch  
of C onstantinople, m entions m any B ulgarians and Serbians. 
T he hesychasts gave them selves to the m ystical ecstacy of 
the vision of w hat they fondly regarded  as “ the transfigu r
ation  lig h t” which had shone about Jesus on the M ount of 
T ransfiguration  (identified by them  w ith  M ount T ab o r). 
T he teachings of G regory found their chief opponent in the 
W estern-influenced C alabrian monk, Barlaam , who rid i
culed them  and sought to discredit them  by po in ting  out 
the ir sim ilarities w ith certain  features of Bogom ilism  and 
M essalianism . T he chief defender and exponent of hesy- 
chasm  arose in G regory Palam as, la ter archbishop of 
Salonica. H is cham pionship of the  doctrine of the “un 
created lig h t” finally won its acceptance at the Council of 
C onstantinople held in 1351. T he teachings of B arlaam  and 
his associates were there  condem ned and the ir adheren ts 
were excom m unicated.

H esychasm  soon penetrated  into B ulgaria, w here 
Theodosius of T rnovo  (d. c. 1367 or 68), a disciple of 
G regory the Sinaite, became its m ost celebrated exponent. 
On his frequent peregrinations from  one m onastery  to an
other, Theodosius m et G regory the S inaite and became his 
devoted disciple. A fter the la tte r’s death, Theodosius v isit
ed M ount A thos and became acquainted w ith  the mode of 
life of the hesychasts there. In  the  end, when Theodosius 
settled  in B ulgaria, T sa r John  A lexander gave the group 
of disciples w hich had gathered  about him  an extensive 
trac t of land on a hill about tw o hours’ distance south  of 
Trnovo, w here they  established a m onastic com m unity. I t  
is said th a t the com m unity  consisted of fifty members.

In  spite of his re tired  m anner of life, Theodosius soon 
acquired a wide and tru ly  im portan t influence in the relig
ious life of the country. H e took lead in the strugg le  be
tw een the pow er-loving ecum enical patriarch , Callistos I 
(1350-63), and the B ulgarian  patria rch  Simeon, in w hich he 
upheld the cause of the form er— a strange  proceeding from  
the nationalistic  point of view! T he B ulgarian  pa triarch  
sought to m ake him self fully independent of the overlord
ship of the C onstantinopolitan  see. H e therefore dropped 
the la tte r’s nam e from  the litu rgy  and no longer applied for
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the chrysm  to him. P a tria rch  Callistos n a tu ra lly  p ro tested  
against th is revolt on the p a rt of the head of the B ulgarian  
church. B ut the m ost rem arkable feature  of the affair is 
th a t Theodosius and his collaborator R om anus took sides 
w ith  the ecum enical pa triarch , because the la tte r was a 
d istinguished m em ber of the hesychast party . Ig n o rin g  
the ir own patriarch , they  tu rned  directly  to C onstantinople, 
professing readiness to support the  cause of Callistos. T his 
is an eloquent proof of the esprit de corps of the  hesychast 
p a rty  which overrode even the nationalistic  in terests.

T he effort of the T rnovo  patria rch  to gain  com plete 
independence from  his ecum enical superior m ay be linked 
w ith  the policy of the tsa r as well as w ith  the fact th a t the 
tim es afforded a favorable opportun ity  for such revolt. 
T he B ulgarian  tsa r claim ed the title  of “em peror of the 
B ulgarians and the G reeks”, and as such did not w ish to be 
outdone by the u p s ta rt Serbian S tephen D ushan who had 
ju s t then assum ed the im perial title  and raised his arch 
bishop to the  rank  of patriarch . F o r th a t reason he desired 
to see his own patria rch  possess the  sam e independence as 
the Serbian had assum ed. T he very success of the  Serbians 
in the ir venture encouraged the sp irit of revolt in the  Bul
garians.

In  the Life of Theodosius w ritten  by P a tria rch  Callistos, 
the B ulgarian  m ystic is represented  as the sole leader in the 
s trugg le  against the heresies which w ere troub ling  the life 
of the  B ulgarian  church. T he B ulgarian  patria rch  is trea ted  
as a person of no account. Theodosius alone is given credit 
for the calling of the first council to deal w ith  the heresies 
and is depicted as p lay ing  a predom inant role in the o rgan 
ization of the  second council. T h is is undoubtedly  a gross 
exaggera tion  of the facts. No one but the  patria rch  or the 
tsa r had the rig h t to  call councils. Hence, such a g a th e r
ing could not have been held w ithou t an active co-operation 
of the patriarch . Especially since th is d ign ita ry  was on 
bad term s w ith  Theodosius it is no t possible to im agine th a t 
he w ould have vo lun tarily  relinquished his rig h ts  to his 
opponent. T he  p rim ary  credit for the councils m ust be 
given to the  patriarch , despite C allistos’ assertion  to the 
contrary .

T here  were abundan t reasons for holding the councils 
against the various anti-ecclesiastical m ovem ents. T he com-
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m on people were living in m isery and squalor which the 
church did n o th ing  to alleviate. On the contrary , the 
church w as but too often am ong the oppressors. M oreover, 
the  h ierarchy  strove to extend still fu rth e r its privileges and 
w as no t in terested  in im proving the m iserable lot of the 
people. T he  barren  m ysticism  of the  hesychasts was not 
calculated to  im prove the social and economic m isery, either. 
T hus the la ity  were left a prey to superstition  and to anti- 
ecclesiastical ^movements.

T he Bogomils exerted  a wide and po ten t influence by 
the ir propaganda, and several o ther sectarian  m ovem ents 
shared popularity  w ith  them . A certain  monk, T heodoret 
by name, came from  C onstantinople and preached the anti- 
hesychast doctrines of Barlaam , and w as accused of some 
heathen  practices besides. M ore stir was caused by tw o 
monks, L azarus and Cyril surnam ed B arefooted, who 
had  been eixpelled from  M t. A thos on account of the ir 
adherence to the  Bogom il tenets. Bogom ilism  had spread 
to the H oly  M ountain, according to a story , from  Salonica, 
w here a pious nun, Irene  by nam e, had infected her m on
astic v isitors w ith  the virus of this vigorous anti-ecclesiasti
cal teaching. She enjoyed g rea t fam e on account of her 
piety  and benevolence and m any m onks from  M t. A thos 
resorted  to her for th a t reason. W hen  the adheren ts of 
Bogom ilism  were discovered to have penetrated  even the 
hallow ed re trea ts  of the H oly  M ountain, am ong those who 
w ere expelled were the tw o above-m entioned m onks who 
took refuge in B ulgaria. T hey  came to T rnovo  w here L az
arus is said to have divested him self of clothes and to have 
preached the necessity of em asculation. T hese features 
w ould indicate M essalian influence. Cyril opposed the w or
ship of icons and of the  cross, claim ed to have visions, and 
tau g h t th a t husbands and wives should separate. In  gen
eral, therefore, the charac te r of the teach ing  of these tw o 
m onks bore likeness to  Bogomilism. A nother popular 
preacher of an opposite tendency, Theodosius by name, 
ga thered  large crow ds of people about him, form ed a band 
of followers of them , and w alk ing  about the villages and 
the country-side, often naked, tau g h t them  to indulge in 
orgiastic  excesses. T hus both the ascetic and the orgiastic 
form s of religious enthusiasm  m et! B ut sim ilar situation  
existed several centuries la te r for instance am ong the Rus-
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sian sect of K hlysti, who often indulged in unrestric ted  
prom iscuous orgies, and the closely related  Skoptsy, who 
reacted  in the opposite fashion and practiced em asculation. 
T he A dam ites who existed in Bohem ia in the first half of 
the fifteenth cen tury  also w alked naked and practiced im 
m orality.

T hese various religious irregu larities finally led to the 
calling of tw o councils for the purpose of res to ring  order. 
As already said, the Life of Theodosius gives chief credit for 
the councils to the leader of the B ulgarian  hesychasts. But 
we have already seen th a t such could not have been the case. 
T he B ulgarian  patria rch  Simeon, who had m oral stam ina 
enough to carry  on a long strugg le  for ecclesiastical 
independence w ith  the ecumenical patriarch , undoubtedly  
possessed sufficient energy to take resolute m easures for the 
suppression of the various d istu rbers who were troub ling  
his church. A t any rate, in 1350 a council w as convened 
under the presidency of the tsar, and s tric t m easures w ere 
passed against the Bogom ils and o ther anti-ecclesiastical 
m ovem ents. I t  m ay be freely conceded th a t Theodosius 
m igh t have taken  a leading p art in the  denunciation of these 
sectaries and in the defence of O rthodoxy. T he  tw o m on
astic d isturbers of peace, Lazarus and Cyril, w ere tr ie d ; the 
form er ab jured  his views, but the la tte r  along w ith  his ad
heren t Stephen rem ained stead fast; they  were branded on 
the face and banished from  the country.

N evertheless, the m easures taken  a t the council did not 
put a stop to the religious dissensions. T o  the previously 
ex isting  troubles was added a curious Judaising  m ovem ent 
in itia ted  by the Jew s resident in Bulgaria. T hey  were 
em boldened to launch th e ir p ropaganda tru s tin g  in the p ro
tection of the ir m igh ty  form er co-religionist, the tsaritsa . 
T he ag ing  John A lexander had fallen in love w ith  a Jew 
ess, and having  compelled his wife, Theodora, the  d augh ter 
of B essarab of W allachia, to re tire  to a cloister, m arried  
the Jew ish charm er. She of course found it necessary to  
subm it to the rite of baptism  in which she assum ed the nam e 
of Theodora. B ut she m ust have rem ained a t heart loyal 
to her own people. A t any  rate, th a t is w hat they  th o u g h t 
of her. T he second council which convened c. 1360 dealt, 
therefore, in addition to  the Bogom ils, w ith  the Judaisers. 
All doctrines a t variance w ith  O rthodoxy  were anathem 
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atized and the leaders of the anti-ecclesiastical groups w ere 
banished. T he righ ts  of the Jews were lim ited and th ree 
leaders of the Judaising  p arty  were pu t to death.

In  the  strugg le  betw een Callistos and Simeon, the! 
m ystics gained the final victory. I t  appears not to have 
come till in the days of P a tria rch  Euthem ius, who was a dis
ciple of Theodosius. B ut then the B ulgarian  patria rch  
acquiesced in his position of subordination to C onstan ti
nople.

In  spite of the expansion of Serbia and B ulgaria, 
a m ost dangerous enem y had appeared on the horizon who 
was destined to destroy  both  the Greek and the Slavic 
pow ers of the B alkans: the O ttom an  T urks. T he ir emir, 
O rkhan (1326-57), had been given E m peror John 
C antacuzene’s daughter, Theodora, in m arriage in consid
eration  of the help rendered  John  by the T urks in his 
s trugg le  w ith  the p a rty  of John  V and his m other A nne of 
Savoy (1344). In  1349 C antacuzene called upon his son- 
in-law  once m ore to aid him  against T sa r S tephen D ushan 
who was besieging Salonica.

T he T urks, thus given an idea of the  sorry  sta te  of 
the B yzantine Em pire, profited by the ir opportun ity  to the 
full. F rom  th a t tim e T hrace, Bulgaria, and Serbia were 
never free from  their periodic invasions. A fter the forced 
re tirem en t of John  C antacuzene to M t. A thos (1355), O r
khan became openly hostile to the Em pire. In  1356, th ir ty  
thousand  T urks, under the leadership of his tw o sons, 
Sulaim an and M urad, crossed the s tra its  of the D ardanelles 
and settled  perm anently  in Europe. F rom  th a t tim e they  
became a lasting  and ever increasing m enace to the B alkan 
pow ers and the Em pire.

In  view of the  grave danger th rea ten in g  from  the 
T urks, it was suprem ely unw ise on the p a rt of T sa r John  
A lexander to  divide his te rrito ry . N evertheless, spurred 
by his love of his second wife and w ishing to reserve for her 
son, John Shishm an, the bulk of his dom inions, he deprived 
the only surviving son of his first m arriage, John Sracim ir, 
of the succession, and assigned him m erely the te rrito ry  of 
Vidin. T h is was done before 1360. Besides, a strip  of 
coast-land in the n o rtheaste rn  p a rt of B ulgaria was like
wise to rn  aw ay from  John  A lexander’s dom inions and was 
set up as an independent despotate  under D obrotié (hence
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it is know n to this day as D obru ja). C onsequently, alm ost 
the  whole litto ral of the Black Sea passed out of the  ts a r’s 
hands. Ecclesiastically, this region became subject to  
C onstantinople.

Still g rea te r w eakening of the Slavic hegem ony in the 
Balkans occurred a fte r the death  of the m igh ty  Serbian 
tsar, S tephen D ushan  (1355). H is te rrito ries  were to rn  
ap art into a num ber of small principalities, ruled by his dis
united  and m utually  jealous epigones. In  the ir separate  
w eakness, they could no m ore effectively w ith stand  the on
w ard  rush  of the consolidated T urk ish  pow er th an  could a 
flock of m agpies w ith stand  the a ttack  of an eagle.

T he new T u rk ish  sultan, M urad  I (1359-89), is num 
bered am ong the m igh tiest of T u rk ish  w arriors. H e soon 
a ttacked  John  A lexander, and in 1363 conquered the im 
p o rtan t T hrac ian  capital, H adrianople, which he made, tw o 
years later, the new capital of his empire. T hereupon  the 
center of T u rk ish  pow er shifted to Europe. M oreover, the  
am bitious and insatiable H u n g arian  king of the  A njou 
dynasty , Louis I (1342-82), casting  covetous eyes upon the 
w eakly p ro tected  region of John  Sracim ir, invaded and con
quered V idin in 1365. S racim ir’s fa ther, John  A lexander, 
w as in no position to come to his son’s aid. T hus V idin 
passed to H u n g ary  as a special banate, ruled by D ionysius, 
form erly  the voyevod of T ransylvania. Louis w rote the 
pope ask ing  him for tw o thousand  m onks to Catholicize the 
conquered te rrito ry . T he pope sent him  eigh t friars who 
had been preaching  in Bosnia. W ith  the help of the m ili
tary , these F ranciscans obtained, according to the ir report, 
an  aston ish ing  success in the ir m issionary  endeavors. In  
fifty days they  converted one-th ird  of the to ta l num ber of 
the  inhabitan ts. T he populace, w hich was largely  Bogomil, 
was quickly constrained to accept R om an Catholicism . B ut 
th is success was quickly undone w hen V idin was re taken  
by the B ulgars. T hereupon, five of the  friars w ere put to 
death  and m any of the  converts w ere reclaim ed.

B ut the  g rea tes t calam ity  for B ulgaria  was the  defeat 
which the arm ies of John  A lexander suffered a t the hands 
of the T u rk ish  arm y. B eginning w ith  1369, the T u rk s  sys
tem atically  a ttacked  the B ulgarian  te rrito ry . T h e  loss of 
Philippopolis was a serious blow to  the pow er of John 
A lexander. In  1371 the defeat of the Serbian arm ies a t the
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battle on the M aritsa was, according to Jireček, “the beginning 
of the T urk ish  dom ination over the sou thern  Slavs”.26 John 
A lexander died before th is signal defeat of the Serbs (Feb. 
17, 1371), a t which tim e B ulgaria  was bu t a shadow  of w hat 
it had been earlier in his reign.

T he rem ain ing  te rrito ry  of B ulgaria  was divided into 
th ree p a rts : the  largest share was inherited  by John  Shish- 
m an, the son of John  A lexander’s second wife. T he V idin 
te rrito ry , reconquered from  the H ungarians in 1370, was 
resto red  to Sracim ir a t the price of his acknow ledgm ent of 
H u ngarian  suzerainty. F inally , the th ird  part, the strip  
a long the Black Sea, rem ained in the hands of D obrotić. 
B ut the w orst feature of this unstatesm anlike division was 
th a t the three rulers were so crim inally  short-sigh ted  in 
the ir policies as to prey upon each o th e r’s te rrito ries  and 
thus to  w eaken them selves. Sracim ir, w hen Shishm an was 
obliged to acknow ledge Su ltan  M urad ’s overlordship after 
the battle on the M aritsa, invaded Shishman’s dominions and 
occupied Sredets (Sofia). M oreover, he rem oved the 
church of his dom inions from  the  jurisd iction  of the T rnovo 
patriarch  and subm itted  it d irectly  to the rule of C onstan ti
nople. T h is m ay have been done w ith  the active encourage
m ent of the ecumenical patriarch . A t any rate , in 1381, the 
m etropolitan  of V idin, loyal to T rnovo, was deposed, his 
place being taken  by an appointee of C onstantinople, Cas- 
sian. T hus both  B ulgaria and Serbia, on account of in ternal 
p e tty  rivalries and lack of a s tro n g  com m anding personal
ity , were u tte rly  unable to w ith stand  the T urk ish  encroach
m ents.

In  spite of the th rea ten in g  political situation, the cul
tu ra l life of B ulgaria was heightened to a feverish degree. 
T he  chief credit for the  lite ra ry  revival is due to the disciple 
of Theodosius of Trnovo, E uthym ius, who la te r became Bul
garian  pa triarch  (1375-93). H e was of course a hesychast. 
W e derive our know ledge of his life from  the Eulogy w ritten  
by his relative and disciple, G regory Tsam blak, a lthough  
th is source suffers from  all the defects usually  m et w ith  
in hagiographical w ritings. I t  is apparen t th a t he used 
C allistos’ Life of Theodosius of Trnovo not only as a lite rary  
exam ple but as a lite ra ry  quarry , actually  incorpora ting  
portions of it in his own work.

26. Jireček, K., GescMchte der Serbm , Gotha, 1911, I, p. 438. 9
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It seems th a t E u thym ius came of a prom inen t Bul
garian  family. H e chose the m onastic life early, becom ing 
some tim e la ter a disciple of Theodosius of T rnovo. 
Tsam blak  asserts th a t he even accom panied his m aster to 
C onstantinople w hen Theodosius w ent there to see his one
tim e school-fellow, P a tria rch  Callistos (1365). A fter 
T heodosius’ death  which occurred c. 1367 or 68, E uthym ius 
resorted  to M t. A thos w here he gave him self to rigorous 
asceticism  including even a vo lun tary  im position of absolute 
silence upon himself. H e soon won the adm iration  of his 
fellow hesychasts. A fte r having  been exiled from  Mt. 
A thos by an order of E m peror John  V  because he could 
no t produce the treasu re  w hich a fellow m onk denounced 
him as possessing, he re tu rned  to B ulgaria  and settled  near 
T rnovo  in a cave (1370). A ccording to Tsam blak, he 
busied him self w ith  the transla tion  and correction of 
C hurch-Slavonic litu rg ical and o ther religious books. Soon 
a m onastery , nam ed in honor of the  H oly  T rin ity , was 
founded near E u th y m iu s’ cave, and an im portan t school of 
Slavic lite ra tu re  came in to  existence there. T h is school 
was founded w ith  the aid and possibly under the  direction 
of Euthym ius.

A fte r the  death  of P a tria rch  Joannicius II , m ost likely 
betw een 1375 and 1378, E u thym ius was chosen to fill the 
vacancy on the patria rchal throne, a lthough  the details of 
the event are not known. H e soon became know n as a 
zealous opponent of all lax ity  in m onastic life and of the 
anti-ecclesiastical m ovem ents, chiefly Bogom ilism . B ut his 
fam e rests par excellence upon his lite ra ry  activ ity .27 T sa r 
John Shishm an, who was a pa tron  of a rts  and lite ra tu re , 
eagerly  supported  all cu ltural m ovem ents. W ith  the active 
encouragem ent of the ru ler as well as of the patriarch , B ul
garian  lite ra tu re  experienced a new revival and blossom ed 
out in unparalleled luxuriance. T he w ork com prised partly  
revision of the ex isting  Church-Slavonic w orks, p a rtly  o r
ig inal com positions. P robab ly  E uthym ius w ished to  carry  
th rough  such a tho roughgo ing  revision of the C hurch- 
Slavonic tex ts  in ecclesiastical use as was undertaken  al
m ost three centuries la te r by P a tria rch  N ikon of M oscow— 
w ith  the trag ic  resu lt of giv ing rise to the  G reat Schism.

27. Kalužniacki, E., Werlce des Patriarchen von Bulgarien, Euthymius. Wien, 
1901.
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B ut besides this w ork of revision, the  school produced or
iginal com positions. E u thym ius him self composed 
of John  of Rilo, of Paraskeva, of Philo theos, of H ilarion  of 
M oglen, and Eulogies of E m peror C onstantine and H elena, 
of M ichael of P otuka, and of the m arty r N edela; finally, he 
also wrote a History of the Rebuilding of the Church of Je
rusalem, and many other works. Moreover, he translated much 
from  Greek. T he m ost im portan t of these transla tions were 
some ancient liturgies. N evertheless, it m ust be conceded 
th a t the  w ork of the whole lite ra ry  band was not ch arac te r
ized by any  s ta rtlin g  o rig inality ; it followed slavishly the 
Greek models not only as to the form  but often even in 
respect to  the content.

T he lite ra ry  school founded by E uthym ius survived 
the downfall of the B ulgarian  Em pire. A m ong his lite rary  
collaborators the  m ost im portan t w ere D ionysius, Joasaph 
the m etropolitan  of Y idin, C yprian who la te r became 
m etropolitan  of Kiev, and G regory T sam blak  who played 
an im portan t role in the h isto ry  of the  church of Russia. 
T hanks to  the labors of this devoted band, the B ulgarian  
cu ltural life outlived the catastrophe of the political life of 
Bulgaria.

E u thym ius also helped the hesychast m ovem ent to gain 
com plete v ictory  in Bulgaria. In  the strugg le  which his 
predecessors in the patriarchal office had w aged w ith  the 
see of C onstantinople over the m atte r of com plete auto- 
cephaly of the B ulgarian  church, E uthym ius, as could 
be expected from  a disciple of Theodosius, yielded to the 
dem ands of the  ecum enical patriarchate . By his orders, 
the  nam e of the ecum enical pa triarch  and o ther eastern  
patria rchs were recited in the litu rgy  before his own.

B ut the  days of B ulgarian  political independence 
were num bered. T he T u rk s  w ere determ ined to extend 
th e ir dom inion over the entire  peninsula. In  1382 the im 
p o rtan t city  of Sredets (m odern Sofia) w as taken  by them , 
and  the possession of this key city opened the w ay to  the 
Danube. In  1386 Sultan  M urad conquered N ish which was 
a p a rt of the te rrito ry  of the Serbian P rince Lazar. John 
Sracim ir of V idin was constrained to acknow ledge the 
T u rk ish  overlordship. W ith  the fall of Salonica in 1387, 
the whole region of M acedonia to A lbania passed into the 
hands of the T urks.
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As for John Shishm an, he retained  his th rone  only a t 
the good will of M urad, who im posed heavy duties upon 
him but did no t judge the tim e expedient to occupy his 
lands. U nder the  leadership of the  Serbian P rince Lazar, 
the C hristian  princes of the  Balkans a t last realized the im 
m ense danger th rea ten in g  them , and a group of Serbian 
princes w ith  the aid of the C roatian  band organized them 
selves for a determ ined strugg le  w ith  the  T urks. M urad, 
supported  by contingents of his various Balkan vassals, m et 
them  in battle  of K osovo Polye. D uring  the decisive ba ttle  
w hich occurred there on June 15, 1389, a Serbian noble, 
M ilosh Kobilich, found his w ay in to  M urad ’s ten t and m ur
dered him there. B ut the su ltan ’s oldest son, Beyazid, in 
stan tly  assum ed com m and of the arm y and caused the  
C hristians such a bloody defeat th a t from  th a t tim e Slavic 
C hristian  pow er in the Balkans was u tte rly  broken.

Beyazid showed him self even a m ore terrib le  foe of the 
Slavs than  his fa ther had been. Because of his sw ift m arch
es and blows, he received the surnam e of Ilderim , the L ig h t
ning. Serbian te rrito ries were soon in his power, and then  
came the tu rn  of B ulgaria.

T sa r John Shishm an had not taken  a d irect p a rt in the 
battle  of Kosovo Polye, a lthough  he had joined the  league 
against M urad. N evertheless, w hen in m ortal te rro r for 
his th rone he began negotia tions w ith  the H u n g arian  court 
for support against the  T urks, a t the cost of accepting H u n 
garian  overlordship, the blow fell. Beyazid invaded Bul
garia  in 1393, and afte r investing  the B ulgarian  capital for 
th ree m onths, took it on Ju ly  17.

T he  fall of T rnovo is described by G regory T sam blak  
in the Life of Euthyminsin term s w hich leave no doubt of 
the ir rhetorical exaggeration . N evertheless, the T u rks un 
doubtedly  w rough t terrib le  havoc in the  conquered city. 
T hey  destroyed the palaces of the tsar, pulled dow n church
es, converted the cathedral into a m osque and other church
es were given over to secular uses. Since the tsa r had left 
T rnovo  before the siege had begun and had found refuge 
in Nicopolis, P a tria rch  E uthym ius became the chief repre
sentative of the people. H e secured from  Beyazid a prom ise 
th a t the lives of the inhab itan ts  w ould be spared. T his 
prom ise was g ran ted , bu t as soon as Beyazid him self left 
the city, the m ilitary  governor gathered  the representative
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citizens in a church and had them  cut down in cold blood. 
P a tria rch  E uthym ius him self was sentenced to death, bu t 
his sentence was in the last m om ent changed to  exile and 
im prisonm ent. H e was dispatched to M acedonia w here he 
possibly soon afterw ards died.28 T he terrib le  suffering en
dured by the populace induced m any to accept Islam . Shish- 
m an held out again st a capture for some time, bu t finally 
surrendered. H e was im prisoned in Philippopolis, but a fter 
tw o years w as put to death. One of his sons, A lexander, 
accepted Islam  and received an appoin tm ent under th e  
T urks.

T he loss of political independence involved the B u lgar
ian church in the loss of its autocephaly. T he exact details 
are not known, the  only fact th a t seems clear being th a t the 
ecum enical pa tria rch  A nthony  IV  (1389-97) appointed, in 
1394, the W allach ian  m etropolitan  Jerem iah as a tem porary  
ad m in istra to r of the T rnovo  see. Jerem iah’s nom ination 
to the W allachian  diocese had m et w ith  such strenuous 
p ro test on the p a rt of his subjects th a t he was glad to go 
to  Trnovo, w here he arrived in 1395. W h eth e r the  Bul
garians them selves, discouraged and leaderless, followed 
the exam ple of V idin, D obruja, and W allachia, all of which 
were already adm inistered by the ecum enical pa triarchate , 
and vo lun tarily  subm itted  to C onstantinople, or w hether 
the ecumenical pa triarch  saw  in the chaotic conditions fol
low ing the im prisonm ent of E u thym ius his opportun ity  to 
enlarge his jurisd iction  by dow nrigh t seizure of the see, is 
not known. In  spite of the  fact th a t B ulgarian  w riters are 
inclined to in te rp re t the  event in the la tte r  sense, it seems 
th a t under the circum stances the subjection of the  B ulgar
ian church to  the jurisd iction  of C onstantinople was on the 
whole beneficial to it. In  1402 T rnovo see had a m etropoli
tan  fully subordinated  to  the ecum enical pa tria rchate  and 
despite the loss of the patriarchal rank  and autocephaly  did 
not seem to  p ro test against the  situation. T he new arch 
bishop bore the title  of “exarch of all B u lgaria” and appears 
to  have been fully independent as far as his functions w ith in  
his exarchate  were concerned. N evertheless, the B ulgarian  
church ceased to be autocephalous and retained  only 
autonom y. A t first the exarch ranked fifth in the  scale of

28. Kaluzniaeki estimates that Euthymius? death took place between 1396 and 
1419; op. cit., p. xxv.
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dignity  in the list of C onstantinopolitan  hierarchs, but la ter 
was relegated to the ten th  place. T he peaceful acceptance 
of the situation  on the p a rt of the B ulgarian  church m ay 
have been the result of the p ro-C onstantinopolitan  policy 
of E uthym ius which prepared the way, or of the faith  
in the  invincible character of the  B yzantine Em pire 
which inspired the B ulgarians w ith  hope to which they  
could hitch  their ow*n aspirations for recovery of political 
independence.

i

i



THE RISE AND FALL OF THE 
SERBIAN CHURCH

T he w ork begun by St. Sava was ably continued by his 
successors. D uring  the long term  of office of A rchbishop 
A rsenius (1233-63), quiet bu t solid progress was made in 
estab lish ing  and s treng then ing  the work. B ut no th ing  of 
g rea t im portance is reported  regard ing  his incum bency. To 
be sure, the period was disturbed and the country  suffered 
g rea t ruin and loss of life during  the M ongolian invasion 
of 1242; a t th a t tim e m any churches were burned or o ther
wise destroyed. I t  was m ost likely then  th a t the arch- 
episcopal see was transferred  from  Zhicha to Pech, which 
was fa rth e r inland and therefore safer, a lthough  even a fter 
A rsen ius’ tim e some archbishops continued to live a t the 
form er place. T he reason for the rem oval, as given by 
Jireček1 w as the destruction  of the Zhicha m onastery  du r
ing the invasion of the country  by B ulgarians and Cum ans 
in 1253; N ovaković,2 however, regards the new delineation 
of the  boundary  line, which placed Zhicha too near the 
frontier, as the true cause of the removal. A t any rate , 
w henever the final rem oval took place, the see was u ltim ate
ly located a t Pech and ever since retained  th a t honor.

T he  cen tury  which followed the death  of V ladislav 
(1243 to 1331) was characterized  by alm ost m onotonous 
revolts of the heirs to the th rone  against the ir fathers. 
V ladislav’s successor was his bro ther, S tephen U rosh  I 
(1243-76). Although Serbian chroniclers bestowed up
on him the title  “G reat” , it is difficult to see how he m erited  
it. As a m a tte r of fact he lacked the qualities w hich had 
m ade his fa ther a notable figure in h istory , and was on the  
whole quite a m ediocre and com m onplace individual.

H e m arried a F rench  princess, H elena, w hom  some h is
torians regard , w ithou t sufficient evidence, as a daugh ter 
of the  one-tim e L atin  E m peror Baldw in II. On her ac
count U rosh  m anifested a favorable leaning tow ard  the

1, Jireček, K., op. tit., I, p. 314. 
2* Glas, 80 (1909) p. 4.
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Rom an Church. A lthough  she was and rem ained a faithfu l 
adheren t of the R om an com m union, even Daniel, the  arch- 
episcopal historian , praises her for her keen mind, goodness 
of heart, and genuine religious zeal and piety. She became 
no t only a patroness and benefactress of the  L atin  foun
dations in Serbia, bu t likewise exercised a po ten t pro-C ath- 
olic influence upon her husband and th rough  him  upon the 
sta te  policy. H elena resto red  several cities destroyed by 
the M ongols and restored  or founded a num ber of R om an 
Catholic churches and m onasteries. She long survived her 
husband, having  died in 1314 afte r a life of singular bene
ficence and piety.

T he O rthodox  church keenly felt the  danger im plicit 
in the  indulgent a ttitu d e  of the k ing tow ard  the zealous 
and fervent religious activ ity  of his Catholic wife. A fter 
A rsenius’ death, the archepiscopal see was filled by the 
b ro ther of the  king, the youngest son of S tephen the F irs t- 
Crowned, Sava I I  (1263-c. 1272). Follow ing in the  foot
steps of his fam ous sain ted  uncle, Sava I, he became a m onk 
of the K hilandar m onastery , w here he received his education 
in the “ theological academ y”. A fter having  re tu rned  from  
a p ilgrim age to the H oly  Land, he w as chosen hegum en of 
the m onastery. F rom  this position he was called to the 
post of the bishop of S ton in H um  (w'hich was la te r know n 
as H erzegovina) w here it devolved upon him to w age a stiff 
fight again st the expansionist policy of the L a tin  church 
and the propaganda of the  Bogomils. A fter A rsenius’ death, 
he was called to succeed him as archbishop of Serbia. H e 
exerted  a considerable influence in coun terac ting  the sway 
of H elena over her husband and in his s trugg le  against the 
preponderan t R om an Catholic p ropaganda; he especially 
com batted  the efforts of the archbishop of D ubrovnik. Sava 
rivaled the activ ity  of Queen H elena in res to rin g  m any 
churches and m onasteries ruined during  the B ulgaro-C um an 
invasion of 1253. H e also compiled the m ost ancient 
know n te x t of the  N om ocanon. H e died c. 1272, and was 
la te r proclaim ed a sain t by the Serbian church.

Sava w as succeeded in the archepiscopal office by his 
one-tim e fellow-m onk a t K hilandar and com panion on his 
P alestin ian  pilgrim age, Joannicius I (1272-76), who w as 
nom inated to  the office by the king. H av ing  succeeded 
Sava in the d ignity  of hegum en a t K hilandar, he was la te r
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called to fill the post of arch im andrite  of S tudenitsa. D u r
ing Joannicius’ term  of office, the Serbian church was s tirred  
to a high pitch of patrio tic  and religious fervor by the treach 
erous action of E m peror M ichael V I I I  Palaeologus. F ea r
ing  an invasion of his te rrito ries  by Charles I of A njou, 
king of Naples, who cham pioned the cause of the defunct 
L atin  Em pire of R om ania a fte r its last ruler, Baldw in II , 
had surrendered  to him  his claim to it, M ichael entered into 
negotia tions w ith  the pope for reunion of the E aste rn  and 
W este rn  churches, hoping thus save his Em pire. These 
pourparlers led to the  calling of the  unionist Council of 
Lyons (1274), w here M ichael, in order to revenge him self 
upon the churches of Serbia and B ulgaria  for their stubborn  
opposition to his unionist policies, repudiated  his recogni
tion  of the ir autocephalous sta tus and affected to tre a t them  
as subject to O hrid, which in tu rn  he identified w ith  the 
defunct see of Ju stin iana  Prim a. In  such w ay he proceeded 
to tre a t the Serbian and  B ulgarian  churches as m ere 
eparchies of Ohrid, and hence as involved in the unionistic 
acts of the Council of Lyons. T his crafty  action of E m peror 
M ichael aroused the nationalistic  pride of the Serbs who 
scornfully  repudiated  any such in te rp re ta tion  of the s ta tu s  
of their church w ith  the concom itant deductions.

As archbishop, Joannicius was g rea tly  beloved by K ing 
U rosh, whom  in tu rn  he loyally supported. A fter U rosh  
had been deprived of his th rone  by his son D ragutin , Jo an 
nicius vo lun tarily  followed the defeated k ing  in to  exile in 
H um , w here he soon died.

S tephen U ro sh ’s son, S tephen D ragutin , had been im 
pa tien tly  w aiting  for his chance to ascend the th ro n e ; w hen 
his fa th e r’s long and peaceful reign  became too irksom e to 
D ragu tin , and U rosh  showed him self unw illing  to  en tru st 
any  p a rt of his dom inions to his son, he, w ith  the m ilitary  
aid afforded him by his brother-in-law , the dissolute H u n 
garian  king, Ladislav IV  the Cum an (1272-90), rose up in 
revolt against U rosh  and defeated his arm y in the battle  of 
G atske Polye (1276) in H um  and seized the th rone for him 
self. U rosh  was exiled, and died in 1282 in a D urazzo p ri
son.

S tephen D rag u tin ’s short reign (1276-81) w as not 
particu larly  rem arkable for any  o u tstand ing  accom plish
m ent. A long w ith  the k ing  of H u n g ary  and o ther allies,
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D rag u tin  a ttem pted  an unsuccessful a ttack  upon the 
B yzantine Em pire. T he  project resulted  in the loss of 
some Serbian te rrito ry  on the sou thern  border. T h is lack 
of success, com bined possibly w ith  an infirm ity  w hich par
tially  disqualified him for the s trenuously  active duties of a 
B alkan ru ler— for he was lam e— induced him, in 1281, to  
bow to the will of the  opposition p arty  organized by his 
younger bro ther, S tephen M ilutin, and to abdicate his 
th rone  in favor of the la tte r. D rag u tin  him self retained  the 
rule of the te rrito ries of Sirm ia (w ith  B elgrade), M achva, 
and Bosnia, which his H u n g arian  wife had received as her 
dow ry w hen she had m arried  him.

As could be expected of a son of Q ueen H elena, 
D ragu tin  was favorably disposed tow ard  the R om an church. 
W hile  he ruled Serbia, his obvious leanings tow ard  the pro- 
L atin  policy b rough t A rchbishop D aniel I into an active 
conflict w ith  his royal m aster, w hich ended in the deposition 
of the  la tte r. A fter he had abdicated the Serbian throne, 
D rag u tin  was actually  b rough t over in to  the bosom of the 
R om an Catholic church by the clever m aneuvers of Pope 
N icholas IV . T ru e  to  the type of genuine neophytes, 
D ragu tin  henceforth  zealously fu rthered  the in terests  of 
his adopted faith. In  Bosnia, w hich was ruled by his son- 
in-law, S tephen K otrom an, he undertook  a persecution of 
the  Bogom ils who were very num erous there, and called for 
th a t purpose F ranciscan  friars in to  the country. N everthe
less, he was not successful in his m issionary  activ ity ; he 
died in 1316, a fte r years of rigorous asceticism  w hich in
cluded sleeping in a grave filled w ith  tho rns and sharp  
stones, as m onk T heoctistus, having  assum ed the m onastic 
hab it sho rtly  before his death.

K ing  S tephen U rosh  II  surnam ed M ilutin  (1281-1321) 
m ade his reign a m em orable epoch in the h is to ry  of his 
country , and m ade Serbia of p rim ary  political im portance 
in the  Balkans. D uring  his reign  the Serbian dom inions 
w ere not only considerably extended by m eans of w ars and 
advantageous m arriages, but also g rea tly  gained in w ealth. 
T he source of the  unprecedented w ealth  Serbia then  en
joyed was found in silver m ining w hich was g rea tly  de
veloped by the m iddle of the th irteen th  century, especially 
by G erm an m iners who had been a ttra c ted  to Serbia. 
M ilu tin ’s palace a t Skoplye is described as of a lm ost bar-
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baric splendor, show y w ith  m assive gold and silver o rna
m ents. T he  royal robes were heavy w ith  pearls and spark 
ling jewels.

As for his personal character, K ing  M ilutin  is depicted 
by his Serbian contem poraries as a pious and generous 
prince, a ru ler of g rea t statesm anship  and valor, while the 
Greek w riters regard  him as a coarse profligate and a b ar
barian. P robab ly  both were right. Being richer than  any 
of his predecessors, M ilutin found it com paratively  easy 
to gain  fam e for him self on account of his generosity . H e 
was regarded  as the m ost m unificent pa tron  of m onasteries 
and churches. H e did not build new m onasteries, but re
paired and endowed old and ruined ones, and transform ed  
sm all and poorly endow ed foundations in to  well-endowed 
houses. P roportionate ly , he renewed and endowed m ore 
m onasteries in the territo ries  conquered from  the B yzantine 
Em pire th an  those located in old Serbia. H is pious gen
erosity  w as not confined to his dom inions alone, but ex
tended to B yzantine m onasteries, to  M t. A thos, w here he 
had rebuilt the  fam ous Serbian cultural center, the m on
aste ry  of K hilandar, to Salonica, to Palestine, to Con
stan tinople  itself, w here he had built a church and a hos
pital, and even to Ita ly .3 A ccording to a trad ition , M ilutin  
m ade a vow th a t for every year he would rem ain on the 
th rone he w ould build a church.4 W h eth er or not the tra 
dition has a h istorical basis, it a t least illustra tes the popu
lar repu ta tion  in which M ilutin  was held by la te r gener
ations. No w onder th a t in spite of the unedifying sto ry  of 
the four m arriages of th is H enry  V I I I  of the  Balkans he 
was soon proclaim ed a saint. D ante, however, th o u g h t 
o therw ise of him, and placed him am ong the evil kings for 
counterfe iting  the coins of V enice.5

In  spite of his m any benefactions by which the  church 
w*as g rea tly  enriched, M ilutin, like an o ther E m peror Leo 
V I the W ise, became en tangled  in acrim onious s trugg le  
w ith  his clergy on account of his four m arriages. A fter he 
had divorced his first wife, daugh ter of D uke John  of 
N eopatras, he desired to m arry  E lizabeth , daugh ter of the 
H u n g arian  K ing  S tephen V, form erly  a R om an Catholic

3. Yanich-Hankey, op. cit., p. 51-52.
4. Ibid., p. 52.
5. Divine Comedy, Paradise, Canto X IX, 140-141.
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nun. A rchbishop Jacob (1286-92) strenuously  opposed th is 
m atch on the g round th a t the m arriage  fell w ith in  the 
prohibited  degrees, the bride being a sister of D rag u tin ’s 
wife, C atherine. W hen  the m arriage took place despite the 
archbishop’s prohibition, Jacob pronounced the  cerem ony 
uncanonical and forbade any m ention of the Q ueen in the 
litu rgy . T he  bold archbishop, be it said to M ilu tin ’s honor, 
reta ined  his office in spite of his courageous stand. Soon 
after, however, M ilutin  divorced E lizabeth  and m arried  his 
th ird  wife, A nna, dau g h ter of the B ulgarian  T sa r George 
T e rte ri I.

T he  grow ing  pow er and im portance of K ing  M ilutin  
was not w ithou t its effect upon E m peror A ndronicus I I  
Palaeologus (1282-1328), who desired to s tren g th en  his 
position by an alliance w ith  a s tro n g  and com paratively 
w ealthy  ru ler like the Serbian king. H e therefore proposed 
a tre a ty  of alliance w ith  him, to be sealed by m arriage  w ith 
the E m pero r’s widowed sister. M ilutin, who was tired  of 
A nna, was quite w illing to accept the fla tte ring  proposal. 
H is father-in-law , G eorge T erte ri, had been deposed and 
hence the m arriage w ith  A nna had no longer any political 
value for M ilutin. On the  o ther hand, a m atrim onial 
alliance w ith  the im perial fam ily had potentialities of the 
g rea tes t m agnitude—possibly even a union of Serbia w ith 
the Em pire— under a ru ler who could be a Serb as well as 
a Byzantine. B ut un fo rtunate ly  there  were difficulties in 
the w ay: the  canon law  quite definitely forbade fourth  m ar
riage. N evertheless, casu istry  w as not invented by the 
Jesuits, and B yzantine law yers were equal to the  dem and 
made upon the ir ingenuity . T hey  declared the second and 
th ird  m arriages of M ilutin  null and void on the ground  
th a t they  had  been contracted  during  the life-tim e of his 
first wife. T hus legally  M ilutin  was declared to  have been 
m arried  only once. H ence having  dism issed A nna (1299), 
M ilutin  was free and ready to m arry  the B yzantine bride. 
B ut this lady now developed scruples about the  legality  of 
such m arriage, or possibly about the advisability  of m arry 
ing such notorious rake as the  F alsta ffian  bridegroom . B ut 
this did not te rm inate  the  affair: A ndronicus, no th in g  
daunted, offered M ilutin  his only daugh ter, Sim onis, who 
was then  not quite six years o ld ! T he  Serbian king, who 
was older than  the b ride’s fa ther, consented to the  new
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m atch  in spite of the  horrified opposition to it on the  p art 
of the  ecum enical pa tria rch  and M ilu tin ’s pious m other, 
Q ueen D ow ager H elena. N evertheless, the  m arriage soon 
took place.

T he schemes cherished by M ilutin  regard ing  the pos
sibility of un iting  the Em pire w ith  his own te rrito ries came 
to  n au g h t w hen Sim onis in course of tim e failed to bear her 
husband an heir. She abhorred her new and to her ba rb ar
ous coun try  as cordially as she did her uncouth  and aged 
husband, and spent m ost of her tim e in Constantinople. 
B ut failing an heir borne by Simonis, M ilutin  had to re
linquish his dream  of a Serbo-B yzantine E m pire ruled by 
his son. Sim onis’ loa th ing  of her m arriage  reached such 
a pitch th a t she w ished to become a nun. A fter her hus
band’s death, she actually  carried  out her wish.

H av ing  failed in the objective of his b izarre m arita l 
adventure, M ilutin  tu rned  his a tten tio n  to  an o ther p ro ject 
which bid fair to b ring  him to the desired goal of u n iting  
the E m pire w ith  his own lands. In  1307 M ilutin  entered 
into negotia tions w ith  the titu la r em peror of the L a tin  
Em pire, Charles of V alois, b ro ther of the F rench  K ing  P h il
ip IV  the Fair, offering him an alliance the object of w hich 
was an a ttack  upon A ndronicus’ dom inions.6 W hile this 
scheme was being considered at the  F rench  court, M ilutin 
entered into negotia tions w ith  the papacy regard ing  
ecclesiastical reunion— a necessary prelim inary  to the 
F rench  alliance. T he  papacy had long been in terested  in 
Serbia, hoping th a t th rough  Q ueen D ow ager H elena 
the entire  country  m igh t u ltim ately  be w on to  papal ju ris 
diction, for it m ust be rem em bered th a t there  a lready ex
isted six R om an Catholic episcopal sees w ith in  the realm .

' Popes N icholas IV  (1288) and Benedict X I (1303) had 
in itia ted  the p rogram  of w inning  Serbia to R om an C ath 
olicism,7 and the policy w as continued by the first F rench  
pope of the period of “the B abylonian cap tiv ity”, C lem ent 
V  (1305-14), who w rote  M ilutin  a le tte r recom m ending 
the archbishop of A ntivari to his good graces and address
ing the K ing  as his carissimoChristo filio.s C lem ent was 
therefore m ore than  pleased w hen the Serbian king ap-

6. Thalloczy, Acta res Albaniae, I, nos. 588-89.
7. Theiner, A., Monumenta historica Eungariae, I, Nos. 581, 653.
8. Theiner, A., Mon. Slav, meriđ., I, No. 176, p. 124.
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proached him w ith  a cautious inquiry as to the term s of 
adm ission into the R om an church to be required of him  in 
case he should decide to join it. Pope C lem ent replied in 
1308, subm itting  to the  opportun ist Serbian k ing  a to ler
ably full creed, and dem anding as the condition of M ilu tin ’s 
adm ission the acceptance of the clause, the  acknow l
edgm ent of the  pope as the vicar of C hrist and 
as the successor of P eter, possessing the rig h t to bind and 
loose, and finally assent to  the prim acy of the  R om an See.9 
B ut the F rench  court was d ilatory  about com m itting  itself 
to the  project suggested  by M ilutin  and finally the negoti
ations broke dow n; thereupon, the zeal of M ilutin  for the 
R om an church also cooled and the correspondence w ith  the 
papacy was dropped.

In  spite of these various political in trigues w hich in
volved M ilutin  in flirting  w ith the R om an church and hence 
caused the Serbian archbishop a certain  am ount of uneasi
ness or even anxiety , the k ing was as a rule on excellent 
term s w ith  the church. H e held A rchbishop Nicodem us 
(1316-24) in high esteem  “as his own b ro th e r” , and wel
comed his cooperation in the political life of the country. 
Even w hen N icodem us had been hegum en of K hilandar, 
before he had become archbishop, M ilutin  em ployed him on 
a political m ission to the court of C onstantinople. In  re
turn , the  church loyally supported  the king, who soon a fter 
his death  despite his fourth  m arriage  came to  occupy in 
its regard  the place of svetykrai— the sain tly  king.

M ilu tin ’s illegitim ate son, Stephen, who, follow ing the 
w ell-established trad ition  of Serbian heirs-presum ptive, 
had revolted ag'ainst his fa ther w ith  the in ten tion  of seiz
ing the th rone for himself, was defeated by his fa ther, sup
posedly blinded, and exiled to C onstantinople. B ut la te r 
A rchbishop N icodem us was instrum en ta l in reconciling 
M ilutin  w ith  his rebellious son, and the la tte r  was recalled. 
A fter M ilu tin ’s death  (1321), w hen serious disturbances 
about the succession broke out am ong the rival claim ants, 
N icodem us steadily  supported  the cause of S tephen against 
those of C onstantine, ano ther n a tu ra l son of M ilutin  who 
had been designated as his successor during  the period of 
S tephen 's disgrace, and of his cousin V ladislav, the son of 
D ragutin , to whom  his fa ther had reserved the th rone  a t

9. IMđ., I, No. 181, pp. 127-30.
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the tim e of his abdication in M ilu tin’s favor. Stephen, who 
claim ed to have m iraculously regained his sight, finally p re
vailed against his rivals, thanks to the  support of the church. 
Thereupon, N icodem us crow ned him king (1321). T h a t 
S tephen possessed the robust virtues characteristic  of the 
Balkan rulers in com m on w ith  others, m ay be judged from  
the m anner in which he disposed of his rivals: V ladislav 
was exiled to  H ungary , and C onstantine was nailed to a 
cross and then  saw n asunder.

In  order to s tren g th en  his som ew hat defective title  to 
the throne, S tephen assum ed the fam ily nam e of U rosh, 
and also sought support in a lly ing him self w ith some ou t
side pow er by m arriage. W ith  th a t in view, being a w idow 
er, he sought the hand (1323) of a faithful adheren t of the 
R om an C atholic church, B lanche, d au g h ter of Philip  of 
T aran to . In  order to gain her hand, he was w illing to ac
cept R om an Catholicism . Pope John  X X II  sent Bishop 
B ertrand  of B rindisi to carry  out the  provisions of the  
trea ty  of religious union accepted by Stephen, and also 
g ran ted  the king a certificate annulling  his illegitim acy. 
C onsidering the fact th a t S tephen had gained his th rone 
largely  by the aid of the  church, his action m anifested a 
base form  of opportunism  as well as ingratitude. F o rtu n a te 
ly, the m arriage  negotiations in the end broke down and in 
1236 S tephen m arried  a Greek princess, M aria Palaeo loga; 
w ith  th is m arriage  the pro-R om an policy was abandoned. 
H enceforth , S tephen rem ained loyal to the O rthodox  
church, a lthough  he did not show er it w ith  as m unificent 
gifts as his predecessor had done. S tephen built only one 
m onastery  (1330), the im portan t establishm ent a t D echany, 
from  w hich he has been know n in h isto ry  as S tephen U rosh  
I I I  D echansky.

H is reign (1321-31) coincides w ith  the g rea te r pa rt of 
the term  of office of one of the m ost ou tstand ing  archbishops 
of m ediaeval Serbia, D aniel or D anilo II  (1324-38). Born 
of a noble fam ily, D aniel had served a t M ilu tin ’s court as 
royal secre tary  before he became a monk. E ventually  he 
found his w ay to K hilandar, and as m ost of his predecessors 
in the archepiscopal office, became hegum en of this fam ous 
Serbian establishm ent. I t  w as during  this tim e th a t D an
iel began the  com position of th a t im portan t, even though  
patrio tically  heavily biased and abjectly  servile, source of
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Serbian h istory , en titled  Genealogy of the Serbian Kings and 
Archbishops, which placed him in the ranks of cultural leaders 
of his people; this w ork was continued by some anonym ous 
w rite r or w riters a fte r D aniel’s death. T hen  a t the  request 
of K ing  M ilutin, D aniel re tu rned  to Serbia and became bishop 
of Banya, la te r being associated w ith  A rchbishop Sava I I I  
as coad ju tor and adm in istra to r of the  archdiocese. W hen  
N icodem us became archbishop, D aniel’s services were ap 
paren tly  no longer needed and  he was given a bishopric 
in H um , bu t la te r resum ed his direction of the  K hilandar 
m onastery . W ith  his m onastic com m unity, he acted as an 
in term ediary  betw een Stephen, then  exiled to  C onstan ti
nople on account of his revolt against M ilutin, and finally, 
w ith  the help of A rchbishop Nicodem us, b ro u g h t about a 
reconciliation betw een the fa ther and the son. A fter N ico
dem us’ death  (1324), Daniel was called to the h ighest office 
in the g ift of the Serbian church.

As archbishop, D aniel I I  became rem arkable for his 
zeal in the discharge of his duties, staunch ly  opposing the 
pro-R om an policy of the k ing during  the period of the la t
te r ’s w ooing of Blanche. M oreover, D aniel won g rea t fame 
as an ou tstand ing  w riter, being credited w ith  having  w rit
ten  “a large num ber of w orks” . In  spite of the ra th e r low 
level of Serbian cu lture a t the  tim e, which fell far beneath  
th a t of the ir Greek or L a tin  neighbors, D aniel belonged to  
the  chosen few w ho in them selves gave prom ise of an in 
digenous cu lture w hich was to come. T he archbishop re
m ained a cu ltural force and encouraged o thers to labor in 
behalf of Serbian le tte rs  and a rts  du ring  the reign  of the 
th ree  g rea tes t m ediaeval Serbian kings, M ilutin, Stephen 
D echansky, and S tephen D ushan. Besides his adm in istra 
tive and lite ra ry  labors, he is credited  w ith  the building and 
repair of some th ir ty  churches and m onasteries. H e like
wise took a m ost active p a rt in the  political life of the  coun
try , and exercised a po ten t influence upon the rulers. No 
im portan t decision w as taken, especially by Stephen 
D echansky and S tephen D ushan, w ithou t the archbishop’s 
know ledge and advice.

T he  grow ing pow er of Serbia na tu ra lly  evoked envy 
and resen tm ent on the p a rt of th a t o ther g rea t Slavic power 
in the Balkans, B ulgaria. Hence, the B ulgarian  T sa r 
M ichael decided to pu t an end to the g row ing hegem ony of
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Serbia by force of arm s. H e therefore entered in to  an 
alliance w ith  the Em pire, the object of which was an in
vasion of the  Serbian te rrito ry . B ut S tephen learned in 
tim e of the plot, and hurried  his forces tow ard  his eastern  
boundary  to in tercep t the invading arm y. A t V elbuzhd, the 
p resent-day  B ulgarian  city of K ustendil, the tw o arm ies 
m et, and on June 28, 1330, a decisive battle  took place there. 
T he B ulgarians were u tte rly  defeated, T sa r M ichael los
ing  his life in the engagem ent. H is ally, the B yzantine 
E m peror A ndronicus II , having  learned of the defeat, quick
ly w ithdrew  his arm ies from  the sou thern  border of the 
Serbian te rrito ry  w here he had planned to deliver his a t 
tack.

T he  v ictory  of V elbuzhd raised Serbia to the rank  of 
the dom inant pow er in the Balkans. H ad  K ing  S tephen 
united  B ulgaria w ith  his own land a t the  time, w hen he well 
could have done so, the h isto ry  of sou thern  Slavs would 
m ost likely have been spared the instances of isolated im 
potence and of fratricidal w ars for w hich it is unhappily  
noted. B ut he contented him self m erely w ith  m aking  Bul
garia  a Serbian dependency, p e rm itting  it to exercise 
autonom y. H is mild policy excited disaffection am ong 
the nobles in Serbia, which led to the usual revolt of the 
heir presum ptive against his father. T he tw enty-tw o-year- 
old son of S tephen, also nam ed S tephen and la ter surnam ed 
D ushan, placed him self a t the head of the nobles dissatisfied 
w ith  the w eak policy of the king, and raised a s tan d ard  of 
revolt in the zhupa of Zeta which he governed. H e suc
ceeded in defeating  the loyalist arm y and in cap tu ring  his 
fa ther, who was then declared deposed. T hereupon, A rch
bishop D aniel crow ned the young S tephen king (Sept. 8, 
1331). S tephen D echansky was strang led  tw o m onths 
later, certain ly  w ith  the connivance, if no t by the order, of 
the  young ruler. I t  is possible th a t young  S tephen’s su r
name, D ushan, was derived from  the w ord for s tran g lin g  
or th ro ttlin g — dushiti—w hich w ould be an eloquent re
m inder to the  m igh ty  ru ler of the m anner in which he had 
gained the throne.

F rom  the political point of view, S tephen D ushan 
(1331-56) was the g rea tes t of the Serbian m ediaeval rulers. 
D uring  his reign, the Serbian sta te  as well as the church 
a tta ined  the sum m it of the ir respective pow er and influence.

10
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D ushan revived the project of K ing M ilutin  of m aking him 
self m aster of the B yzantine Em pire, and this dream  dictated  
his policy th roughou t his reign. A lthough  he was not a 
really g rea t s ta tesm an  or organizer, he had the m eans and 
the energy to seize the opportun ity  offered in the weakness 
and disorganization  of the B yzantine Em pire, and thus to 
build up the pow er of his own realm. In  the first place, by 
m arry ing  the sister of the  B ulgarian  T sa r John  A lexander, 
D ushan succeeded in re ta in ing  B ulgaria  as his dependency. 
F u rtherm ore , because of the pressure exerted  upon him 
by the w arlike p a rty  which had placed him on the throne, 
D ushan im m ediately invaded the im perial te rrito ry , and 
w ith  the aid of a tu rn-coat B yzantine general, Sergiannos, 
he conquered a g rea t p a rt of M acedonia, and even laid siege 
to Salonica. B ut the th rea tened  invasion of his own te rr i
to ry  by the H u ngarian  K ing, Charles R obert, induced him 
to accept the term s of peace offered him  by E m peror 
A ndronicus I I I  (1334) by which D ushan retained  the n o rth 
ern regions of M acedonia and re tu rned  the southern. T h e re 
upon, he tu rned  his arm s against the  H u ngarian  king w ho 
had in the m eantim e invaded Rascia. A gain  he was v icto r
ious, and annexed a g rea t part of M achva to his possessions. 
Between 1336 and 1340 he conquered the A ngevin posses
sions in A lbania except D urazzo, and n o rthern  Epirus as 
far as Joannina.

W hen  E m peror A ndronicus I I I  died in 1341, a civil 
w ar broke out betw een the tw o regen ts of the boy-em peror, 
John  V, John Cantacuzene, and the dow ager-em press, Anne 
of Savoy. D uring  the try in g  period of anarchy  w hich en
sued, D ushan was able to fish m ost successfully in the m ud
dy w aters of the B yzantine Em pire. In  the w ars th a t broke 
out betw een John  Cantacuzene, who in 1342 yielded to the 
im portunate  requests of his friends and had him self crow ned 
co-em peror, and the partisans of A nne and John  V, D ushan 
joined one or ano ther camp as advan tage  dictated. U ltim ate 
ly, the Serbian king conquered all of M acedonia w ith  the 
exception of Salonica, and all of Epirus. A lbania had been 
a p a rt of his possessions for some time. W hen  he finally 
incorporated  w ith in  his dom inions even the im portan t city 
of Seres (1345) he came to regard  him self as the true suc
cessor of A ndronicus I I I  in place of the w om an and the 
small boy (A nne w ith  John V ) or the usurper (John
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C antacuzene), who fought for the possession of the B yzan
tine throne.

Consequently, in 1345 D ushan determ ined form ally to 
assum e the  im perial title, and proclaim ed him self “T sa r of 
the Serbians and the G reeks” or in Greek “E m peror of 
Serbia and R om ania”. B ut in order to be crow ned proper
ly, he had to secure patriarchal cooperation, since in accord
ance w ith  B yzantine legal notions no one but a pa triarch  
could crow n an em peror. B ut any though t of securing the 
services of the  Ecum enical P a tria rch  John X IV  (1334-47), 
the  s tro n g  partisan  of A nne and John V, was out of the ques
tion. H ence, some o ther m eans of solving the difficulty had 
to be found. B ut since patriarchs who m ight be induced to 
g ran t D ush an ’s claims were not plentiful, he determ ined 
to create one of his own.

T he G reat Council held in Skoplye (the  ancient see of 
Ju stin iana  P rim a) in A pril, 1346, w as attended, besides 
D ushan’s own archbishops of Pech and O hrid—Joannicius 
II  and N icholas— and the Greek m etropolitans and bishops 
from  the te rrito ry  recently  conquered from  the Em pire, al
so by the B ulgarian  P a tria rch  Sim eon and the rep resen ta 
tives of the  A thos m onasteries. T his assem bly found it 
advisable to  bow to the will of the m igh ty  Serbian ru ler and 
to raise the rank  of the autocephalous Serbian archbishopric 
of Pech to th a t of pa tria rchate , and elected A rchbishop 
Joannicius II , (1337-54) form erly D ushan ’s logothete, the 
first patriarch . A little  later, on A pril 16, the Council ac
claimed the Serbian kingdom  an empire, and the newly- 
created  Serbian pa triarch  thereupon crow ned D ushan w ith  
a tia ra  as a true successor of C onstantine, his wife an em
press, and the ir son a king-. A t the sam e tim e the double
headed B yzantine eagle was in troduced as the emblem of 
the new empire. A lthough  the action had the support of 
the two autocephalous sees w ith in  D ushan’s te rrito ries— 
Pech and O hrid— and of the pa triarch  of Bulgaria, it was 
done w ithou t the approval of the ecum enical patriarch . 
N evertheless, for a period of seven years th e reafter the last- 
nam ed d ign ita ry  saw  no reason to protest.

T he establishm ent of the Serbian p a tria rchate  entailed 
the proclaim ing of Pech as the  patriarchal see, in spite of 
the fact th a t h istorically  the see of O hrid had a m uch b e t
ter claim to th a t distinction. I t  m ust be rem em bered th a t
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prior to the  G reek conquest of B ulgaria  (1018) O hrid  actual
ly held the rank  of pa triarchate . B ut the reason for p re
ferring  Pech is obvious: Pech was a Serbian national see, 
w hile O hrid  had  soon after the Greek conquest become a 
Greek see and had retained  th a t character ever since. N ever
theless, even though  Pech had been raised to a pa triarchate , 
O hrid was not deprived of its independence; on the con
tra ry , D ushan not only confirm ed its privileges, bu t the 
fam ous Code of Laws of Tsar Dushan even extended them, so 
th a t it then  possessed a g rea te r m easure of self-governm ent 
th an  it had enjoyed before. A long w ith  the ra ising  of the 
rank  of Pech, the chief bishoprics were raised to the  rank  
of m etropolitanates.

Since the B yzantine E m pire was to rn  by in ternal dis
sensions betw een the tw o im perial rivals, for E m peror John  
V  Palaeologus refused to recognize John  V I Cantacuzene 
as co-em peror, D ushan was able to continue his conquests 
practically  und istu rbed ; in 1349 he added T hessa ly  to his 
possessions. I t  w as his policy in conquered territo ries  in 
habited  by a non-Serbian population not to change the ac
custom ed form s of governm ent bu t to  leave the govern
m ental system  largely  as he had found it. In  spite of th is 
policy, however, the adding  of new Greek te rrito ries in
volved D ushan in difficulties w ith  the ecum enical p a tria rch : 
because of the doubtful loyalty  of the  Greek bishops of 
the  new ly acquired te rrito ry , D ushan finally decided to 
drive them  out of the ir sees (1351) and to substitu te  Ser
bian bishops for them . B ut the la tte r  were placed under 
the jurisd iction  of the Pech patriarchate .

I t  seems th a t it was now th a t P a tria rch  Joannicius as
sum ed the title  of “P a tria rch  of the  Serbs and the G reeks”, 
which his successor, Sava, also bore. I t  was th is action, 
which seemed to suggest th a t the Serbian patria rch  aimed 
to usurp the place of the ecumenical p a tria rch  ju s t as his 
im perial m aster intended to do in regard  to the  B yzantine 
rulers, which prom pted the ecum enical pa tria rch  to take 
vigorous m easures against the Serbian church and state. 
This circum stance also explains the  fact w hy it was 
not until the term  of office of P a tria rch  Callistos I of Con
stan tinople  (1350-54) th a t the adverse action was taken. 
Previous patriarchs, John  X IV  (1334-47), in w hose tim e
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the Serbian p a tria rchate  had been set up and Isidore I 
(1347-50), his successor, had raised no p ro test again st the 
establishm ent or the canonicity  of the Pech patriarchate . 
B ut Callistos, w hom  E m peror John Cantacuzene had raised 
to  the patriarchal th rone  in 1350, tw o years la te r an 
a them atized  the Serbian P a tria rch  Joannicius I I  and the 
whole Serbian church, E m peror S tephen D ushan and the 
whole Serbian nation. T he reason given for this action 
specified th a t it was on account of “the rank  and the cities” . 
T h is phrase, in the ligh t of the above explanation, m ust be 
understood to refer to D ushan ’s assum ption of the title  of 
em peror of the  Serbians and the Greeks, as well as Jo an 
nicius’ assum ption of the title  of pa tria rch  of the Serbians 
and  the Greeks, and the tran sfe r of ecclesiastical jurisd iction  
over the newly conquered Greek territo ries  to the p a tr i
archate  of Pech. One of C allistos’ successors, P a tria rch  
Philo theos (1364-76), reaffirm ed the condem nation and 
specified the sam e reasons (1371).

D ushan’s title  to fam e rests not only on his unpre
cedented success in conquering im perial te rrito ry , but also 
on his w ork as legislator. Th Code of Stephen Dushan10 
reveals a g rea t deal th a t is of in terest in the  study  of ec
clesiastical conditions of the  time. I t  was adopted by a 
council (1349) composed of “the illustrious P a tria rch  Lord 
Joannicius and all the h ierarchs and clergy, g rea t and small, 
and by me, the O rthodox  T sa r S tephen, and all nobility  of 
m y tsardom , both g rea t and sm all” .11

In  th is celebrated Code, the  sp iritual freedom  of the  
church and the duties and privileges of the h ierarchy  and 
the clergy were confirm ed and defined. T he  entire  church 
w as subject to  the tsar, the  patriarch , the  logothete, and no 
one else.12 T he  p a tria rch  as well as bishops possessed ju ris 
diction in m atte rs  reserved for them . B ut w hen a prisoner 
escaped from  the patriarchal court to the  ts a r ’s or vice versa, 
he was g ran ted  the r ig h t of asylum  a t the place to  w hich 
he had escaped.13 Legislation against selling of ecclesiastical 
offices on the p a rt of the p a tria rch  or the  tsa r was quite 
s tric t: w hoever should be found appoin ting  m etropolitans, 
bishops, or hegum ens by m eans of sim ony, was to be

10. Novaković, S., Zakonik S te f ana Dushana. Beograd, 1898.
11. Ibid., p. 6.
12. Ibid., p. 25.
13. Ibid., art. 113.
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anathem atized .14 But this provision apparen tly  had passed 
th rough  m any revisions; the M t. A thos tex t changes the 
punishm ent for sim ony from  anathem a to  deprivation of 
office for him  who was gu ilty  of sim ony and also for those 
he had appointed.

In  spiritual m atters, all m en m ust obey the ir bishops. 
If  a m an transgressed  against the episcopal prerogatives, 
w hether w itting ly  or unw itting ly , he m ust m ake proper 
am ends; otherw ise, he was liable to excom m unication.15 
Spiritual m atte rs  were reserved for the episcopal c o u r t; lay
men exercising jurisd iction  in these reserved cases were to 
be fined three hundred  gulden (perpers, ujtépjrupov).16 D e
fam ation of a bishop, monk, or priest was punishable by a 
fine of one hundred gulden. In  a case of m urder of one of 
these ecclesiastical persons, the pe rp e tra to r of the 
crime was to be put to death  by hanging .17

As for the m onastic d ignitaries, the hegum ens were ap
pointed by the tsar, but it was specified th a t they could not 
be appointed w ithou t the consent of the church, w hich seems 
to m ean th a t the tsa r could not appoint them  of his own 
will con tra ry  to the w ish of the church.18 B ut once appoin t
ed, they  had charge over the entire  estab lish m en t: the build
ings, horses, m ares, sheep, and every th ing  else.19 M ore
over, the hegum ens were enjoined to reside in the m onastery  
over which they presided, and had to rule the ir m onastic 
com m unity in accordance w ith  the established rules. T hey  
w ere bound in im portan t cases to  seek advice of the elders 
of the m onastery. All m onasteries were to be governed 
by uniform  rules.20

M onastic legislation occupies a good deal of space in 
the Code. In  the first place, no one could en ter a m onastery  
or a convent w ithou t an explicit perm ission of his or her 
bishop.21 But for some reason not clearly specified, those 
born in villages belonging to a m onastery  could not join 
th a t m onastery  but had to go to some other d is tric t.22 T his

14. Art. 13.
15. Art. 4.
16. Art. 12.
17. Art. 95.
18. Art. 14.
19. Art. 35.
20. Art. 15.
21. Art. 196.
22. Art. 18.
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was possibly done in order to prevent the m onk from  keep
ing  in too close touch w ith  his own family. T h a t some 
m onks and nuns actually  were in the habit of leaving their 
m onasteries and living at hom e is to be inferred from  the 
enactm ent which forbade such practice.23 If  the m onk 
abandoned his vows, he was to be im prisoned until he re
tu rned  to his obedience.24 M onasteries were g ran ted  various 
exem ptions and p riv ileges: they were free from the ordinary  
du ty  of conveying the goods of the tsa r w hen he was m ak
ing his usual rounds.25 The horses of the tsa ris t tran sp o rt 
m ust not be quartered  upon m onastery  stables or m onastic 
villages.28 M onks were taken under special p ro tection  of 
the law  in cases of m olestation .27 On the o ther hand, it was 
the du ty  of m onasteries possessing at least one thousand  
houses to support fifty m onks.28 M oreover, the m onasteries 
served in a fashion as relief s ta tio n s : they  were charged w ith  
the du ty  of relieving the poor in accordance w ith  the stip 
ulations of the founders. W herever the m onastery  au th o r
ities failed in this duty, they  were to be deprived of their 
office.29

As for the churches w ith in  the dom inion of the  tsar, 
all were freed from  all kinds of duties.30 T hey  were subject 
to  the tw o “g rea t churches”, nam ely the patriarchal church
es of Pech and O hrid .31 B ut the Greek m onasteries had 
been g ran ted  full autonom y and were exem pt from  p a tri
archal jurisdiction. W hoever should dem olish a church, 
was to be put to death .32 Landow ners were free to erect 
private chapels on the ir estates, such foundations not being 
subject to the tsa ris t or pa triarchal jurisdiction. T he patron  
had the rig h t to nom inate for priest a candidate of his own 
choice and to  dem and from  the local bishop his consecra
tion. In  such cases, bishop had jurisd iction  only over sp irit
ual m a tte rs33 in connection w ith the private chapel.

I t  appears th a t there were priests in the country  who
23. Art. 3 7.
24. Art. 19.
25. Art. 23.
26. Art. 38.
27. Art. 30.
28. Art. 16.
29. Art. 28.
30. Art. 26.
31. Art. 27.
32. Art. 130.
33. Art. 45.
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had not received ordination a t the hands of the  eparchial 
bishops. T h is is clear from  the provision th a t bishops w ere 
to ordain priests for all parishes, and such clergy as had 
not been ordained in the canonical m anner were to be driven 
ou t.34 T he cleric caught in receiving bribes was to suffer 
corporal punishm ent and was to  be expelled.35 P riests  were 
ord inarily  supported  from  the produce of the  glebe attached  
to the parish. In  such cases, a lthough  the ir ord inary  sta tus 
as serfs was not actually  changed, they  owed their m aster 
no service for the use of the glebe, and w ere in effect free. 
In  cases how ever w here no glebe was a ttached  to the church, 
the  priest was en titled  to the use of three fields for which 
he owed his m aster no service. B ut for any fields beyond 
th a t ex ten t he had to render service ju s t like any  o ther serf.36 
T he m aster was duty-bound to p ro tect the priest in his 
r ig h t to the  above-specified living. In  case the m aster fail
ed to do so, the priest could com plain to his b ishop; if the 
m aster failed to heed the adm onitions of the bishop, the 
priest was free to leave his m aster.37

E ver since the days of St. Sava the church had exerted 
itself to stam p out the pagan m arriage rites and to impose 
upon the people the convention of the C hristian  m arriage 
rites. T his is clearly reflected in S tephen’s Code. I t  was 
ordered th a t the m arriage  cerem ony m ust be perform ed 
either by a bishop or by a cleric appointed by him .38 M ore
over, m arriage had to be solem nized in a church.39 W hen  a 
“half-believer” (a heretic not specifically defined) m arried  
an O rthodox  wom an, he m ust receive bap tism ; if he re
fused, he was to be deprived of his wife and children and a 
p a rt of his p roperty  was taken  from  him  for the ir support.40

T he in to le ran t zeal of the dom inant O rthodox  church 
is reflected in the legislation reg ard ing  the R om an Catholics 
and o ther non-O rthodox or heretical groups. R om an C ath 
olicism, uniform ly referred  to as the “ L atin  heresy”, was 
indeed and of necessity to lerated  in regions w here its ad
herents form ed the m ajo rity  of the  population as well as 
am ong the foreign settlers— the num erous G erm an m iners

34. Art. 11.
35. Art. 24.
36. Art. 31;
37. Art. 65.
38. Art. 2.
39. Art. 3.
40. Art. 9.



OF THE SERBIAN CHURCH 147

and the m erchants. B ut any proselytism  was stric tly  fo r
bidden. If  a “C hristian” (i. e. an O rthodox) should adopt 
“ the azym ite rite ” , he was to  be exhorted  to re tu rn  to “C hris
tian ity ”. If  he refused, he was to be punished in accord
ance w ith  the provisions of the holy fa thers .41 These p ro
visions were specified in ano ther redaction of this article as 
confiscation of p roperty  and exile; the proselytizing Latin  
clergy were to be im prisoned and the ir church confiscated. 
M oreover, to prevent the “ L atin  heresy” from  spreading 
from  the infected foci— the cities and m arket places— the 
pa triarch  was instructed  to appoint special archpriests for 
such places to  in struc t those who had fallen into the heresy 
in order to regain  them  to the true fa ith .42 A  R om an C ath 
olic priest who converted “C hristians” to the “L atin  fa ith ” 
was to  be punished.43 T h a t these provisions did not apply 
to  R om an Catholics living in the land bu t only to those who 
had fallen aw ay from  O rthodoxy  by adopting  the “ Latin  
fa ith ” m ay be clearly inferred  from  the provision ordering 
a m ixed ju ry  to try  cases betw een O rthodox  Serbians and 
foreign m erchants. Such juries w ere to  consist of equal 
num bers of Serbians and of the nationals of the foreign 
p a rty .44

H eresy, especially Bogom ilism  w hich was know n in 
Serbia under the  designation of the  B abun faith, was still 
ex tan t, as the pertinen t legislation proves. A heretic found 
living among' the  O rthodox  population was to be branded 
on the face and exiled. A nyone affording him an asylum  
w as to suffer the  sam e punishm ent. T h is of course obvious
ly referred  only to the native Serbian heretics. Specifically 
against the Bogom ils the Code decreed th a t w hoever should 
preach “ the Babun doctrine”, if a noble, m ust pay one hun
dred gulden; if a com m oner, tw elve gulden, bu t in addition 
m ust receive a flogging.45 A pparently , Bogom ilism  w as 
upheld by the nobles to some extent. Such then in brief 
was the ecclesiastical legislation codified by S tephen D ush- 
an ’s legal advisers.

P a tria rch  Joannicius I I  died in 1354, being followed
41. Art. 6.
42. Art. 7.
43. Art. 8.
44. Art. 153.
45. Art. 85.
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tw o years la ter by E m peror S tephen D ushan48— both out 
of com m union w ith the pa tria rch ate  of Constantinople. A f
ter the death of Dushan, then only 48 years old, a rapid 
decline of the Serbian empire set in. H ad he lived and car
ried out his project of conquering C onstantinople— an un 
dertak ing  by no m eans im possible— who knows w hether 
the T urk ish  conquest of the Balkans would have taken 
place ?

U nder the nineteen-year old son of D ushan, S tephen 
U rosh  V  (1356-66), the  Serbian em pire alm ost im m ediate
ly fell apart into separate  principalities ruled by selfish and 
am bitious princes who were apparen tly  capable of but tw o 
th o u g h ts : to perpetuate  their pow er in the ir own families 
and to prey upon the te rrito ries of the ir neighbors. T he 
young  feeble tsa r was unable to preserve even an appear
ance of central au th o rity  w ith  the resu lt th a t D ushan’s 
em pire was soon to fall piecemeal to its pow erful and well- 
organized neighbors, the Turks.

T he  T urk ish  danger, which th rea tened  the B yzantine 
Em pire as well as the  Serbian and B ulgarian  territories, 
showed E m peror John V  Palaeologus, who became sole 
emperor after John Cantecuzene’s abdication in 1355, the wis
dom of opposing a united fron t to the  com m on danger. 
Hence, he took the initiative in an a ttem p t to negotia te  an 
alliance w ith  S tephen U rosh ; but in order to conclude such 
defensive alliance, it was necessary first to secure ecclesiasti
cal pacification betw een the C onstantinopolitan  and the 
Serbian patriarchates. Consequently, in the sum m er of 
1363 John  sent P a tria rch  Callistos, the h ierarch  who had 
proclaim ed the anathem a ag'ainst the Serbian church in 
1352, to the widow of Emperor Dushan, then nun Elizabeth, 
living a t a convent in Seres. T h ro u g h  her John  hoped to 
gain access to the youthfu l T sa r U rosh  and to win him for 
his design of a united  a ttack  upon the T urks. T he un 
lucky Callistos, to  w hom  the task  m ust have been p articu la r
ly distasteful, loyally obeyed the com m and of his m aster, 
bu t before any resu lts could be secured, he sickened a t Seres 
and died. E m peror John  did not repeat his a ttem pt, and 
thus a wise, constructive scheme which could not but benefit 
the C hristian  cause in the  Balkans, had it been consum m at
ed, was allowed to fall in abeyance.

46. Gf. Miklosich, F v Monumenta Serbica, CXL.
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T he insensate rivalry  of the Serbian princelings b rough t 
about the dow nfall of S tephen U rosh  V  in 1366. One of 
the Serbian despots, the cup-bearer and “g uard ian” of the 
young tsar, V ukashin , whose territo ries  adjoined the D an
ube, consum ed by a desire for ex tend ing  his power and 
lands, rose up in revolt against U rosh, drove him  from  the 
throne, and him self assum ed the tsa ris t crown and extend
ed his sw ay over the lands which had been ruled by the dis
possessed young tsar. H e then rew arded his b ro ther, John 
U glyesha, who had aided him in the revolt, w ith  a despotate 
com prising the territo ries round Seres, which were largely 
Greek in population.

D espot John U glyesha w isely took steps to restore his 
dim inutive dom inion to the ecclesiastical jurisd iction  of the 
ecumenical patriarch , from  whom  they  had been w rested 
by D ushan and on account of which Callistos had laid an 
anathem a upon all Serbia. U glyesha first took care to 
establish him self firm ly in his rule. Since his Greek sub
jects felt restive under the sentence of excom m unication 
pronounced upon them , w ithou t the ir fault, and hence ex
erted a s tro n g  pressure in the direction of a pacific policy, 
U glyesha judged it expedient to m ake peace w ith  the 
ecumenical patriarch . In  M arch, 1368, he sent his repre
sentatives to the new patriarch , Philo theos (1364-76), 
hum bly beseeching him to rem ove the sentence resting  up
on his people and offering to restore  all eparchies w ith in  his 
land to his jurisd iction .47 N evertheless, the  proposed re s to r
ation  was not consum m ated till 1371,48 w hen E m peror John 
had re tu rned  from  his W este rn  trip  w here he had sought 
aid against the  T u rks and even had accepted church union 
w ith the  L atins to accom plish his purpose. Thereupon, the 
excom m unication of John  U glyesha’s te rrito ries was repeal
ed and he w ith  his people was restored  to com m union.49 
T his action, of course, did not extend to the rest of the Ser
bian lands, which rem ained ecclesiastically estranged  for 
four years longer.

T he first of the  d isasters which u ltim ately  were to put 
an end to the m ediaeval Serbian empire overtook T sa r

47. Miklosicli, F., Mormmenta Serbica, CLXII; Miklosich-Muller, Acta Patr. 
Const., I , 562-63.

48. Miklosich, F., op. cit., 171, p. 182.
49. Ibid., No. 169, p. 181.
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V ukashin  in 1371. T he a larm ing  progress of the  T u rks in 
Thrace, where they had made Hadrianople the center of their 
dom ains, led V ukashin  to resolve upon an a ttem p t to check 
them . Foolishly supposing th a t his and John  U glyesha’s 
arm ies w ould suffice for the  task , he invaded T hrace  beyond 
Philippopolis. T here  on the R iver M aritsa  a g rea tly  infe
rior T urk ish  force surprised them  and so thoroughly  defeat
ed them  th a t the C hristian  arm ies w ere alm ost w iped out. 
B oth V ukashin  and John  U glyesha perished in the  struggle, 
the form er by the hand of his own servant. M acedonia 
purchased its au tonom y only a t the  price of a yearly  tribu te  
and of military service to be rendered to the Turks.

T he perilous d ignity  of Serbian tsardom  now passed to 
L azar H rebelyanovich, who wisely assum ed the m odestly  
dim inished title  of “P rince” instead of the  im perial title  so 
proudly  borne by S tephen D ushan. T he  d isastrous defeat 
on the M aritsa  tho rough ly  alarm ed the new bearer of the 
Serbian suprem e au th o rity —w hatever th a t was w orth— 
and showed him the folly of disunion of C hristian  forces 
in the  face of a relentless and pow erful enemy. W hen  th e re 
fore an occasion arose to te rm inate  the ecclesiastical schism 
which had blocked the possibility of cooperation betw een 
Serbia and the feeble Em pire, he did not hesita te  to show 
him self eager to take advan tage of it. T he Serbian m onks 
living on M t. A thos experienced m any and serious h a rd 
ships on account of the excom m unication res tin g  upon the 
whole Serbian church. Spurred by the sorry  p ligh t of his 
m onastic confratern ity , an old Serbian m onk of the  Holy 
M ountain, Isa iah  by nam e, journeyed to L azar’s court and 
p resen ting  the case to the prince, gained him  quickly for 
the pro ject of ecclesiastical reconciliation w ith  the Greeks. 
A  council was called to discuss the question which, com m is
sioning Isaiah  to go to C onstantinople, em pow ered him to 
offer subm ission of the  Serbian church to the  patriarch . 
Isa iah  reached the B yzantine capital in 1375 and presented 
the Serbian request for reunion both  to E m peror John  V 
and to  P a tria rch  Philotheos. T he offer was g ladly  accepted 
in view of its obvious political advan tages to both  parties, 
and the  desired reconciliation w as effected. B ut alas! cir
cum stances were soon to  prove th a t it came too la te ! N ever
theless, the patriarchal representatives were d ispatched to  
the Serbian capital, P rizren , w here they  solem nly revoked
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the anathem a laid upon T sa r S tephen D ushan, P a tria rch s  
Joannicius I I  and Sava IV , T sa r S tephen U rosh  V, and all 
Serbians who had died during  the schism. Thereupon, the  
Serbian church was resto red  to com m union w ith  the 
ecum enical pa tria rch ate  on the follow ing te rm s : the  auto- 
cephaly of the  Serbian church was fully acknow ledged, and 
its rank  as p a tria rch ate  was confirm ed; the only proviso 
m ade was to the  effect th a t in case the Serbians should ever 
in the future conquer Greek territory, the metropolitans resi
dent there  should not be displaced by Serbians. As cir
cum stances were shortly  to prove, the fears of any fu tu re  
Serbian aggression  w ere grotesquely  superfluous!

T he steady, relentless onw ard m arch of the T urk ish  
arm ies presaged the inevitable collision betw een them  and 
the Serbian forces. W hen  in 1386 N ish was conquered by 
the T urks, P rince L azar was forced to conclude an ignom in
ious peace w ith  them  by a prom ise of tribu te  and of auxil
iary  troops. T hereupon, he decided to  make a desperate 
test of his fo rtune; ally ing  him self w ith  his neighbors, T sa r 
John  Shishm an of B ulgaria  and P rince M irchea of W all- 
achia, the  pow erful Bosnian K ing S tephen I T v rtko , and 
even the C roatian  ban, L azar took the field against S ultan  
M urad’s arm ies. T he decisive battle , the subject of num ber
less popular Serbian ballads and elegies for centuries a fte r
w ards, was fought a t Kosovo Polye— the Field of B lack
birds, on June IS, 1389— the fata l Vidov Dan, St. V itu s’ Day. 
In  spite of the  valor of the C hristian  arm ies who learned to 
cooperate but too late, and in spite of the  assassination of 
M urad by a noble Serb, M ilosh Kobilich, M urad ’s son, 
Beyazid, who thereupon assum ed com m and of the  T urk ish  
forces, all bu t com pletely annih ilated  the arm ies of the 
B alkan league. P rince L azar was taken  prisoner and be
headed in the ten t in w hich the dying M urad lay.

T he battle  of K osovo Polye sounded the death knell 
of Serbian independence. A lthough the g rea tly  dim inished 
Serbian principality  survived the trag ic  defeat of 1389 by 
ano ther seventy years, the  legendary  estim ate of the m ean
ing of K osovo Polye as a symbol of the loss of national 
freedom  had m uch to justify  it. Vidov Dan from  th a t tim e 
fo rth  was m ournfully  com m em orated th ro u g h o u t the  Ser
bian lands as the day on w hich free Serbia had died, and 
w hen finally the dream  of G reater Serbia was realized afte r
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the W orld  W ar by the unification of the  Serbians, M onte
negrins, C roatians, and the Slovenes, the C onstitu tion  
effecting the unification was purposely proclaimed on the Vidov 
Dan to sym bolize the  undoing of the  defeat suffered 52S 
years previously.

Su ltan  Beyazid I recognized the youthful son of Prince 
Lazar, S tephen Lazarevich (1389-1427), as the ru ler of the 
g rea tly  dim inished Serbian principality , on condition of be
ing given L azar’s daugh ter in m arriage, of an annual tr i
bute, and of m ilitary  service. K ing  T v rtk o  of Bosnia like
wise retained  his royal crown, and even added D alm atia  
and C roatia  to his a lready extensive territories. O ther1' 
sm aller fry  am ong the Serbian princelings continued their 
rule. B ut w ith  m ost of these Serbian despots it was but a 
shadow  of their form er independent power. S tephen 
Lazarevich found it p ruden t to adopt a Turcophil policy, 
and his contingent of troops struck  the decisive blow on 
the T urk ish  side in the defeat of E m peror S igism und’s m ot
ley arm ies in the battle  of Nicopolis in 1396. H e assisted 
his m aster Beyazid even in expeditions against o ther Ser
bian princes. I t  is sad to relate  th a t despite these trag ic 
circum stances in which the Serbians found them selves, the 
princes had not learned to pool the ir resources against their 
com m on enemy. G eorge Brankovich, a nephew  of Stephen 
Lazarevich, dissatisfied w ith  his lordship of the te rrito ry  
of P rish tina, rose up against S tephen to grasp  from  him 
the shadow y semblance of power. T h e ir arm ies m et a t the 
ill-fated Kosovo Polye (1403), bu t the  b a ttle  resu lting  
largely in a draw, the rivals accepted the status quo ante. But 
this was not the last tim e such sham eful internecine and 
fratricidal w ars were w a g e d ! S tephen was obliged to go to 
w ar w ith  his b ro ther V lkan and once again w ith  George 
Brankovich. But despite all, he retained his power to the 
end of his life.

S tephen Lazarevich was a person of pronounced cul
tural, especially literary , tastes, and converted his court 
into a busy lite ra ry  center. H e was him self an au thor, and 
encouraged translations from  Greek to be m ade by the lite r
ary  men he had gathered  about him. H e likewise support
ed art, and founded the m agnificent m onastery  of M anassia.

T ow ard  the end of his life, having  preserved his un
stable th rone by rare  diplom acy and faithful service to the
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various T urk ish  sultans, S tephen Lazarevich decided to ap
peal to H u n g ary  for p ro tection  of his realm. H e recognized 
E m peror Sigism und as his overlord, and obtained confirm a
tion of George Brankovich, who had so often striven to 
supplant him, as his successor. H e died in 1427.

D espot G eorge Brankovich (1427-56) proved him self 
a shrew d diplom at and real-politikeHis policy was con
sisten tly  and unchivalrously  pro-Turkish . In  order to ap
pease M urad II  who dem anded from  him the surrender of 
Serbia, he prom ised the su ltan  the hand of his daugh ter 
M aria w ith  some Serbian te rrito ry  as her dowry, an annual 
tribute, m ilitary  aid, and abandonm ent of any connection 
w ith H ungary . On these term s he retained  his precarious 
throne which was secure to him  only so long as the su ltan  
regarded  a trib u ta ry  s ta te  m ore profitable to him self than  
an annexed one.

B ut even then  G eorge Brankovich was not perm itted  
to reign in p eace : the  w ra th  of the su ltan  was aroused over 
the  despot's erection of a s tro n g  fo rtress a t Sem endria,— 
the p resent Sm ederevo— on the sou thern  bank of the D an
ube, and by his su rrender of B elgrade to the H ungarians. 
T he la tte r  action was prom pted by the despot’s desire to 
secure for him self the aid of H ungary . M urad invaded 
Serbia, laid siege to Sem endria, to which George had moved 
his capital from  K rushevats, and before Brankovich could 
secure H u ngarian  aid, took it (1439). Thereupon, he oc
cupied alm ost all of Serbia, which thus became a T urk ish  
province. George Brankovich fled and took refuge a t va
rious places, ending finally in D ubrovnik.

H u n g ary  now took frig h t a t the perilous contigu ity  of 
the T urk ish  boundary. A lly ing him self w ith  various neigh
boring rulers equally threatened , and securing as the leader 
of the expedition a m an who became the m ost fam ous 
Turkokiller, the R oum anian general John  H unyadi, the 
H ungarian  K ing  V ladislav I undertook  a crusading  expedi
tion across the Danube. T he  invasion was successful, and 
M urad was compelled to sign an ignom inious tre a ty  of 
peace a t Szegedin (1444). A m ong o ther provisions, it was 
stipulated  th a t B rankovich was to be restored to his des- 
po tate  of the whole of Serbia, a lthough he had to pay half 
its annual revenue to Murad.
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F rom  th a t tim e on, G eorge B rankovich judged  it ex
pedient to pursue a policy of opposition to  the  various a t
tem pts m ade by H u n g ary  against the T u rk s  in order to 
re ta in  the su ltan ’s favor. W hen  by the advice of the papal 
legate, C ardinal Ju lian  Cesarini, V ladislav  I decided to 
break the tre a ty  so recently  agreed upon and treacherously  
to a ttack  M urad once more, B rankovich refused to join in 
the  treachery . T he expedition w as m ost d isastrously  de
feated a t V arna  (1444). D espot George likewise pursued 
the policy of arm ed neu tra lity  during  the expedition which 
ended in the ro u t of the C hristian  forces in the  th ird  ba ttle  
of the  Kosovo Polye (1448), a t w hich tim e he even took 
H unyad i prisoner, only to  relinquish him to H u n g ary  later.

In  spite of his cautious and from  the point of view of the 
H ungarians craven policy, the despot did not prevent a Turkish 
a ttack  upon his territories. Sultan  M oham m ed I I  w ho as
cended the th rone in 1451, afte r having  taken  C onstan ti
nople in 1453, decided th a t the m om ent to annex Serbia 
had  come. H e sent an u ltim atum  to G eorge Brankovich, 
o rdering  him to  surrender his coun try  to him. T h e  Serbian 
despot did not obey, and w ith  the aid of H u n g ary  w as able 
to  w ith stand  the T u rk ish  invasion for the  rest of his life 
(1456).

Even the so rry  rem nan t of G eorge B rankovich’s one 
tim e possessions gave rise to crim inal in trigues am ong his 
heirs. T he  despot’s successor, his youngest son Lazar, prob
ably poisoned his m other Irene w ith  w hom  he w as supposed 
to  divide the  rule. H is sister, the form er wife of Sultan  
M urad, to g e th er w ith  her b ro ther took refuge a t the court 
of M oham m ed. B ut L azar I I I  did not rule long. H e  died 
in 1458. By his direction, his dau g h ter m arried  Stephen 
Tom ashevich of Bosnia, and the la tte r, w ith  the help of the 
H u n g arian  K ing  M atth ias Corvinus, assum ed the rule over 
L azar’s dim inutive realm . B ut the Serbs of Sem endria re
volted against him  because of his repu ta tion  for zeal in 
behalf of R om an Catholicism  and of his p ro -H ungarian  
policy, p referring  to  subm it to M oham m ed II. Hence, they  
opened the gates of Sem endria to the  T urks. By 1459 Ser
bia, with the exception of Belgrade, became a Turkish pashalik.

Thereupon, the church became the h eart of Serbian 
nationalism — a function which it perform ed till the recovery
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of autonom y in the beginning  of the  n ineteenth  century. 
T he  p a tria rch  in a w ay assum ed the headship of the nation. 
O rthodoxy  became synonym ous w ith  the Serbian national
ity  so th a t those Serbs who had accepted Islam  were re
garded  as lost to the nation, and as having  become T urks. 
I t  was this s tro n g  sense of the national character of the 
O rthodox  church as m uch as loyalty  to the faith  of their 
fa thers which accounts for the fidelity and heroic s tead fast
ness w ith  which Serbians upheld the ir fa ith  despite the hor
rible and often inhuman persecution by the Turks.

ll





BOGOMILISM IN BOSNIA AND HUM

D uring  the reign of the m igh ty  organizer of the in
dependent Serbian state, G rand-Zhupan S tephen N em anya 
(1168-95), Bogom ilism  became an issue in the  in ternal poli
tics of Rascia. N em anya well understood the an ti-govern
m ental tendencies of the m ovem ent and discerned in it a 
danger to his power. H e proclaim ed the O rthodox  rite 
to be the religion of the state, a lthough  he g rea tly  exerted  
him self to keep on good term s w ith  the R om an Catholic 
W est, the good-will of which was essential to him. Bogo
milism, which entered his te rrito ry  a t an unknow n date and 
gained a considerable power, opposed his cen tralizing  
ecclesiastical, political, and social policy. W hen  he b rough t 
a proposal of suppressing the m ovem ent before a Council, 
he found th a t m any nobles w ere staunch  adheren ts of the 
m ovem ent and opposed to any  persecuting  m easures against 
it. I t  was not un til a fte r sto rm y scenes had occurred th a t 
the Council agreed to ex term inate  Bogom ilism  by force of 
arm s. T he sect rose up in defense of its faith , and N em anya 
was forced to conduct a crusade against it. T he arm ed up
rising  of the Bogom ils collapsed afte r they had suffered 
serious losses. Thereupon, large num bers of the sectaries 
took refuge in the  neighboring  territo ries, Bosnia and H um , 
although  some rem ained, adopting  the  “protective color
a tio n ” of outw ard  acceptance of O rthodoxy.

T h a t Bogom ilism  actually  survived in Serbia is m ani
fest from  the fact th a t T sa r S tephen D ushan (1331-55) in 
serted a paragraph1 in his famous Law Code (1349-54) 
according to which any one preaching  Bogom ilism — know n 
in Serbia under the nam e of the  Babun m ovem ent— was to 
be fined in accordance w ith  his means.

From  Serbia, Bogom ilism  penetrated  into the te rrito ry  
then know n as H um , bu t since 1448 generally  designated 
as H erzegovina, i. e. the L and of the  H erzog, as the  te rr i
to ry  of “ the D uke of St. Sava” came to  be known. T his 
te rrito ry  was ruled in the days of S tephen N em anya by his

1. Novakovié, St., op. cit., par. 85, p. 67.
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younger b ro ther, M iroslav, who was a t enm ity  w ith  S te
phen. I t  was for th a t reason th a t he befriended the Bogomils 
expelled from  Serbia. M oreover, M iroslav had been carry 
ing on a b itte r feud w ith  the ecclesiastical superior of the 
country , the  archbishop of Spalato, a creature  of the H u n 
garian  k ing  Béla I I I .  T o  spite him, he refused to perm it 
the archbishop to settle  a R om an Catholic bishop in the 
coun try  and favored the O rthodox  and the P a tarenes, as 
the  Bogomils came to be called both  in H um  and in Bosnia. 
W hen  Pope A lexander I I I  (1159-81) sent his legate, Sub
deacon Theobald, to D alm atia  in 1180,2 the Bogom ils m ust 
have become fairly  num erous in the  country, M iroslav him 
self having  joined them , for Theobald  placed the land un 
der an in terdict. W hen  this m easure proved ineffective, 
the pope appealed to the  H ungarian -C roatian  K ing, Béla 
I I I  (1173-1196), who was the suzerain of both  H um  and 
Bosnia, to force M iroslav to restore to the church the alien
ated  property. H ow  the m atte r ended is not know n; but 
by 1199 M iroslav was no longer living.

Bosnia, the principality  n o rth  of H um , was ruled a t the 
tim e by an able, energetic and am bitious ruler, Ban K ulin 
(1168-1204), who in spite of his acknow ledgm ent of 
a nom inal suzerain ty  of H ungary , possessed very extensive 
independent powers. H is reign of th irty -six  years is the 
b righ test period of Bosnian history . M erchants of the 
w ealthy  and cultured  D ubrovnik (R agusa) p lanted their 
com m ercial enterprises th ro u g h o u t the banship,— a com
m ercial trea ty  betw een them  and K ulin being the earliest 
know n Bosnian docum ent (1189)— and opened silver mines 
which had been unw orked since the days of the Rom ans. 
T he Saxon m iners w ere encouraged to settle  in the country  
and enriched it by the ir industry . A fter the ir expulsion 
from  Serbia, Bogom ils found refuge in K ulin’s te rrito ry , 
and were well received by him. T hey  in fact found in
creased favor w ith  the ban as tim e w ent on, because such 
policy seemed advantageous to  K ulin from  the political 
point of view.

Since K ulin strove to m ake his coun try  entirely  inde
pendent of any foreign dom ination, a policy of “splendid 
iso lation” seemed wise. In  1120 Bosnia had vo luntarily  
subm itted  to the rule of the H u n g arian  K ing  K olom an— as

2. Jaffé, Begesta,II, No. 13694, p. 364.



BOSNIA AND HUM 159

C roatia (1102) and D alm atia  (1105) had done— but in 
1166 the country  had been conquered by the B yzantine E m 
peror M anuel I Comnenus, and the H u n g arian  overlordship 
had tem porarily  lapsed. A fte r M anuel’s death  (1180), H u n 
g ary  had renewed its p reten tions to the overlordship, and 
although  Ban K ulin had acknow ledged the relationship  
nom inally, his whole policy was directed tow ard  com plete 
independence. H ungary , on the o ther hand, desired to con
vert its nom inal overlordship into an actual rule. Kulin, 
therefore, found it necessary to orient his policy in relation  
to the designs of the H ungarian  K ing, Béla I I I .  A religion 
opposed as m uch to R om an Catholicism  as it was to  E astern  
O rthodoxy  seemed to afford— as w as often the case in the 
E as t— the needed support of the national policy of inde
pendence. H ence K ulin’s friendly a ttitu d e  tow ard  the P a t-  
arenes.

T he H u n g arian  expansionist policy received an unex
pected aid from  the R om an curia. In  1191 the much tra n s 
ferred bishopric of Bosnia once m ore changed hands, th is 
tim e passing from  the jurisd iction  of D ubrovnik to th a t of 
the archbishop of Spalato. T he occupant of the Spalato see 
a t the tim e was a M agyar, A rchbishop P e te r— the same 
against w hom  M iroslav of H um  had striven— who was ready 
to use his sp iritual au th o rity  in behalf of the secular in te r
ests of the H u ngarian  king. Because of the very cordial 
and close relations betw een the papacy and Béla I I I ,  the 
transfer of ecclesiastical jurisd iction  involved a considerable 
political danger to Bosnia, hence g rea tly  pertu rb in g  Ban 
Kulin. In order to ward o ff the danger threatening his 
independence from  the papal-H ungarian  quarter, the ban 
adopted an anti-R om an policy. In  th is  he w as encouraged 
by his sister, the  w idow  of M iroslav of H um , who lived a t 
K ulin’s court a fte r her husband’s death. Hence, in 1198 or 
1199, K ulin w ith  his wife, his sister, m any relatives, and 
w ith  m ore than  10,000 of his subjects joined the P a ta ren e  
m ovem ent. A t least th a t was the assertion  which K ulin ’s 
enemy, V lkan, the self-styled “prince of Dioclea and D al
m atia”, m ade to Pope Innocen t I I I ,  in 1199.3 In  consequence, 
P a ta ren ism  in course of tim e not only became the dom inant 
religion in Bosnia, bu t spread into the neighboring  coun
tries of C roatia, Slavonia, H ungary , and D alm atia. A rch

3. Theiner, A., Monumenta Slavorum meriđ., I . no. x7 p. 6.
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deacon Thom as of Spalato records in his Historia Salonita- 
tuni pontificum (1266) th a t the sect established itself even 
in Spalato, the seat of the  archbishop. I t  was led by tw o 
bro thers, M atthew  and A ristodius, goldsm iths by trade, 
w ho had adopted the P a ta ren e  doctrine during  the ir so
journ  in Bosnia.4 T he  destruction  of Z ara by the C rusaders 
in 1202 was justified by the chronicler on the g round th a t 
the city had become heretical.

A lthough V lkan did not m ention the heresy by name, 
the  pope seems to have had no doubts about its nature. On 
O ctober 11, 1200,5 he tu rned  to the successor of Béla I I I ,  
K ing  H en ry  I (1196-1205), w ith  the dem and th a t he, as 
K ulin ’s overlord, force the la tte r to drive the heretics whom  
he designated as P a ta renes out of his dominions. If  Kulin 
should refuse, H en ry  was to invade the country  and drive 
the Bosnian ban out a long w ith  the P atarenes. In  o ther 
w ords, the pope exhorted  the H u ngarian  king to undertake 
a crusade against Bosnia. As K laié rem arks, “thus began a 
cruel w ar again st the Bosnian P a ta ren es  which lasted tw o 
and half centuries, and finally culm inated in the acceptance, 
on the ir part, of the  M oham m edan faith  and in becom ing 
T urks, ra th e r th an  to subm it to the R om an See”.6

T he policy w hich K ulin had  adopted to w ard  off the 
danger of H u ngarian  in terference thus proved the direct 
occasion of it. H enry, who dream ed of ex tend ing  his rule 
no t only over Bosnia, but over Serbia and B ulgaria  as well, 
g ladly  fell in w ith  the suggestion of the pope who on his 
pa rt w ished to bring  the whole B alkan peninsula back to 
the  jurisd iction  of the H oly  See. T hu s by posing as a de
fender of the faith , H enry  could fu rth e r his own expansion
ist schemes, although  he him self was being cleverly used as 
an instrum en t of an equally am bitious papal policy.

R ealizing the folly of resisting  H en ry ’s dem and for ab
ju rin g  Pataren ism , K ulin diplom atically yielded. H e of
fered in his behalf the ra th e r lam e excuse th a t he had re
garded  the P a ta ren es  as good orthodox  C hristians and of
fered to send a P a ta ren e  delegation to Rome to explain to 
the  pope the ir w ay of life, ab ju ring  a t the sam e tim e any

4. Thomae archidiaconi, Historia Salonitana, cap. 24; in Klaié, V., Poviest 
Bosne, p. 58, footnote 8.

5. Theiner, A., opus cit., I, no. xx, p. 12-13.
6. Klaié, Vjek., Povjest Hrvata , Zagreb, 1899, vol. I, p. 188.
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errors of w hich they m ight be found guilty. T he pope pro
fessed him self satisfied w ith  the offer.7 K ulin actually  sent, 
in 1202, the archbishop of D ubrovnik, and A rchdeacon M ar- 
inus of the sam e city, to ge ther w ith some P a ta ren e  rep re
sentatives, to Rom e; of course he m ust have know n w hat 
the  result w ould be. H e therefore a t the same tim e request
ed th a t the  pope send his own legates to investigate the 
religious situation  in Bosnia. Innocent appointed as his 
representatives the archbishop of Spalato, B ernard, already 
well know n for his zeal in persecuting  the P ata renes of 
Spalato and T rog ir, and his own court chaplain, John de 
Casam aris. T hey  were to learn  the true  sta te  of the Bos
nian church and bring  the P atarenes in to  the bosom of the 
Catholic church.8

W h a t m easures John  de Casam aris adopted to carry  
out his m ission is not know n; but they  were successful. A t 
a m eeting held on A pril 6, 1203, a t “Bolino Po ili”, identified 
w ith  Byelopolye (W h ite  F ield) by the river Bosna, in the 
presence of the papal legate John and A rchdeacon M arinus 
of D ubrovnik, Ban Kulin, a long w ith  m any representative 
Patarenes, abjured his schism in behalf of himself and 
the monastic communities9. They all swore faithful adherence 
to the R om an church, acknow ledging it the ir m other and 
the head of the church universal; fu rtherm ore  they  prom ised 
to  in troduce a lta rs  and crosses into the ir places of w orship, 
and to read the Old T estam en t besides the N ew ; they  like
wise assented to accept Catholic priests and to observe the 
holy days and o ther church services in accordance w ith  the 
usage of the  R om an church: to  adopt confessionals and the 
penitential system ; to com m unicate a t least seven tim es a 
year, th a t is, on C hristm as, E aster, Pentecost, the B irth  of 
A postles P e te r and Paul, the  A ssum ption of the V irg in , her 
B irthday, and the A ll-Saints D ay; and to observe canonical 
fasting. T hey  obligated them selves not to adm it any “M an- 
ichee” or other heretics into the membership of their mon
asteries, to keep wom en ap art from  m en in the ir m onaster
ies, and finally not to a rro g a te  solely to them selves the nam e 
of C hristians. M oreover, they prom ised to receive faith-

7. Theiner, A., op. cit., I, no. xxv, p. 15.
8. Ibid., I, no. xxv, p. 15.
9. Who are designated “ priores illorum hominum, qui haetenus singulariter 

Christiani nominis prerogativa sum us.”  Theiner, A., op. cit., I, no. 35, p. 20.
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fully w hatever else the Rom an church should impose upon 
them .10

T his agreem ent, signed by their representatives as well 
as the ban, became binding upon the entire  P a ta ren e  m on
astic com m unity  in Bosnia. T o  give it m ore solem nity, the 
papal legate, Ban Kulin, and tw o representatives of the 
P a ta ren e  com m unity repaired to the court of K ing  H enry  
and there  solem nly prom ised before the king, the archbishop 
of Kolocz, the bishop of Pécz and m any o ther d ignitaries 
to  observe faithfu lly  the agreem ent of Byelopolye. In  case 
of its nonobservance, K ulin w as pledged to forfeit 1,000 
silver m arks. M oreover, to prove his sincerity, he and his 
wife undertook  to restore  a church, as the oldest ex tan t 
Bosnian inscription testifies. T hus Pope Innocent 
trium phed in Bosnia w ithou t any bloodshed. As the m ost 
im portan t h isto rian  of the Bogom il m ovem ent, F ran jo  
Rački rem arks, the church “did not find in K ulin a Bosnian 
Raim ond, nor in K ing  H enry  a Sim on M ontfo rd”.11

In  order to  m ake the victory  m ore secure, the papal 
legate, John, suggested  in his le tte r to the pope dated June, 
120312 th a t beside the one “m oribund” bishopric ex isting  in 
Bosnia, th ree or four o thers should be erected. M oreover, 
he urged the pope to appoint “ L a tin s” as bishops ra th e r 
than  Slavs. B ut the suggestions were not carried  out, be
cause H u n g ary  was secretly  opposing any  move th a t would 
s treng then  Bosnia.

In  the m eantim e, the  P a ta ren e  m ovem ent continued to  
flourish, for no serious effort had been m ade to ex term inate  
it. T he agreem ent of Byelopolye w as but a m easure to 
w ard off the danger th rea ten in g  K ulin from  the pope and 
the H u n g arian  king, and as soon as the danger was past, 
any a ttem p t to enforce the  agreem ent was abandoned. In 
nocent was in no position to give a tten tio n  to Bosnian af
fa irs; he was fully occupied w ith  the F o u rth  and the Al- 
bigensian Crusades. M oreover, a fte r his death  (1216) his 
successor, Pope H onorius I I I  (1216-27), was m ore than  
occupied w ith  the “H ohenstauffen  eag le t”, E m peror F red e r
ick II. H ungary , on the o ther hand, du ring  the reign of

10. The document is to be found in Theiner, A., op. cit., I, no. 35, p. 20.
11. Kacki, Franjo: Bog omili i Patareni, in Bad jugoslavenske akademije 

znanosti i umjetnosti, Zagreb, Kniga VI (1869) p. 144.
12. Theiner, A., op. cit., I, no. 34, p. 19.



BOSNIA AND HUM 163

K ing A ndrew  I I  (1205-35) was passing  th rough  difficult 
tim es of in ternal disorder, which culm inated in the g ran tin g  
of the Golden Bull of 1222, w hereby the nobles gained from  
the k ing m any im portan t privileges which lessened the 
pow er of centralized au th o rity  and led to feudal decentral
ization. U nder such circum stances, Bosnia was left un 
disturbed. Kulin, doubtless, kept his w ord as far as he 
personally was concerned, but the provisions regarding the per
secution of the  P atarenes were not enforced.

This situation  rem ained essentially unchanged under 
the successor of Kulin, Ban S tephen (1204-32). A lthough 
he him self was apparen tly  a zealous adheren t of the Rom an 
church, he did not prevent the P a ta renes from  re-estab lish
ing  the ir o rganization  during  his reign. T hey  grew  pow er
ful not only in Bosnia, bu t gained s tren g th  in C roatia as 
well. In  H um  even the ru ler of the  country , P eter, was a 
Patarene.

I t  was not till 1221 th a t m easures to  deal w ith P a ta ren - 
ism  were revived. Pope H onorius I I I  (1216-27) who free
ly acknow ledged the g rav ity  of the  situation, appointed in 
th a t year his court chaplain, Subdeacon A contius, as his 
legate apostolic for Bosnia and H ungary . H e received un 
lim ited pow er to deal w ith  the situation  as he saw  fit. H e 
was to call upon the H u ngarian  king and clergy to  conduct 
a crusade against the P a ta renes and the ir supporters. Be
sides, the pope w rote d irectly  to K ing  A ndrew , the arch 
bishop of Gran, and the rest of the H u n g arian  prelates, re
questing  them  to aid his legate in any  w ay possible. B ut 
the  whole project came to n au g h t: K ing  A ndrew , as has 
a lready been stated , had his hands full try in g  to deal w ith  
a  revolt of his nobles, and succeeded in p reventing  a civil 
w ar only by g ran tin g  the “Golden B ull” (1222).

T hereupon  the archbishop of Kalocz, U grin  (1219-41), 
cam e forw ard  w ith  an offer to organize an expedition 
against the Bosnian P atarenes, provided the Bosnian 
bishopric as well as U sora and Soli, the n o rthern  territo ries 
bordering  upon H ungary , were placed under his ju risd ic
tion .13 T o  this Pope H onorius agreed in 1225. B ut the 
archbishop did not find it easy to carry  out his promises. 
H e enlisted the services of John, son of E m peror Isaac 
Com nenus and of M argare t, the sister of the H u n garian

13. t t id .,  I. Nos. 118, 119.
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K ing A ndrew . John  consented to lead the crusade, and 
even accepted from  U grin  200 silver m arks tow ard  the p ro j
ect. But that was the last anyone heard of the crusade, 
for John  did no th ing  more. Pope H onorius w rote  him on 
Jan u ary  15, 1227, rem o n stra tin g  w ith  him , but to no effect. 
A fte r H onorius’ death  la te r in the sam e year the whole 
crusad ing  project was abandoned.

E ncouraged by the ineffectiveness of the m easures 
adopted against them , Bosnian P a ta renes now felt s tro n g  
enough to assum e the offensive. In  1232 the ir pow er was 
so g rea t th a t they  succeeded in driv ing  the ban, K ulin’s son 
Stephen, from  the throne, m is tru stin g  him on account of 
his R om an Catholicism , and elevated to it the ir own p a rti
san, M atthew  N inoslav (1232-50). H e was a P a ta ren e  by 
b irth  and education. T he deposed Ban S tephen and his son 
Sebislav succeeded, w ith  K ing  A ndrew ’s aid, in re ta in ing  
for them selves a sm all pa rt of the ir patrim ony, a te rrito ry  
know n as U sora. T hus in the th ird  decade of the th ir teen th  
century, Bosnia becam e once m ore a P a ta ren e  country  par 
excellence, for the ban, the  nobles, even the bishop, and the 
m ajo rity  of the population were num bered am ong the ad
herents of the P a ta ren e  m ovem ent. In  fact, P ata ren ism  
became the faith  of all Bosnian p a trio ts  who sought to pre
serve the ir national independence from  the encroachm ents 
of H ungary .

T his ex trao rd inary  sta te  of affairs s tirred  the curia to 
renew ed activ ity : the  H oly  See was then occupied by 
G regory IX  (1227-41) who was know n for his zeal in ex
te rm in a tin g  the F rench  C athari. H e now proceeded w ith 
the sam e zeal again st the Bosnian P atarenes. In  1232 he 
ordered his legate in H ungary , C ardinal Jacob, bishop of 
Penestrino , to investigate the religious conditions in Bosnia.

C ardinal Jacob found the Bosnian Catholic church in 
an unbelievably sorry plight: not only were the great major
ity  of the inhab itan ts Patarenes, bu t so were likewise m ost 
of the nobles, w ith  the relative of the ban, U ban Priyezda, 
a t the ir head. T he  pope la te r said th a t only the  expelled 
Sebislav, son of the form er Ban Stephen, had rem ained fa ith 
ful to R om an Catholicism , and had been “am ong the nobles 
of the Bosnian bishopric like a lily am ong th o rn s”. E ven 
the R om an Catholic bishop “fell into the senseless heretical 
teach ing”, i. e., became a P a tarene, excusing him self on
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the g round th a t he had joined the sect “ex sim plic ita te”,14 
having regarded  the P atarenes as orthodox  C hristians. 
Jacob learned fu rth er th a t the archbishop of D ubrovnik 
had know n of the “heresy” of the Bosnian bishop, but had 
regarded  it w ith  indifference.

In d ig n an t a t the situation  he had found, Jacob punish
ed the archbishop of D ubrovnik by tran sfe rrin g  the ju ris
diction over the bishopric of Bosnia to the m ore reliable 
and m ore zealous H u ngarian  archbishop of Kalocz, U grin , 
who thus succeeded in his schemes of securing it w ithou t 
having led a crusade against the Bosnians. T he luckless 
bishop of Bosnia, a fte r having  abjured the heresy, was later 
by the order of the pope deposed from  his office. Jacob suc
ceeded even in his chief task, nam ely, in securing the con
version of the ban. Follow ing the politic exam ple of the 
illustrious Kulin, M atthew  N inoslav abjured the fa ith  in 
which he had  been born and b rough t up and accepted 
Rom an C atholicism .15 H is exam ple was followed by U ban 
Priyezda and o ther Bosnian nobles. T his was done for 
reasons of policy, in order to put a stop to the  depredations 
of the  C roatian  H erzog  K olom an (1226-41), son of the 
H u ngarian  K ing  A ndrew , who posing as a defender of the 
faith , had annexed m uch of the Bosnian border te rrito ry  
to his own.

In  place of the deposed bishop, Jacob filled the see in 
1233 by appoin ting  to it a D om inican monk, John, a W e s t
phalian Germ an. In  order to prove his zeal for the newly 
adopted faith , Ban N inoslav gave the D om inicans a con
siderable am ount of land th ro u g h o u t the banship, the nobles 
following suit. M oreover, he took m easures again st the 
P a ta re n e s : he deprived any noble who refused to accept 
R om an Catholicism  of his lands, or his villages, or any 
other possession. T h is led to a strenuous opposition on the 
part of the disaffected nobles. T hereupon, N inoslav ap
pealed to Rom e for help. T he pope besought for him  the 
aid of the C roatian  K olom an— which was like ask ing  a fox 
to guard  a hen-coop— and took Bosnia under the protection 
of St. Peter.

H av ing  successfully accom plished his mission, C ard
inal Jacob left the country. B ut before the year was out,

14. Ibid., I, No. 192, dated June 3, 1233.
15. Ibid., I, No. 200, dated Oct. 10, 1233.
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disquieting rum ors regard ing  an alarm ing  g row th  of 
P a ta ren ism  again  began to reach the pope. I t  appeared 
th a t Bosnia once m ore sw arm ed w ith  the sectaries, and it 
was even rum ored th a t the m ovem ent had extended to  
Slavonia for the  first time. In  1234 G regory w rote  th a t 
“the num ber of the perfidious had so increased in Bosnia 
and the neighboring  provinces th a t the  whole land, like a 
trackless desert, was m ourn ing  and langu ish ing”.10 M atthew  
N inoslav w as accused of having  availed him self of the m ili
ta ry  s tren g th  of the P atarenes, in w hich case it surely had 
not been for an expedition against them . I t  was thus evi
dent th a t the subm issive a ttitu d e  of the ban during  Jacob’s 
stay  in the country  had been m erely a ruse.

H igh ly  incensed, the pope now determ ined upon a cru
sade against Bosnia: he called upon the  C roatian  H erzog, 
Kolom an, ordering  him to suppress the heresy in Slavonia* 
and upon K ing A ndrew  I I  of H u n g ary  to invade Bosnia. 
M oreover, he w rote to the Bosnian bishop, John, and to  the 
bishop of Zagreb, S tephen II , prom ising all who should join 
the crusade the same indulgences as were granted to the cru
saders to the Holy Land.

K ing  A ndrew  of H u n g ary  com m issioned his son, K olo
m an of C roatia, to lead the crusade, and a t once ceded 
Bosnia to him  as a rew ard for the services. T he pope con
firmed th is g ran t in 1235.17 By th is act, Ban M atthew  
N inoslav w as deprived of his office.

T he  w ar against heretical Bosnia broke out in 1234 
and lasted five years. T he crusading  arm y was led by K olo
m an himself, accom panied by the Bosnian bishop, John. A t 
first the  invading arm ies had no success. Ban M atthew  
N inoslav w ith  his Bosniacs, firm ly united  in defense of 
the ir national independence, was so uniform ly victorious 
th a t even Bishop John  despaired of ever occupying his see 
again. B ut the luck of the crusaders changed in the sum 
m er of 1236 when the ir forces w ere augm ented  by the ac
cession of Prince Sebislav of U sora, the  son of the deposed 
Ban Stephen, who thus hoped to regain  his patrim ony. 
W ith  his help, K olom an finally gained victory  over M at
thew Ninoslav early in 1237 and penetrated as fa r as 
Patarene-ruled Hum. Thereupon, the Patarenes were every-

16. IMđ., I ,  No. 207, dated Feb. 13, 1234.
17. Ibid., L , No. 229, (Aug., 1235).
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w here hunted  down and subjected to cruel to rtu res. Bishop 
John, who had either resigned or had died during  the war, 
was succeeded by ano ther D om inican monk, Pons by name, 
who annexed H um  to his Bosnian diocese. T he archbishop 
of Kalocz sent D om inicans into the country  to help Bishop 
Pons bring  the e rring  into the bosom of the true church, 
and to build churches and m onasteries. M oreover, the 
archbishop built several fortresses in Bosnia “for the pro
tection of the Bosnian church and faith  and the ex term ina
tion of heresy”.18

B ut the rule of K olom an over Bosnia did not last long. 
As soon as the crusading  arm y w ithdrew , M atthew  N inoslav 
in the au tum n of 1239 rose up against the  new rulers. H u n 
gary  was busy elsewhere, unable to give Bosnia any a tte n 
tion. T hus M atthew  N inoslav regained his banship, and 
to s tren g th en  his position entered into an alliance w ith 
D ubrovnik (M arch, 1240). In  1241, H u n g ary  was invaded 
by the M ongols and te rrib ly  ravaged. T he archbishop of 
Kalocz, U grin , the g rea t persecutor of the  Patarenes, fell 
in the d isastrous battle  of M uhi (1241), a long w ith  one hu n 
dred thousand other M agyars. I t  required m uch tim e be
fore K ing  Béla IV  (1235-70) was able to repair the dam age 
done, and in the m eantim e the Balkans were free from  the 
th rea t of his invasion. H ence M atthew  Ninoslav, w ith  the 
support of the P atarenes, became firmly established on his 
throne.

I t  was not till 1244 th a t the P a ta ren es  again called 
down fire upon them selves: in th a t year K ing  Béla IV  of 
H u n g ary  com plained to the pope th a t heresy in Bosnia had 
strong ly  increased and th a t the  Catholic church had but 
few upholders there. T he pope was induced to sponsor an 
o ther crusade against Bosnia, w hich he en trusted , in 1246, 
to the K alocz archbishop, g ran tin g  him  a t the sam e tim e 
the righ t to take aw ay from  the heretics the ir lands, to be 
aw arded to zealous Catholics. T his expedition was in pre
paration  betw een 1246-48, bu t we have no inform ation as 
to w hether or not it was ever actually  carried out. Béla 
was a t w ar w ith  the A ustrian  A rchduke Frederick  II, and 
could not spare the necessary tim e or men for the Bosnian 
crusade. M oreover, his eastern  boundaries were co n stan t
ly th rea tened  by the M ongols. T hus both  M atthew  Nino-

18. Ibiđ., I., ISTo. 372, dated August, 1246.
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slav and the P a ta renes were left in peace. T he la tte r  now 
consciously strove to m ake their church the national church 
of Bosnia, and came near to  realizing the ir goal. T hey  were 
well organized, and had a resident ded, or bishop. Pope 
Innocen t IV  in his le tte r of Septem ber, 1247,19 com plained 
th a t the Bosnian church “had to ta lly  lapsed into heresy”.

U n fo rtunate ly  for the Patarenes, the b righ t prospects 
for the establishm ent of a P a ta ren e  national church were 
u tte rly  fru stra ted  by the death  of Ban M atthew  N inoslav 
in 1250. T he  date m arks the beginning of a period of 
decadence w inch proved g rea tly  detrim ental to the coun
try ’s p rosperity  as well as to the asp irations of the P a ta r 
enes. M atthew  N inoslav’s heirs began to quarrel about the 
succession, and the prevailing  anarchy  gave rise to b itte r 
feuds betw een the Catholics and the P atarenes. As a re 
sult, K ing  Béla IV  of H u n g ary  invaded Bosnia (1254) and 
easily sub jugated  it as well as H um . In  order to insure for 
him self a perm anent hold on it, he divided the coun try  in
to tw o parts, the sou thern  of w hich— Bosnia proper— was 
left to be governed by native bans, who for political reasons 
adhered to R om an Catholicism . T h e  no rth e rn  p a rts— Soli 
and U sora— were ruled by M agyar appointees. L ater, this 
region was combined w ith  certain  n o rth e rn  Serbian te rri
tories to form  the banat of M achva, and was ruled by the 
son-in-law  of the  k ing  of H ungary , the R ussian P rince 
Rostislav. A long w ith  Bosnia, it form ed an advance post 
of H u n g ary  in the Balkans.

D uring  the reign of the  dissolute K ing  Ladislav IV  the 
Cum an (1272-90), H u n g ary  was in a sad sta te  of disorder. 
T he king led a m erry  life w ith  his Cum an com panions and 
left the  cares of the  governm ent to others. D uring  th is 
period the royal court was m ore pagan than  Christian. 
T hus the Catholic church in Bosnia was left w ithou t its 
na tu ra l defender. I t  was w ith the purpose of s tim ula ting  
the k ing to  a resum ption of a pro-C atholic policy th a t the 
pope sent a legate to L adislav’s court (1279); the  king 
prom ised to ex term inate  the heresy20 and actually  gave or
ders for a renew al of persecution. B ut as a m a tte r of fact, 
no th ing  was done.

In  1282 Bosnia as well as the te rrito ry  of M achva
19. Ibiđ., L, No. 382.
20. Ibid., I., No. 556.
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passed to the  rule of the  brother-in-law  of the H un g arian  
K ing  Ladislav IV , the one tim e king of Serbia, S tephen 
D ragutin (1282-1316). The clever policy of pope Nicholas 
IV  (1288-92) b rough t him  into the Catholic church and in 
consequence D ragu tin  and his lands were placed under the 
pro tection  of St. Peter. T hereupon D ragutin , w ith  the 
fierce zeal of a genuine neophyte, adopted a policy of per
secuting  the Patarenes, a t the  sam e tim e requesting  the 
pope to send him Franciscan  friars from  C roatia who could 
speak the vernacular to help him  in the task  of converting 
the m asses. Tw o such friars were sent and charged w ith  
the inquisitionis officium .In spite of this however, demands 
of practical politics obliged D ragu tin  to give the P ata renes 
w hat was due to the ir s tre n g th : there  is evidence to  the 
effect th a t in his counsels there  sat besides the R om an C ath 
olic and E aste rn  O rthodox  d ignitaries also the P a ta rene  
ded M iroslav.21 T hus on the whole the cam paign against 
the P a ta renes had m ade but scan ty  progress.

T he successor of S tephen D ragu tin  w ho died in 1316 
was M laden I I  Shubich, who since 1312 had been ru ling  
over C roatia  and D alm atia, and in 1314 became m aster of 
all Bosnia. T hus under this pow erful ru ler not only all 
Bosnia w as reunited, but was linked w ith  C roatia and 
D alm atia  in a tem porary  personal union. H ow ever, M laden’s 
pow er was exercised under M agyar suzerainty. M laden 
had some friendly relations w ith Pope John  X X II. In  1319 
the pope g ran ted  him a dispensation to m arry  a daugh ter 
of the Count of O rtenberg  to whom  he was related  by blood 
relationship  w ith in  the prohibited  degrees.22 B ut the  H u n 
garian  K ing, Charles R obert of A njou (1309-42) looked 
w ith disfavor upon the g row ing m igh t of M laden, who w as 
becom ing too dangerous, and invading his te rrito ry  upon 
some flimsy pretex t, took him prisoner and kept him  in con
finem ent till his death.

K ing  C harles then  appointed his protegé, S tephen 
K otrom anich, as ban of Bosnia (1322-53), w ith  whom  be
gins a period of com parative prosperity . In  1325 Stephen 
annexed H um  and a considerable stre tch  of the D alm atian  
coast to his dominions. H e was a m em ber of the O rthodox  
church; nevertheless, he found it expedient to show him self

21. Miklosich, Monumenta Serbica, p. 69.
22. Tkeiner, A., Mon. Slav, mer., I., No. 192, p. 135.
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friendly tow ard  the papal curia. M oreover, he was related  
th ro u g h  his wife, E lizabeth, d au g h ter of the form er Serbian 
king S tephen D ragu tin  and his H u n g arian  wife, to Charles 
R obert of H ungary . H ence he found it politic to pre
serve th a t m igh ty  ru le r’s good will. As a subordinate gov
ernor of Bosnia during  M laden Shubich’s reign, Stephen 
K otrom anich had earned M laden’s praise for his vigorous 
m easures against the P a ta ren es; but upon becom ing ban 
of Bosnia, he grew  lukew arm  in the m atter. Pope John 
X X II  therefore lost no tim e in encouraging  him to under
take the project of ex term ination  of heresy: in 1325 he sent 
to Bosnia a F ranciscan  inquisitor, Fabian, and w rote to 
K ing  Charles R obert as well as to Ban S tephen K o tro 
m anich and his wife E lizabeth  to  give Fabian  any aid they 
could. B ut F ab ian ’s mission shared the fate of m ost of the 
previous sim ilar a ttem p ts ; the H u n g arian  k ing  found it 
im possible to render him  any m aterial help, and S tephen also 
was fully aw are of the difficulty of tak in g  any strenuous 
m easures against the P atarenes who constitu ted  the m ajo r
ity  of his people. M oreover, F ab ian ’s au th o rity  was doggedly 
resisted by the Dom inicans, who claim ed the 
inquisitionis for them selves. T he fact was th a t some tim e 
before, in 1327, Innocen t V I had w ritten  to the  priors of 
the D om inicans in H u n g ary  exhorting  them  to preach a 
crusade against all heretics in T ransy lvan ia, Bosnia, and 
Slavonia, prom ising such crusaders the  sam e indulgences 
as w ere g ran ted  to those em barking on an expedition to the 
H oly  Land.23 T here  existed, therefore, a conflict of au th o r
ity  over the  office of the Bosnian inquisitor, which was not 
resolved until the papal court rendered tw o decisions in 
favor of the  O rder of St. F ranc is; Fabian  could thereupon 
proceed w ith  his work. B ut even then  the endeavors of the 
good fa ther had but m eagre success because Ban Stephen 
was fa r m ore in terested  in estab lish ing  his dynasty  upon 
the th rone of Bosnia, U sora, Soli, and H um , and in ex tend
ing his te rrito ries, than  in quarreling  w ith  his P a ta ren e  sub
jects over m atte rs  of religion.

A fter the accession of Pope Benedict X II (1334-42), 
the m atte r was resum ed w ith renewed zeal. In  1339 Bene
dict dispatched to Ban S tephen the M inister G eneral of the 
F ranciscan  O rder, B ro ther Gerald. H e found the Bosnian

23. IM d., I., No. 314, p. 233-34.
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ban hesitan t about any m easures which were likely to cause 
disaffection am ong his P a ta ren e  subjects. S tephen fran k 
ly confessed th a t the ir political s tren g th  was such th a t it 
m ust be seriously counted w ith. M oreover, there was the 
fu rth er danger th a t persecution of the P a ta renes m igh t re
sult, a t the ir instigation , in an interference in Bosnian in te r
nal affairs, of the  pow erful and very am bitious Serbian 
ruler, T sa r S tephen D ushan (1331-56). T his was a real dan
ger, for D ushan dream ed of un iting  all Balkan Slavs w ith  
the Greeks of the m oribund Em pire into a single im perial 
dom inion. H is plans actually  involved the conquest of 
Bosnia and H um , for the la tte r, it is well to rem em ber, had 
been taken from  Serbia by S tephen K otrom anich in 1325. 
Gerald found it necessary to be lavish w ith  prom ises of 
m aterial aid, w hich were confirmed by Pope Benedict, w ho 
appealed for aid in behalf of S tephen to the H u n g arian  K ing 
C harles24, in order to predispose the cautious ban to the plan. 
A t any rate , the pressure exerted  upon Ban Stephen, com
bined w ith  the prom ises m ade him, resulted  in his joining, 
in 1340, of the Rom an Catholic Church. M any nobles and 
lesser subjects followed his example. As all neophytes, 
S tephen then sought to prove his zeal for the new faith  by 
exerting  him self valian tly  in its behalf: besides the ex isting  
bishopric of Bosnia, two o thers were created, so th a t the 
three bishops were able to supervise the ir dioceses w ith  
g rea te r care. Ban S tephen g ran ted  the bishops a tithe  from  
the provinces of U sora and Soli and from  the sou thern  p art 
of the  country , for the upkeep of the churches. H e w rote 
to the pope for m ore friars and priests “who knew the Slavic 
language or could a t least learn  i t”, and exerted  him self in 
behalf of unification of ecclesiastical jurisd iction  in the hands 
of the  Franciscans. No wonder, therefore, th a t w hen Pope 
C lem ent V I w rote  him in 1346, he addressed him as his 
dilecto filio.25

W ith  such effective support on the pa rt of the ban, 
Bishop P eregrinus was able to report a large num ber 
of accessions, P a ta renes am ong the rest, to the m em bership 
of the true  church. T he  sam e success had crow ned sim ilar 
efforts a t D ubrovnik. U nfortunate ly , this rem arkable period 
of resto ra tion  of Catholicism  came to an end in 1353 w ith

24. Theiner, A., Monumenta historica JSunpariae, I., No. 951
25. Theiner, A., Mon. Slav, mer., I., No. 282, p. 216.
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the death  of Ban Stephen, w hich w as followed th ree years 
la ter by th a t of Bishop P eregrinus. N evertheless, the 
P a ta renes were quite successful in re ta in ing  the loyalty  of 
the  g rea t m asses of people who identified the cause of n a 
tionalism  w ith  th a t of the  P a ta ren e  ch u rc h : the  la tte r came 
to be regarded  m ore than  ever as the national faith , and for 
the first tim e received the nam e of “ the Bosnian church”.

S tephen K otrom anich was succeeded by his nephew, 
the m igh ty  S tephen T v rtk o  I (1353-91). H e was the g rea test 
ru ler Bosnia produced. A fter overcom ing dangers th re a t
ening from  H u n g ary  as well as from  the revolt of his own 
pow erful m agnates, he rose to the  rank  of the  first k ing of 
Bosnia, having  assum ed in 1376 the title  of “K ing of Serbia, 
Bosnia, the  M aritim e Provinces and the W este rn  L ands”, 
for he had secured from  the hard-pressed D espot L azar 
H rebelyanovich a large p a rt of Serbian te rr ito ry  in consid
eration of m ilitary  aid against the la tte r ’s un ru ly  rivals 
and subjects. T he  m agnificent coronation cerem ony of 
T v rtko  w as perform ed on the grave of St Sava at Mileshevo. 
In  1390 he reached the peak of his success by becom ing 
K ing of C roatia and D alm atia, thus consolidating under his 
scepter a vast Slavic te rrito ry . B ut being an O rthodox, 
the  Catholic church did not find in him  an ever-ready help 
in tim e of trouble. H e was to le ran t tow ard  the P atarenes, 
for he needed the ir help tow ard  realizing his asp iration  of 
securing the g randiloquent royal title  which he assum ed in 
1376. P ro fiting  by the disunion of Serbia and the weakened 
condition which the defeat of the  Serbians a t the hands of 
the T u rk s  in the  B attle  on the M aritsa  entailed, T v rtk o  
became the strongest of the rulers of the Serbian lands. Thanks 
to his tolerance, the P a ta renes enjoyed civil equality  w ith  
the  o ther tw o confessions of Bosnia.

T his period of respite resu lted  in a considerable spread 
of P a ta ren ism  and in zealous m issionary  w ork on the ir part. 
Pope Innocen t V I (1352-62) viewed the situation  in Bosnia 
w ith  such alarm  th a t he g ran ted  the bishop of Bosnia, Peter, 
the rig h t to ask  the aid of the  secular arm  in the exercise of 
his duties as inquisitor.26 Pope U rban  V  (1362-70) regarded  
Bosnia as the cesspool of all heresy of all parts  of the 
w orld .27 T h a t th is heresy was freely dissem inated in sur-

26. Ibid.,I., No. 327, p. 240.
27. Theiner, A., Mon. Bung., II. p. 91.
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rounding  regions is evident from  Pope U rb an ’s s tric t o r
ders, issued to the archbishops of Spalato and D ubrovnik, 
to excom m unicate all w ho would be found to give shelter 
or aid to any of the Bosnian heretics, and to prohibit all 
in tercourse w ith  them .28 D espite this m easure, the Ita lian  
P a ta renes freely visited Bosnia, and the ir Slavic confreres 
were by no m eans rare  in Italy .

S tephen I T v rtk o  survived the crushing  Serbian defeat 
of Kosovo Polye. H e had been an ally of the heroic Prince 
L azar H rebelyanovich, but instead of sharing  the la tte r ’s 
fate, his pow er and te rrito ry  were g rea tly  extended. U n 
fortunately , he died the next year, and w ith  his death the 
process of d isin tegra tion  of his kingdom  set in.

T v rtk o  was followed by his younger b ro ther or cousin, 
S tephen D abisha (1391-95), who how ever was not able to 
re ta in  the gains which had been m ade by his predecessor. 
In  1393 he was forced to su rrender to the  H u n g arian  K ing 
Sigism und (1387-1437) the lands of C roatia  and D alm atia, 
and even to acknow ledge him as his own overlord and g ran t 
him the r ig h t to occupy the Bosnian th rone afte r his own 
death. T he  la tte r provision, however, rem ained a dead le t
te r; for afte r S tephen’s death  in 1395, his widow, H elena 
Gruba, ruled the land in behalf of her m inor son, T vrtko , 
till 1398. B ut in reality  the country  was governed by all- 
pow erful m agnates who regarded  them selves as independ
ent of all central au thority .

In  the end, Bosnia did not escape the fa te  which had 
overtaken the rest of the Serbian lands. In  1398 it was invaded 
for the  second tim e by the T u rk s  who left in the ir w ake the 
custom ary  ruin  and devastation. T hereupon the m agnates 
th o u g h t it expedient to depose Queen H elena, displacing 
her by S tephen O stoya (1398-1404, 1408-1418), who was 
probably a n a tu ra l son of K ing  T v rtk o  I. H e was but a 
puppet in the  hands of the  m ost pow erful of the nobles, 
voyevod H rvoye Vukchich, “the Bosnian king-m aker”. But 
w hen O stoya betrayed  an in ten tion  of em ancipating him 
self from  the tu te lage of his all-puissant subject by 
acknow ledging K ing Sigism und as his suzerain, H rvoye 
called to ge ther an assem bly of nobles and had the recal
c itran t royal m arionette  deposed (1404).

28. Theiner, A., Mon. Slav, mer., I., No. 366, p. 265.
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T hereupon, the dom ineering king-m aker elevated to 
the th rone ano ther roi faineant in the  person of the legitim ate 
son of King Tvrtko, Tvrtko II Tvrtkovich (1404-8). Needless to 
say th a t H rvoye rem ained the  pow er behind the th rone ; 
the  k ing ruled but did no t govern. T he citizens of D ubrovnik 
who w rote  to H rvoye th a t “w hatever thou  dost com m and 
in Bosnia is done” , had no illusions as to the iden tity  of the 
real ru ler of Bosnia.

B ut K ing  Sigism und would not perm it him self to be 
flouted in such a flagrant fashion. H e tw ice invaded Bosnia, 
and finally in 1408 scored a v ic tory  over “ the renegade 
A rians and M anichees”. K ing  T v rtk o  was taken  prisoner, 
126 nobles were beheaded, and proud H rvoye was compelled 
hum bly to sue for pardon. B ut the nobles of the  rocky and 
inaccessible H um  held out against the  H u ngarian  arm y and 
reta ined  the ir independence. T hey  restored  the form er 
ruler, S tephen O stoya, to the th rone  (1408-18), bu t no 
longer as a vassal of H ungary . Sigism und, who had in the 
m eantim e become em peror, finally (1415) sent T v rtk o  to 
recover the land, he him self being too m uch occupied w ith  
the g rea t Council of C onstance which had for its chief ob
jective ending of the  sham eful partition  of C hristendom  
am ong th ree popes. In  th is em ergency, S tephen O stoya 
took the  fa ta l step of calling to his aid the T urks, who in
deed expelled the M agyars, bu t did no t thereupon betray  
any in ten tion  to re tire  from  the country. In  fact, Sultan  
M oham m ed I appointed, in 1416, his general, Isaac by 
name, governor of the im portan t d is tric t of V rhbosna, in 
the  very heart of the  land, the present d istric t of Sarajevo. 
F o rtunate ly , Isaac soon died, and his garrison  thereupon 
left Bosnia. S tephen O stoya died in 1418, and for the brief 
period of three years the th rone was occupied by his son, 
S tephen O stoyich (1418-21). T v rtk o  I I  T vrtkovich  th e re 
upon succeeded in w resting  it from  S tephen’s feeble hold 
and for the  second tim e assum ed the royal crow n of his 
fa ther, the m igh ty  T v rtk o  I.

U nder the reigns of S tephen O stoya and his son, the 
P a ta ren e  church reached the sum m it of its pow er and 
s treng th . I t  had become quite a fac to r even in the  preced
ing reign. Pow erful m agnates, am ong them  even the m igh ty  
king-m aker, H rvoye Vukchich, who wielded g rea t influence 
w ith  the  court of Naples, and Sandal H ran ich  who after
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H rvoye’s death  (1415) became in a m anner successor to  the 
la tte r ’s power, were adherents of the  national religious com 
m union. U nder such protection, P ata renes were able to 
carry  on the ir zealous p ropaganda in peace. W hole cities 
adhered to the ir tenets: for instance, the inhab itan ts of the 
im portan t silver m ining center of S rebren itsa  “were all of 
the Bogomil heresy”. T he dom ain of th a t m ost im portan t 
center of culture and commerce, D ubrovnik, was honey
combed w ith  Patarenes. T hey  had the ir own places of 
refuge in the city, and were g ran ted  the privilege of asyli 
by the m unicipality, w hereby anyone obtain ing  refuge in 
the ir hom es was guaran teed  against seizure for his trespass. 
F rom  a le tte r sent by the P a ta ren e  ded R adom er to the 
ru lers of D ubrovnik (Jan. 8, 1404) it is clear th a t the P a ta 
rene church w as legally recognized by the governm ent of 
th a t city  and th a t its adheren ts enjoyed the righ ts  and priv
ileges of full citizenship.

T he situation  was not m uch changed w hen T v rtk o  I I  
regained his th rone (1421-43), in spite of the fact th a t the  
k ing  w as a R om an Catholic. Pope M artin  V  (1417-31), 
who had been elected by the Council of C onstance a fte r th a t 
body had sum m arily  deposed all th ree ex isting  holders of 
the papal title, was too m uch occupied w ith  the H usite  revolt 
in Bohem ia to give m uch a tten tion  to the  m a tte r of con
version of the P ata renes living in the relatively  un im portan t 
region of the Balkans. I t  therefore rem ained for his suc
cessor, Pope Eugenius IV  (1431-47), to take some definite 
steps in th is direction. In  the first place, Eugenius sent (in  
1432) a friar, Jacob de M archia by nam e, to  Bosnia to revive 
and reorganize the w ork of the F ranciscan  O rder. M uch 
was likewise expected from  the w ork of the  Council of 
Basle (begun 1431) am ong w hose tasks not the least had 
to do w ith  devising m eans for com bating heresy. A lthough  
the  H usite  defiance of papal au th o rity  was placed in the 
fo refron t of the Council’s a tten tion , the P a ta renes of Bosnia 
were by no m eans fo rgo tten . A  D om inican, John  Stoy- 
kovich of D ubrovnik, who had a ttra c ted  considerable a tte n 
tion  by his efforts to unite  the E aste rn  and W estern  church
es in a com m on fron t against the T urks, was com m issioned 
by the Council to  induce the Bosnian and Serbian ru lers to 
send the ir representatives to the  Council. B ut no th ing  
came of his efforts.
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T he Council thereupon conferred upon Jacob de 
M archia full au th o rity  as inquisitor for Bosnia. B ut the  
good fr ia r’s zeal in resto ring  discipline in his own order ou t
ran  his discretion to  such an ex ten t th a t he was faced w ith 
noncooperation on the pa rt of his subordinates, and in the 
end found it expedient to re tire  from  the country . In  his 
chagrin, he tried  to relieve his w ounded pride by casting  
blam e for his failure upon the k ing by affirm ing th a t T v rtko  
T vrtkovich  was “no C hristian  but ra th e r a pag an ”.

In  the m eantim e the political sky became overcast by 
om inous clouds th rea ten in g  severe storm . One of T v rtk o ’s 
chief nobles, Sandal H ranich, to ge ther w ith  the Serbian 
D espot, George Brankovich, still bent upon the fatuous and 
crim inally short-sigh ted  policy of self-aggrandizem ent ir
respective of com m on weal, offered to buy from  Sultan  
M urad II  the dom inions of T vrtko . F o r a good round sum 
the su ltan  graciously g ran ted  his perm ission, undoubtedly  
p rivately  m arvelling w hat fools these C hristians be! In  
this desperate s itua tion  T v rtk o  found it necessary to seek 
refuge at the court of E m peror Sigism und (1433), w here he 
rem ained for th ree years. In  the m eantim e, his te rrito ries  
w ere divided betw een the tw o noble and a t the  same time 
ignoble p u rch ase rs : the  Serbian despot annexed the Dan- 
ubian region know n as the  d is tric t of U sora to his dom in
ions, while Sandal H ran ich  took possession of the sou thern  
portion and of a part of w hat la te r form ed M ontenegro. 
A fter his death  in 1435, his acquisitions passed to his nep
hew, S tephen V ukchich, who was raised, in 1448, by E m per
or F rederick  I I I  to the  rank  of “Duke of St. Sava”. H is 
te rrito ries  then  came to be regarded  as independent of 
Bosnia, and since in G erm an he was know n under the title  
of “H erzog”, his dom ains received and have ever since re
tained the designation of H erzegovina.

B ut despite the purchase of these lands from  the sultan, 
they were repeatedly  harried  by invasions of the su ltan ’s 
arm ies and also suffered g rea tly  by v irtual anarchy. T he 
T urks restored  the ir garrison  to V rhbosna in 1436. F o l
low ing the exam ple of those w ho had deprived him of his 
lands, T v rtk o  Tvrtkovich , by paying  an enorm ous sum to 
the sultan, to w hom  the Bosnian th rone  thus became a not 
inconsiderable source of revenue, recovered his throne. 
H enceforth , the Bosnian king was obliged to pay the sultan
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25,000 ducats annually, and even then found him self no m ore 
than  the su ltan ’s vassal. A t the  same time, to be som ew hat 
p ro tected  against fu rth er T urk ish  encroachm ents, T v rtk o  
entered into an alliance w ith  H ungary , by the term s of 
which Jacob de M archia was to be invited to re tu rn  to 
Bosnia. In  spite of his form er b itte r experience, Jacob ac
cepted the sum m ons, but found the situation  d ishearten ing : 
according to a le tte r w ritten  to Pope Eugenius (1437), six
teen Franciscan  m onasteries and churches had been de
stroyed by “the m ost inhum an T u rk s” during  the previous 
tw o years.29 U nable to accom plish much, he left Bosnia the 
next year.

K ing  T v rtk o  having been violently put to death  by his 
subjects in 1443, the Bosnian m agnates elected to the throne 
Stephen Thom as O stoyich (1443-61), an illegitim ate son 
of K ing S tephen Ostoyich. H e com pletely reversed the re 
ligious policy of his predecessors by becom ing a persecutor 
of the P atarenes. H e had been born in th a t com m union, but 
upon succeeding to the th rone became convinced th a t the 
only w ay to gain some security  again st the ever-grow ing 
T urk ish  m enace was to em brace R om an Catholicism . H e 
not only accepted the L atin  rite, bu t even repudiated  his 
P a ta ren e  wife on account of her plebeian origin, and after 
securing from  Pope Eugenius IV  (1445) a divorce decree 
and a d ispensation which in some m arvellous fashion know n 
only to popes annulled his illegitim acy,30 he m arried C ather
ine, a daugh ter of S tephen Vukchich, the D uke of St. Sava. 
She too had been b rough t up a P a tarene, but in order to  
m arry  the Bosnian ban em braced C atholicism .31 Because 
of this step, he secured the hearty  support of the pope as 
well as of the governor of H u n g ary  during  the m inority  of 
K ing Ladislav the Posthum ous, the  fam ous w arrio r John 
H unyadi. T he pope even offered S tephen Thom as, th rough  
his legate, Bishop Thom as, the  royal crown, which the for
m er pruden tly  declined on the g round th a t by its acceptance 
the su ltan ’s jealousy m ight be aroused and he m igh t a t
tack his country  on th a t account; la ter, however, Stephen 
Thom as bore the royal title. T he exam ple of the ru ler in 
accepting Catholicism  was followed by his b ro ther Radivoy,

29. Theiner, A., Mon. Slav. mer.} I., No. 538, p. 375.
30. Ibid., I., No. 555, p. 388.
31. Ibid., I., No. 556, p. 388.
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who, to ge ther w ith  his wife, passed over to the R om an 
church. But although such a step appeared politically ex
pedient, the nobility, w ith  ra re  exceptions of which the con
version of one of the  richest and m ost pow erful nobles of 
H um , Ivanish  Pavlovich, is the m ost ou tstand ing  case, did 
not follow their ru le r’s exam ple in any considerable num 
bers.

Becom ing a Catholic, S tephen Thom as afforded the  
R om an clergy as m uch support as conditions perm itted. 
T he ir p ropaganda had some notable results, yet the F ra n 
ciscans were forever dissatisfied because the ban did not 
persecute the P atarenes. T hey  constan tly  com plained to 
the pope th a t S tephen T hom as failed to take severe m eas
ures against the heretics. T he ban sent an envoy to Rome 
to justify  him self on the g round th a t the policy of leniency 
tow ard  the P ata renes was absolutely necessary for reasons 
of s ta te : they  w ere too num erous and pow erful. H e 
prom ised to exile or to pu t to death  anyone who should re
fuse to accept Rom an Catholicism , as soon as such rigorous 
m easures could be resorted  to w ith  political im punity. Pope 
Eugenius, a fte r having  ordered his apostolic nuncio to m ake 
sure of S tephen T h o m as’ sincerity, and having  been assured 
by the nuncio on th a t score, professed him self satisfied.

As a m atte r of fact, S tephen Thom as righ tly  judged 
th a t it would have been suicidal from  the political point of 
view to provoke the pow erful and num erically dom inant 
P a ta ren e  constituency to enm ity. H e knew th a t they  w ere 
ready to m ake a com m on cause w ith  the Serbian despot, 
George Brankovich, or even w ith  Sultan  M urad  II , against 
him and deprive him of his throne, if necessary. T herefore, 
for the tim e being he bided his opportunity .

B ut in 1446, unfortunately , S tephen Thom as yielded 
to the  pressure exerted  upon h im : a t an assem bly of prelates 
and nobles, convened at K onyitsa, it was decreed w ith  
the k ing’s consent th a t the P a ta ren es  m ust build no new 
churches, nor m igh t they  repair old ones. M oreover, the 
Catholic church was assured in the possession of its own 
property . T his decree resu lted  in a g rea t exodus of the 
Patarenes.

Pope N icholas V  (1447-55) who succeeded Eugenius, 
adopted his predecessor’s policy regard ing  Bosnia. T he 
new pope sent a nuncio into Bosnia, an A ugustin ian , F rancis
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de Lara, who reported  th a t the  coun try  was “still polluted 
by the M anichaean heresy”.

T he  dem ands constan tly  m ade upon Stephen T hom as 
both  from  the pope and John  H unyadi finally drove him to  
carry  out his oft-repeated prom ises of suppressing the 
P a ta ren es— an unfo rtunate  decision which b rought about 
trag ic  results. A ided by the papal nuncio and the F ra n 
ciscans, he undertook, in 1450, a severe persecution of ail 
who refused to accept Rom an Catholicism . Some forty  
thousand P atarenes, ra th e r than  to ab jure their faith, took 
refuge in H erzegovina, governed by the P a ta ren e  D uke 
Stephen Vukchich, while m any settled  in the neighboring 
Serbian and T urk ish  lands w here they besought the rulers 
to  invade Bosnia. T he act dictated  by religious b igo try  
had fa ta l and trag ic  consequences: it w eakened Bosnia ju s t 
w hen it needed so lidarity  m ore than  ever, and it drove the 
pow erful P a ta ren e  group into an open and determ ined op
position. I t  helped the T urks not only because it divided 
and w eakened the Bosniacs, but because the P a ta renes ac tu 
ally  besought the ir aid and offered them  their services 
again st S tephen Thom as.

M oham m ed II  the C onqueror girded him self w ith O s
m an’s sw ord and thus assum ed rule over the  O ttom an do
m inions in 1451. H e set his mind inflexibly upon the con
quest of the pitiful rem nants of the  B yzantine Em pire, con
sisting  principally  of the city of C onstantinople. H is con
quest of th a t city on M ay 29, 1453, constitu tes an epic to 
w hich few events in w orld ’s h isto ry  are com parable. T he 
m agnificent F a tieh  M osque— the M osque of Conquest in 
Istanbu l— com m em orates the event, a lthough  no special 
m onum ent was necessary. H av ing  taken  C onstantinople, 
M oham m ed w as free to tu rn  his forces against the rem ain
ing  vestiges of C hristian  power in the Slavic Balkans. H e 
found an ally in the  D uke of St. Sava who then signed him 
self “by the grace of God and of the  G reat M onarch, the 
E m peror-E m ir, Su ltan  M oham m ed, D uke of St. Sava”.32 
In  1454 M oham m ed conquered O strovitsa, and in 1459 
Serbia was his.

K ing  S tephen T hom as in this ex trem ity  of danger 
fran tically  called upon Pope Callistus I I I  (1455-58) for 
help. T he  su ltan  dem anded of him  (1457) the su rrender of

32. Miklosich, F., op. tit., p. 460.
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four cities along the D anube which would afford him an 
easy access to the te rrito ry  beyond the Save River. But 
w ith  papal help a crusade against the T u rks was organized 
by allied forces of H u n g ary  and Bosnia. U nfortunately , 
the death  of K ing  Ladislav the Posthum ous of H u n g ary  
put an end to this project.

Thereupon, S tephen Thom as sought to com pensate 
him self for his losses by securing for his son, Stephen 
Tom ashevich, w hat little  was left of the Serbian despotate. 
H e a rranged  his son’s m arriage w ith  the g ran d d au g h ter of 
George Brankovich, thus securing for him a sem blance of 
legal claim to the rem nant of the Serbian te rrito ry  which 
centered around the stronghold  of Sem endria. B ut the in
hab itan ts of th a t city preferred  to tu rn  the keys of the for
tress to Sultan  M oham m ed ra th e r than  to perm it a Rom an 
Catholic H u ngarian  protegé to rule over them . Soon after, 
S tephen Thom as was m urdered by his son, S tephen T om 
ashevich and his bro ther, Radivoy, who, incredible as it m ay 
seem, did not hesita te  to perpetra te  the crime in order to 
secure his shaky throne.

S tephen Tom ashevich (1461-63), who thus climbed to 
the th rone over the  corpse of his m urdered  fa ther, succeeded 
to an unenviable inheritance. T he populace was fiercely di
vided by religious fanaticism , and the country  was alm ost 
hourly th rea tened  by the g rea t T u rk ish  Conqueror. But 
like the m an in the legend who, hang ing  on a breaking- 
branch over a precipice fo rgo t his danger in reach ing  for a 
few drops of wild honey, the new ru ler sent an em bassy to 
the pope, professing him self a faithful son of the church 
and requesting  a royal crown for himself. M oreover, he 
inform ed Pope P ius I I  (1458-64) th a t Sultan  M oham m ed 
was p lanning  to invade Bosnia in the  near fu ture, and peti
tioned for help from  H u n g ary  and V enice w ithou t which 
he declared his lands could not possibly be saved. H e also 
rem inded the pope th a t the T urk ish  su ltan  w ould no t stop 
w ith  the conquest of Bosnia, bu t w ould carry  his s tandards 
far beyond, even to Rom e itself.

P ius complied w ith  S tephen T om ashevich’s request, 
sending his nuncio to crown the new Bosnian ru ler— a cere
m ony perform ed for the last tim e in the presence of the 
united  aristocracy  of Bosnia and H erzegovina. Im bued w ith 
arrogance which under the  circum stances was as absurd
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as it was pretentious, S tephen assum ed the title of “K ing 
of Serbia, Bosnia, H um , D alm atia, and C roa tia”— this a t a 
tim e when m ost of these lands were in the hands of g rea t 
and jealous neighboring  pow ers whom  the senseless action 
m ust provoke to a n g e r ! And so it tu rned  o u t : K ing M atth ias 
Corvinus of H ungary , whose aid was absolutely necessary 
to Bosnia if th a t country  were to w ith stand  M oham m ed, 
felt deeply offended by the papal sanction of the g ran 
diloquent title  of the Bosnian king, who seemed thereby 
to  have repudiated  the H u n g arian  suzerain ty  over Bosnia. 
H ence, he refused to aid S tephen against M oham m ed. In  
order to appease M atth ias’ w rath , S tephen had to offer him  
a g rea t sum of m oney and surrender to him  a pa rt of his 
te rrito ry . B ut a t the obstinate request of the irascible H u n 
garian  king, S tephen added to the follies a lready com m itted 
the alm ost incredibly foolish prom ise to refuse the su ltan  
the custom ary  tribu te!

Thereupon, fatuously  rely ing upon the preaching of a 
crusade ordered by the pope, and upon the prom ised H u n 
garian  aid, the Bosnian king insu ltingly  refused to tu rn  over 
the  paym ent of the annual tribu te  to the su ltan ’s em issary 
sent to collect it, a fter he had tan talized  him by tak ing  him  
into his treasu ry  and show ing him the m oney ready for the 
paym ent. Furious a t the affront, M oham m ed II  in stan tly  
determ ined to invade Bosnia, bu t was not able to put his 
plan into execution till 1463.

A t the eleventh hour, affrighted  at the fierce jinni which 
his own foolhardiness had conjured, S tephen Tom ashevich 
offered the su ltan  a truce. M oham m ed decided to resort to 
treachery  in order to prevent his rash  opponent from  secur
ing aid abroad. H e professed to accept the term s of the 
truce, but four days a fte r the departu re  of the em bassy he 
set out w ith  his arm y from  H adrianople  for Bosnia. So 
com pletely was S tephen taken  by surprise th a t M oham m ed 
advanced unopposed until he reached the form er capital of 
the country, the strong ly  fortified castle of Bobovats. T he 
com m ander of the castle, R adak  by name, a form er P ata rene  
forcibly converted to Catholicism , was devoid of loyalty  to 
a régim e bent upon persecution of the fa ith  of his fathers, 
and after a siege of tw o days surrendered  the castle which 
m igh t have held out for years. W ith  the fall of Bobovats, 
all seemed lost. T he  king a ttem pted  a flight from  the coun
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try , hoping to be able to secure H u n g arian  aid ; but he was 
overtaken by his T u rk ish  pursuers, and surrendered  to them  
upon receiving a w ritten promise that his life should be spared. 
H e was taken  to M oham m ed who, in the m eantim e, had 
conquered the capital, Y ayce (th e  E g g ), w ithou t a blow. 
T he crestfallen S tephen Tom ashevich then  him self helped 
the su ltan  to com plete the conquest of the land by w riting , 
a t the la tte r ’s bidding, to the  captains of the  various g a rri
sons, in s tru c tin g  them  to open the gates of the ir castles to 
the T urk ish  forces. By the m iddle of June, 1463, the  w ar 
was practically  over, and Bosnia ceased to exist as an in
dependent country.

M oham m ed then  tu rned  his a tten tion  to H erzegovina. 
B ut this m ountainous, difficult country  w ithstood  the sul
ta n ’s assaults, and he was forced to re tu rn  to C onstan ti
nople w ithou t having  accom plished his design. Before he 
re tu rned , he had the luckless S tephen Tom ashevich be
headed in spite of the w ritten  prom ise of im m unity  g ran ted  
him  in M oham m ed’s nam e by the lieu tenan t who had taken 
him captive. H is skeleton was found and identified in 1888. 
M any of the  relatives of the luckless k ing were likewise pu t 
to  death. H is wife, M aria, became the wife of a T urkish  
official. H erzegovina retained its autonom y, if not com
plete independence, till 1483, w hen it was finally annexed 
by S u ltan  Beyazid II . Of all Serbian lands, u ltim ate ly  only 
the little  principality  of M ontenegro  retained  its freedom.

T he  P atarenes, who under the  last tw o Bosnian ru lers 
had little  cause to regard  the governm ent w ith  devotion, re
venged them selves in the hour of crisis by direct or passive 
disloyalty. In  m any instances they  preferred  the T urkish  
rule to the religious persecution they  suffered under their 
own kings, and “the m ufti’s tu rban  to a card inal’s h a t” . In  
fact, so m any of the  P a ta ren e  Bosnian nobles accepted 
Islam  afte r the conquest of the ir country, for on th a t con
dition the su ltan  perm itted  them  to re ta in  the ir lands and 
to exercise very m uch the same pow er over the  subject popu
lation as they  had done before, th a t Bosnia to this day is 
strong ly  M oham m edan. Even the half-b ro ther of Stephen 
Tom ashevich, Sigism und, was am ong them . T hus the 
Patarenes, who had long withstood the earnest endeavors of 
the ir ru lers and the outside pow ers striv ing  to impose 
Roman Catholicism upon them, and who had come near making
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theirs the national church of Bosnia and H um , ended by 
tu rn in g  M ussulm ans. H ence Bosnia proved in a m ore d ra 
m atic fashion than  even the rest of the Serbian and Bul
garian  lands have done th a t the  religious factor plays a 
m ost im portan t role in the h isto ry  of m ankind. As M iller 
rem arks, Bosnia “is perhaps the best and the saddest ex
am ple of w hat boundless mischief religious persecution can 
accom plish”.33

33. Miller, W., Essays on the Latin  Orient, Cambridge, 1921, p. 49J.





EPILOGUE

A nd now casting  a glance over the entire period 
traversed  and sum m arizing the chief characteristics of the 
process of B yzantin ization  or C hristian ization  of the B alkan 
Slavs, the follow ing general conclusions m ay be offered:

In  the first place, B yzantin ization and C hristian ization  
were tw o aspects of the same process. Ju st as in our day 
the m issionary w ork in the F a r E ast is inextricably  bound 
w ith  w estern izing  influences, so in the case of evangeliza
tion of the Slavs, B yzantine cu ltural influences w ere con
com itant w ith  the process of C hristianization, or vice versa. 
In  this process, the  pagan m ores of the  Slavic peoples, al
though to some ex ten t retained  and perpetuated , and partia l
ly assim ilated, became a constitu ten t p a rt of the em er
gen t cu ltu re ; but on the whole they  gave w ay to the 
superior B yzantine culture. T here  was a t first a consider
able opposition to the process of C hristianization, ju s t be
cause it m eant the surrender of the ancient Slavic folkw ays 
and religion. B ut later, especially w hen the new religion 
was preached to them  in the ir own language, it was gener
ally received by the ru lers— freely or by constra in t— because 
of the political and cultural advantages it offered; the com 
m on people of necessity followed. W ith  it came B yzantine 
legal ideas, a rt and architecture, lite ra tu re , trade, and every
th in g  else w hich constitu tes a distinctive civilization. In  
course of tim e, the prim itive Slavic culture lingered only 
am ong the com m on people. T he educated classes created  a 
lite ra tu re  which was either a direct transla tion  from  Greek, 
or if original, was thoroughly  inform ed by the B yzantine 
mind. A rt and arch itectu re , especially the  la tte r, w ere like
wise essentially  follow ing B yzantine models, a lthough  cer
ta in  am ount of the native influence is still discernible. W ith  
rare  exceptions, the  Slavs of the Balkans lagged cu lturally  
behind the B yzantines of the Em pire, the ir cultural achieve
m ents being but a reflex of the h igher civilization of the 
form er. In  short, it m ay be said th a t the Slavs became 
spiritually  assim ilated by the B yzantine Em pire, despite the
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fact th a t they  reta ined  the ir own language and their 
political independence. If  the Slavs orig inally  conquered 
the im perial D anubian provinces, the B yzantine culture in 
the end conquered them .

B ut g ran tin g  the essentially  B yzantine character of 
the culture of the  B alkan Slavs, they  yet m anaged to m ake 
it tru ly  national. Of course, in a way, even this featu re  is 
genuinely Byzantine. T he O rthodoxy  of the  E m pire de
veloped a sp irit of subm issiveness to the  s ta te  which fre
quently  degenerated  in to  subservience. T he church became 
an arm  of the governm ent, a departm en t of the  caesaropapal 
state. In  th a t sense, the church was a national in stitu tion , 
and in th is general characterization , the  B yzantine and the 
R ussian Em pires w ere a t one. W herever else O rthodoxy  
became established as the dom inant church, it m anifested 
the sam e genius for accom m odating itself to the needs of 
the state. I t  was for this reason th a t w hen O rthodox  states 
lost the ir political independence, the church became the 
center of their national life and in a sense continued to  
function as the national govern ing  body. In  some instances, 
as in the T u rk ish  empire, the  ecclesiastical organ ization  was 
actually  charged w ith  the civil governm ent of its people.

T he only exception w orthy  of note to the above s ta te 
m ent is furnished by the B ogom ils-Patarenes. B ut even 
this exception proves the  rule. T hese m ovem ents were not 
m erely religious, and  in the ir la te r phases certain ly  w ere not 
prim arily  religious, bu t were even m ore nationalistic  than  
the O rthodox  com m union. T hey  represented  the national
istic p ro test of the native population against the various 
foreign conquerors. T he  Bogom ils of B ulgaria were devout 
p a trio ts  whose revolt again st the  B yzantine conquest of 
the ir land took a religious form. T he astound ing  success of 
the P a ta ren e  m ovem ent in Bosnia and H um , w here it lack
ed but little  to become a tru ly  national church, can not be 
understood on any  o ther ground th an  the nationalistic. Like 
P oland w hich became bigotedly  R om an C atholic to ac
centuate  its resentm ent against its conquerors, O rthodox  
Russia and L u theran  P russia , or like Ireland  w hose fervent 
Catholicism  was form erly  due not a little  to its ha tred  of 
P ro te s ta n t England, Bosnia and H um  sought in P ata ren ism  
a unifying force which would weld the ir peoples into a body 
opposed to  the political encroachm ents of R om an Catholic
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H u n g ary  and O rthodox  Serbia. T he P a ta ren e  m ovem ent 
is an ou tstand ing  exam ple of the political function frequen t
ly perform ed by religious com m unions.

F inally , as for the quality  of the religious life which pre
vailed in the Balkans, unjustifiably harsh  and severe ju d g 
m ents coupled w ith  invidious com parisons are often passed 
upon it. All such judgm ents and com parisons rest upon 
false assum ptions of a fixed character of norm ative C hris
tianity . V iew ed from  the socio-historical point of view, no 
such norm  of C hristian ity  exists. Each age and each cul
tu ra l unit adap ts C hristian ity  to its own s tandard  of cul
ture, and since levels of culture are not the  same w ith differ
ent groups or in successive periods of time, and none of 
these cultural levels can be said to be absolute, no form  of 
C hristian ity  m ay claim to be norm ative. One m ay only 
speak of the degree of success which a given historical phase 
of C hristian ity  a tta ined  in serving the needs of its tim e and 
generation. W h at one age or group extols as the ideal C hris
tian ity , ano ther denounces as superstition  or bigotry. M eas
ured by this relative standard , all th a t can be said in re
gard  to the  Balkan Slavs is th a t C hristian ity  played an im 
p o rtan t p a rt in ra ising  the w ild pagan Slavic tribes w hich 
had invaded the Balkan peninsula to a m uch h igher cu ltural 
level than  they  had occupied before, so th a t by assim ilating  
the B yzantine culture thus m ade available to them , they  
became m em bers of the civilized w orld of W estern  Europe. 
T h is alone was a service of no m ean order. F rom  uno rg an 
ized barbaric  tribes, they  w ere g radually  transfo rm ed—  
thanks to the  process of B yzantin ization-C hristian ization— 
into s tro n g  national units w hose political m igh t often 
equalled and som etim es excelled th a t of the Em pire. T he 
T urk ish  conquest of the Balkans, to be sure, a rrested  th e ir 
na tu ra l cu ltural developm ent before it came to its fru ition ; 
but it never entirely  destroyed the cu ltural heritage of 
B yzantium  which the Slavs had made the ir own. T h is cul
tu re  has survived am ong them  to this day, w hether it speaks 
B ulgarian, Serbian, or m odern Greek.
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defeated the Balkan league 
at the Kosovo Polye, 152 

Bogomil,
Cosmas’ description, 63 

Bogomilism,
its origin, 61-63
its tenets and organization, 64-67 
expelled from Serbia, 79 
its patriotic character, 94-95 
persecuted under Alexius, 94-99 
spread to Moglen, 99 
its influence in the Empire, 99-100 
its opposition to Tsar Boril, 108-09 
Council of 1211, 109 
spread to Mount Athos, 119 
condemned at two councils, 120 
prohibited in Serbia, 147 
proscribed by Nemanya, 157 
penetrated into Hum, 157-58 

Boril, Tsar,
opposed by the Bogomils, 108 
deprived of his throne, 109 

Boris, Khan,
accepted Christianity, 29, 32 
strove for eccl. independence, 33, 38-43 
Revolt against him, 37
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Council of 879, 45 
nationalization of the church, 47-49 
resigned the throne, 49 
deposed Yladimir, 50 

Boris II, Tsar, 68
captured by Svyatoslav, 69 
compelled to abdicate, 70 

Bosnia,
zhupa of, 74 
Catholicized, 132 
Bogomilism welcomed, 158 

Branimir, Prince
subjected Croatia to the pope, 22 

Bulgarians, Finnish, 25ff.
Christianity introduced, 28-29 

Bulgarians, Slavic, 3, 25-26
conquered by the Finnish Bulg., 26 

Bulgaria, Western, 68, 70-71 
Bulgaria under Greek domination, 

conditions in, 92 
revolt of 1186, 100 

Bulgaria, the Second Empire, 
imbued with Greek spirit, 101 

Bulgarian Church,
submitted to Constantinople, 43 
popes strove to regain it, 43, 45 
nationalization of, 45-49 
disciples of Methodius, 47-49 
raised to a patriarchate, 53 
conditions under Peter, 59-61 
partially abolished, 70 
Ohrid a patriarchal see, 71 
Basil II  abolished the patriarchate, 
72-73
Basil made a primate, 105
Joachim II, his rank acknowledged,
111
fight for eccl. independence, 117-18, 
121
anti-eccl. movements, 119
two councils held, 120
its independence lost, 127-28

Callistos, Patriarch, 117
struggle with Simeon, 117-18 
his L ife  o f Theodosius, 118 
condemned Joannicius II, 143 
negotiated eccl. pacification, 148

Charles of Anjou, King of Naples, 114, 
131

Charles of Valois,
alliance with Milutin, 135 

Cheslav, Prince
won Serbian independence, 59 

Christianity,
Slavic opposition to it, 10-12, 35-36 
among the Slovenes, 15-16 
among the Croatians, 16, 18-23 
among the Serbians, 23-25 
among the Bulgarians, 25-33 
political aspects of it in Bulgaria, 38 

Clement of Ohrid,
disciple of Methodius, 46 
his work in Macedonia, 47-49, 53 

li Comitopouloi ’ 68 
Constantine the Great, 2 
Constantine Porphyrogenitus, 7, 18, 22, 

23
to marry Simeon’s daughter, 51-52 
married Komanus’ daughter, 52 

Constantine Bodin, King, 74-75 
Serbian church unified, 76 
offered the Bulg. crown, 93 

Constantine, Tsar, 113 
Constantinople,

taken by the Crusaders, 82-83 
Cosmas, Presbyter,

conditions in the Bulg. 
church, 60-61
description of the 3?ogomils, 59-66 

Council of Basle, 175-76 
Council of Constantinople in 869-70, 42- 

43
Council of Constantinople in 879, 45 
Council of Constance, 175 
Council of Lyons, 114-15, 131 
Croatians, Dalmatian, 

conversion of, 18-20, 22 
Crusade, the Fourth,

Constantinople taken, 82-83 
its effect on Bulgaria, 104 

Cumans, 94, 95 
Cyril and Methodius,

their work in Moravia, 17, 21 
sent to Moravia, 31 
Slavic literature, 45 

Cyrillic literature, 54
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Damian, Patriarch, 70 
Daniel II, Archbishop, 

his life, 137-38 
his literary activity, 138 

Danubian provinces,
invaded by the Slavs, 4-7 
ecclesiastical division, 12-13 

Dechany, monastery of, 
built by Stephen III, 137 

Demetrius, Archbishop,
his protest against Pech, 87 
mentioned, 102 

Demetrius, Patriarch 
recognized, 57
“ metropolitan of Silistria” , 57 

Demetrius Zvonimir, 75 
Desa, Grand-Zhupan, 77 
Dioelea-Zeta, 

zhupa of, 73-74 
lost hegemony, 76 

Dobrotié,
his independence, 121-22 

Domagoy, Prince, 21 
Domentiyan, 85, 86 
Dominic, a papal legate, 102-03 
Domnio, Bishop, 2 
Dragovitian Church, 97 
Dubrovnik,

archbishopric of, 74 
Empire, Eastern Homan 

conditions in, 100 
Eugenius IV, Pope,

granted divorce to Stephen Thomas, 
177

Eustratius, Metropolitan of Hicaea, 96 
Euthemius, Patriarch, 99

his life and literary labors, 123-25 
siege of Trnovo, 126-27 
exiled and died, 127 

Eabian,
his work in Bosnia, 170 

Eormosus, Bishop,
candidate for Bulg. archbp., 40, 42 
refused appointment, 40-42 
cause of the loss of Bulgaria, 45

George Brankovich, 
revolted, 152
succeeded to the throne, 153 
bought a part of Bosnia, 176

George Terteri, Tsar, 116, 134 
Gerald,

his work in Bosnia, 170-71 
Germanus, a Roman general, 5 
Ghuzz or Uzes, 93 
Glagolitic literature, 54 
Gorazd, disciple of Methodius, 46 
Gratian, Emp., 2 
Gregory VII, Pope,

made Michael of Serbia king, 75 
Gregory Palamas,

defended hesychasm, 117 
Gregory the Sinaite,

founder of hesychasm, 116 
settled at Mt. Athos, 117

Hadrian, Pope,
his effort to regain Bulgaria, 43-44 

Hadrianople, 3, 4;
conquered by the Turks, 122 

Helena, wife of Stephen Urosh I, 129 
her support of Roman Catholicism, 
130, 135 

Helena Gruba,
regent of Bosnia, 173 

Henry, King of Hungary, 
became king of Serbia, 82 
crusade against the Patarenes, 160 

Heraclius, Emp.,
Christianization of the Croatians, 18 
Christianization of the Serbians, 23 

Herzegovina
origin of the name, 176 
annexed by the Turks, 182 

Hesychasm, 
its origin, 116 
its character, 117 
spread into Bulgaria, 117 
Euthymius, a hesyehast, 123-25 

Honorius III, Pope,
granted Stephen the royal 
title, 83-84
his measures against the 
Patarenes, 163-64 

Hrvoye Vukchich,
“ the Bosnian king-maker’ 173
defeated by Sigismund, 174 

Hum,
episcopal see of, 74 
zhupa of, 74



196 INDEX

Hungary,
of the Avars and the Huns, 4 

Huns, 4

Ignatius, Patriarch, 
restored, 41 
consecrated Joseph, 43 
papal remonstrance against it, 43-45 

Xilyricum,
invaded by the Slavs, 4-7 
prefectures of, 12-13 
annexed to the patriarchate 
of Constantinople, 14 

Innocent III, Pope,
.gained the Serbian church, 82 
gained the Bulgarian church, 102-106 
crusade against the Pataren es, 160 

Isaiah, monk of Mt. Athos, 
sent to Constantinople, 150

Jerome, St., 2 
Jacob, Cardinal,

his report on the Bosnian 
church, 164-65 

Jacob de Marehia,
sent to Bosnia, 175-77 

Jacob, Archbishop,
opposed Milutin’s marriage, 134 

Joannicius I, Archbishop, 
supported Urosh I, 131

Joannicius II, Archbishop, 
raised to patriarchal 
rank, 116, 141 
anathematized, 143 

Joachim II, Patriarch
his rank acknowledged, 111 

John Hunyadi, General 
defeated Murad II, 153 

John de Casamaris, 
in Bulgaria, 104-05 
forced the Patarenes to submit to 
the papacy, 161-62 

John of Ephesus, 
description of the Slavs, 5-6 

John, Archbishop, 91 
John V III, Pope,

fears loss of Croatia, 22,
his efforts to regain Bulgaria, 43-45

John Ducas Vatatzes, Emp.,
reconquered much territory, 109-10 
his relation with John Asen II, 110-12 

John V Palaeologus, Emp., 
his minority, 116
war with John Cantacuzene, 116, 
141, 142
treated with Serbia, 148 

John VI Cantacuzene, Emp.,
his war with John V, 116, 141-42 

John Tzimisees, Emp., 
seized the throne, 69 
drove the Russians out of Bulgaria, 
69-70
annexed eastern Bulgaria, 70 
abolished the Bulgarian patriarchate, 
70

John Alexander of Bulgaria, 
ascended the throne, 116 
married a Jewess, 120 
divided his territory, 121 
died, 123

John Asen II  of Bulgaria 
succeeded Boril, 109 
won a victory in 1230, 110 
alliance with Vatatzes, 110-11 
his title acknowledged, 111 
resumed his alliance, 112 
died, 113

John Shishman of Bulgaria,
his land invaded by Murad I, 123 
joined the Balkan league, 126 
put to death, 127 

John Sracimir
lost his territory to Hungary, 122 

John Uglyesha,
anathema removed, 149 
defeated and killed, 150 

Jordanes,
his description of the Slavs, 5 

Joseph, Archbishop, 43, 49 
Jovian, Emp., 2 
Judaisers in Bulgaria, 

condemned, 120-21 
Justinian, Emp., 3, 4 
Justiniana Prima

founded by Justinian, 13, 92 
Ohrid and Pech identified 
with it, 114-15, 131
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Kaliman I, Tsar, 113 
Kaloyan, Tsar,

negotiated with Innocent III, 102-06 
at war with the Latin 
Empire, 106-07 
assassinated, 107 

Khilandar, monastery of
founded by Stephen Nemanya 
and Sava, 80 

Khrabr, monk
his defense of the Slavic 
letters, 54-55 

Klaié, V., 160 
Klis, 20

the first Benedictine 
monastery, 20 

Klokotnitse, battle of, 110 
Kobilieh, Milosh,

assassinated Murad I, 151 
Koloman, Herzog of Croatia, 

his crusade against Bosnia, 166 
Kosovo Polye, battle of, 126, 151 
Krum, Khan, 27 
Kulin, Ban of Bosnia, 

his rule, 158 
became a Patarene, 159 
abjured Patarenism, 160-62

Ladislav IV Cum an, 
his dissolute life, 168 

Latin Empire of Romania, 
created, 104
Kaloyan at war with it, 106-07 
its decline, 109-10
Baldwin II  surrendered his title, 131 
Charles of Valois, titular 
emperor of, 135 

Lazar Hrebelyanovich,
assumed the title of prince, 150 
eccl. reconciliation, 150 
battle of Kosovo Polye, 151 

Lazar III  of Serbia, 154 
Leo, Cardinal-priest,

crowned Kaloyan, 105-06 
Leo III  the Isaurian, Emp.,

withdrew Illyricum from Rome, 14 
Leontius, the first patriarch 

of Bulgaria, 53
Liudprand, Bishop of Cremona, 40

Ludwig the German, Emp., 29
sent missionaries to Bulgaria, 38-39

Macedonia, 2
evangelized under Clement, 48-49 

Magyars,
invaded Bulgaria, 59 

Manichaeism
its origin in Thrace, 62 
influenced the rise of 
Bogomilism, 62 
spread to Moglen, 99 

Manichees-Paulicians, 
revolt of, 94-95 

Manzikert, battle of, 74 
Manuel I, Patriarch

granted autocephaly to the 
Serbian church, 86 

Manuel I  Comnenus, Emp., 
his Serbian policy, 76-77 
his supposed Bogomilism, 99 

Maritsa, battle on the, 122-23, 150 
Matthew Ninoslav, Ban of Bosnia, 

raised to the throne, 164 
abjured his faith, 165 
deprived of his banship, 166 
regained his throne, 167 
died, 168

Matthias Corvinus, 154 
resented the arrogance of 
Stephen Tomashevich, 181 

Maximus, Bishop, 6 
Methodius, Archbishop

his work in Pannonia, 17-18 
his work ruined, 18 
his disciples in Rascia, 25 
expulsion of his disciples, 46-47 

Michael, Zhupan,
expanded his territory, 74 
secured the royal title, 74-75 

Michael Cerularius, Patriarch, 92 
Michael V III Palaeologus, Emp., 

reconquered Constantinople, 114 
negotiations for church union, 114-15 
revolt against his policies, 115 
resentment of it in Serbia, 131 

Miroslav of Hum,
gave refuge to the Bogomils, 158
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Mohammed II, Sultan,
conquered Constantinople, 154, 179 
Sememdria surrendered to him,
154, 179-80
Stephen Tomashevieh refused 
tribute, 181
conquered Bosnia, 181-82 

Mongols,
invasion of Serbia, 129-30 

Moravia,
work of Cyril and Methodius there, 46 

Mount Athos,
Sava went to, 79-81 
its monks, leaders of the 
Bulgarian church, 101 
hesychasm there, 117 
spread of Bogomilism, 119 
John Cantacuzene retired to, 121 
Euthymius went there, 124 
donation of Milutin, 133 

Mladen II  Shubich
his rule over Bosnia, 169 

Murad I, Sultan,
Hadrianople made his capital, 122 
battle of Kosovo Polye, 151 
his assassination, 151 

Murad II, Sultan,
demanded the surrender of 
Serbia, 153 
conquered Serbia, 153 
defeated the Hungarians, 154 

Mutimir, Zhupan of Rascia, 
conversion of, 24, 73

Karenta Valley,
conversion of the pirates of, 24 
conquered by Nemanya; 77 

Nieephorus Phocas, Emp., 
married Theophano, 67 
his war with Bulgaria, 67 
murdered by Tzimisces, 69 

Nicetas, Bishop of Remisiana, 2 
Nicetas I, Patriarch, 23 
Nicholas Mysticus, Patriarch, 

his pleadings with Simeon, 51, 52 
Nicholas I, Pope,

conversion of Boris, 30 
Boris asks for an archbishop, 38 
his Bespoma, 38-40 
refused Boris7 request, 41-42

Nicodemus, Archbishop, 136 
supported Stephen III, 137 

Niederle, L., 4 
Nin, bishopric of, 20

Ohrid, see of,
see of Bishop Clement, 48 
became patriarchal see, 71 
became Helienized, 74, 92 
reduced in size, 91 
lost some privileges, 94 
converted into a Bulgarian see, 
107-08
subordinated to Trnovo, 111-12 
identified with Justiniana 
Prima, 114, 131 

Orkhan, Emir,
married Cantacuzene 7s daughter, 121 

Ostrogoths, 3

Palladius, bishop of Ratiara, 2 
Pannonia,

settled by Slovenes, 16 
Christianization, 16-17, 18 

Panteleimon, St., Bulgarian monastery 
center of Slavic culture, 48 
Simeon a monk there, 49 

Panteleimon, St., a monastery of 
Mt. Athos, 80

Patarenes (i. e., Bogomils of Bosnia 
and Hum),
rulers of Bosnia and Hum joined 
them, 159
a crusade against them, 160 
submitted to papal legates, 161-62 
reestablished their strength, 163 
a crusade organized, 163-64 
elevated Matthew Ninoslav 
to the throne, 164 
expedition against them, 366-67 
gained a leading position, 168 
reached acme of power, 174-75 
persecuted, 178-79 
emigrated, 179 
accepted Islam, 182-83 

Patzinaks, 59, 93, 94, 95 
Paulieians

their influence on Bogomilism, 62 
more transplanted to Thrace, 70
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Peeh, see of,
became archepiscopal see, 129 
declared uneanonieal, 114, 131 
raised to patriarchal rank, 141 

Peregrinus, Bishop,
his work in Bosnia, 171-72 

Peter and John Asen, 
revolt of, 100 

Peter, Tsar,
recognized as tsar, 57 
married Maria-Irene, 58 
war with Nicephorus, 67 
his death, 68 

Philippopolis,
a Manichee-Paulician center, 95-97 
Latin duke of, 106-07 
conquered by the Turks, 123 

Philotheos, Patriarch,
Serbian lands submitted 
to him, 149, 150-51 

Photius, Patriarch,
conversion of Moravia, 31 
conversion of Bulgaria, 32, 38 
deposed by Pope Nicholas, 41 
Council of 879, 45 

Popruzhenko, M. Gr., 53, 60, 61, 63 
Preslav,

the Slavic capital of Bulgaria, 50 
taken by Svyatoslav, 69 
patriarchate abolished, 70 
its bishop raised in rank, 105 

Procopius of Caesarea,
description of Slavs, 5, 6, 8

Racki, F., 162 
Radoslav, King, 88-89 
Raseia,

conversion of, 24 
zhupa of, 74 
gained hegemony, 76, 78 
centralizing policy of Desa, 77 
its prominence under Stephen 
Nemanya, 77-78 
succession to disputed, 81 

Rascia, bishopric of, 
subject to Ohrid, 73 

Rastislav, Prince,
Christianization of Moravia, 30-31

Bastko or Rastislav,
assumed the name of Sava, 80 

Roman Catholicism,
in Serbian countries, 73-74, 78-79 
accepted by Ylkan, 82 
accepted by Stephen, 83-84 
reaction against, 86 
union of the Bulg. c-hurch 
with Rome, 102-06 
abandoned the union, 111-12 
unionist policy of Michael V III, 
114-15, 131
Helena of Serbia protected it,
130, 135
Milutin’s unionist policy, 135-36 

Stephen III  and R. C., 137 
opposed in Hum and Bosnia, 158-59 
gains victory in Bosnia, 160-62 
legate sent to Bosnia, 163 
the state of the Bosnian church,
164-65
crusades against Bosnia, 166-67 
Dragutin’s missionary policy, 169 
the officium  inquisitionis, 170 
under Stephen Kotromanich, 171 
under Bishop Peregrinus, 171-72 
R. C. again threatened, 172-73 
Council of Basle in relation 
to Bosnia, 175-77
accepted by Stephen Thomas, 177-79 

Romanus Lecapenus, Emp., 
seized the throne, 52 
acknowledged Peter, 57 

Runciman, S., 57 footnote 
Russia,

received Christian literature 
from Bulgaria, 55

Salona, 2
became Spalatum, 19 

Salonica, see Thessalonica 
Samuel, Tsar, 71

defeated by Basil II, 72 
Sandal Hranich, 174 

bought Southern Bosnia, 176 
Sava, St.,

his early life, 79-80 
founded Khilandar, 80 
returned to Serbia, 84-85 
autocephaly of the Serbian church, 86
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became archbishop, 86 
pilgrimage and death, 89 

Sava II, Archbishop, 130 
Semendria, fortress of, 

built by George Brankovich, 153 
surrendered to Mohammed II, 180 

Serbians, 3
Christianization of, 22-25 
fell under the Bulgarian domination, 73 
under the Byzantine sway, 73-74 

Serbian Church, 
unified under Antivari, 76 
Orthodoxy made supreme, 79 
acknowledged Innocent III, 82 
became a patriarchate, 86 
organization of its eparchy, 87-88 

Serbian Orthodox Church,
Stephen I Urosh’s pro-Catholic 
leanings, 130 
under Milutin, 333
negotiations for reunion with Eome, 
135-36
excommunicated, 143 
restored to communion, 149-53 
its function, 155 

Serbian Latin sees, 74 
Sigismund, Emp.,

defeated at Nicopolis, 352 
appealed to for protection, 353 
Croatia and Dalmatia surrendered to 
him, 373
invaded Bosnia, 174 

Silistria,
made the titular see of Bulgaria, 57 
surrendered by Svyatoslav, 69 
subject to Constantinople, 70 

Simeon, Emp.,
educated at Constantinople, 43 
became hegumen, 49 
became tsar, 50 
wars with the Empire, 53-52 
assumed the imperial rank, 53 
Slavic culture, 53-55 
criticism of his policy, 56 

Simonis,
married Milutin, 134-35 

Singidunum, 2 
Sirmium, 2

became an archbishopric, 38

Slavic liturgy and literature, 
forbidden, 75 
correction of, 124 

Slavs,
invaded the Danubian provinces, 3-8 
their religion, 8-10 
missionary work among, 10-32 
character of Slavic Christianity,
33-35
permanent results, 36, 184-87 

Slovenes,
their conversion, 15-36 

Sofia, (Sredets) 
made capital, 71 
bishop killed, 94 
conquered by Sracimir, 123 
taken by the Turks, 125 

Spalatum, Spalato, bishopric of, 
conversion of the Croatians,
19-20
a Latin archbishopric, 20 
Synod of, 75 

Sredets, see Sofia 
Stephen Nemanya, Grand-Zhupan,

centralized power in his hands, 77-78 
Orthodoxy made the dominant faith, 
79
became monk Simeon, 80 
persecuted the Bogomils, 157 

Stephen the First-Crowned, King 
succeeded Stephen Nemanya, 81 
driven out by Vlkan, 82 
married Anna of Venice, 83 
secured the royal erowm, 83 

Stephen Urosh I, 
married Helena, 3 29 
defeated by his son, 131 

Stephen Dragutin,
seized the throne by force, 131 
compelled to resign, 132 
converted to Catholicism, 132 
his efforts to Catholicize 
Machva and Bosnia, 132, 368-69 

Stephen II Milutin,
estimate of his reign, 132-33 
his four marriages, 333-35 
treated with Charles of Valois, 335 
treated with the papacy, 335 
was canonized, 136
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Stephen III  Dechansky,
revolted against his father, 136 
gained the throne, 137 
wooed Blanche of Taranto, 137 
monastery of Dechany, 137 
victory at Velbuzhd, 139 
was strangled, 139 

Stephen Dushan, Tsar
conquered imperial territory, 13 6 
revolted against his father, 139 
his military career, 139-41 
imperial rank, 141 
patriarchal rank conferred 
upon Joannieius II, 141 
his Code, 143-47 
his plans for Bosnia, 171 
died, 148 

Stephen Urosh V,
eccl. reconciliation, 148 
deposed, 149 

Stephen Lazarevich,
his Turcophil policy, 152 
his cultural tastes, 152 

Stephen, Ban of Bosnia, 
spread of Bogomilism, 163 
deposed by the Patarenes, 164 

Stephen Dabisha, King 
his life, 173

Stephen Kotromanich, King,
Catholic mission in Bosnia, 170-72 

Stephen Ostoya, King, 173 
restored to the throne, 174 

Stephen Thomas Ostoyich, 
embraced Roman Catholicism, 177 

Stephen Tomashevich, King 
rejected by the Serbians, 154 
his coronation, 180-81 
refused tribute to the sultan, 181 
beheaded, 182 

Stephen Tvrtko I, King 
his life, 172-73 

Stephen Vukehich
“ the Duke of St. Sava” , 176 

Studenitsa, monastery of, 
founded by Nemanya, 80 
Sava settled there, 84 
school of, 88 

Sursubul, George
regent of Bulgaria, 57-58

Svyatoslav, Grand-Prince 
invaded Bulgaria, 67 
captured Preslav, 69 
defeated by Tzimisces, 69 
killed by the Patzinaks, 70

Theodore I Angelus 
crowned emperor, 109-10 

Theodore I Lascaris, Emp., 
allied wdth Kaloyan, 107 

Theodosius I, Emp., 3 
Theodosius of Trnovo,

chief of the hesychasts, 117 
sided with Callistos, 118 

Theophylact, Patriarch
description of Bogomilism, 61-62 
died, 63

Thessalonica, 1, 2, 5, 
papal vicars, 12-13 
Sava made a visit to, 86 
Boniface of, 107 
conquered, 110
besieged by Stephen Dushan, 121 

Thessaly, 2
Thrace or Thracia, 2, 4, 95 
Trebinye,

zhupa of, 73, 74 
episcopal see of, 74 

Trnovo,
Sava died there, 89 
seat of Peter and John Asen, 100 
see of the primate, 107-08 
Council of, 109 
superior to Ohrid, 111-12 
declared uncanonical, 114 
submitted to Rome, 115 
lost its independence, 127-28 

Tsamblak, Gregory, 126 
Turks, Seljuq, 74, 93 
Turks, Ottoman,

first invasion of Europe, 121
Hadrianople their capital, 122
conquered Philippopolis, 122
end of the Bulgarian Empire, 126-28
battle on the Maritsa, 150
battle of Kosovo Polye, 151
invaded Bosnia, 173
occupied Vrhbosna, 176
took Bosnia, 181-82
conquered Herzegovina, 182



Tvrtko II  Tvrtkovich, King
regained the Bosnian throne, 174-75 
paid tribute to the sultan, 177

Ugrin, Archbishop of Kalocz,
crusade against the Patarenes, 163-64 
granted the Bosnian bishopric, 167 

Ursacius, bishop of Singidunum, 2

Yalens, Emp., 3 
Yelbuzhd,

its see raised in rank, 105 
battle of, 116, 139 

Yenantius, Bishop, 2 
Yisigoths, 3
Yatopedi, on Mt. Athos, 80-81 
Yidin,

bishop of, 94
its bishop consecrated Basil, 101-02
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settled by the Bogomils, 109 
Catholicized, 122 
reconquered, 123 

Vidov Dan, 151 
Yladimir, Khan,

subverted Boris ’ policy, 49 
Vlkan, Zhupan,

seized the Serbian throne, 81 
subordinated the Serbian church 
to the pope, 82 

Volldivi, Slavic magicians, 9 
Vukashin, Tsar,

seized the throne, 149 
defeated and killed, 150

Zhieha, monastery of, 86 
school of, 88
metropolitan see removed, 129 

Zlatarsky, Y. N., 52
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