B. A. Todorov

BYZANTINE MYTHS OF ORIGINS AND THEIR FUNCTIONS

This paper draws attention to a recurrent phenomenon in the extant written evidence regarding
the early medieval period of Southeastern Europe: the short narratives of one particular people’s
or another’s ancient roots as presented in Byzantine documents. Such narratives can legitimately
be referred to as «myths of origin» erigines gentium— even if they differ in important aspects
from the myths of origin in local historiographies. While logagjines gentiunfrequently go
back to mythical heroes (like the Frankish ancestor Meroveus who was, in the words of the seventh-
century historian Fredegar, begotten by a sea-monster) or try to establish connections with the
sons of Noah, so as to find the people’s true place in biblical history, the Byzantine narratives often
reflect a rationalizing perspective. Their purpose is not to glorify a nation or legitimize its biblical
roots, but to explain how it entered into the general framework of universal history, which Byzan-
tines easily identified with their own. Yet, the way these narratives are constructed — focusing on
a familial feud, or an incident, or referring to some fortuitous etymology — reflects similar con-
cerns as those of the «local» myths: how to make particular events meaningful and how to use their
possible meanings in order to elaborate distinct markers of identity and hiérarchy

Because of their significant place in the re-contextualization of culture, myths of origin have
recently been submitted to critique by historians who more and more refuse to take them as objec-
tive reports of real events and prefer to explicate them, together with numerous textual and societal
traditions, as later constructions. The methodological usefulness of myths of origins regarding
earlier stages in a nation’s history has been guestioned, while scholars like P. Geary have addressed
the even more general question whether we shall really establish a line of continuity between modern
nations or ethnic groups and their supposed predecessors as presented in their mytHs of origin

| use inverted commas for local myths because it is difficult to establish whether a myth of origin has been produced
within or without the polity whose roots it explains. An important article, among many, exposing the constructive func-
tions of myths in structuring societies and polities3sertz C Politics Past, Politics Present: Some Notes on the Uses of
Anthropology in Understanding the New StateSéertz CThe Interpretation of Cultures. New York, 19P3.327-341.

2 Geary P. The Myth of Nations: the Medieval Origins of Europe. Princeton, 2002.
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Still, historians rely on myths of origin when addressing early ethnogenesis — especially so
when these myths refer to events or whole periods about which alternative textual evid?.pce is

lacking or scarce. No matter how untrustworthy their content might be, the nfgthisvafimpor-
tant advantages: they give the subject of the research — the ethnic group — a clear

o)
int of

beginning in time; and they suggest ways where to seek the roots of the cultural identity@®f this
ethnic group. Until the recent ground-breaking work of several scholars, includiogt& and his%

The Making of the Slaviswas commonly disregarded that myths of origin actually do not expi&in
ethnogenesis, but only substitute for an explanation and fill in a gap in the continuous narrative of

a peoples history

Since the Byzantine myths of other peoples’ origins were submitted to rationalizat
Byzartine authors, they have been accepted widely as reliable sources of information.
typical example regarding Southeastern Europe are chapters 29 through 36 of the widdDec

administrando imperioascribed to Emperor Constantine VIl (913 —959) — those summaitieng

on by
A most
ted

early history of the Croats, Serbs and the smaller Slavic principalities along the Dalmatian coast.
The source presents a sound chronological framework, since it claims that the Slavic groups took
control of the western Balkans during the reign of Heraklios (614—641) which coincides wjth the
territorial shrinking of Byzantium, the transfer of the imperial military contingents from Europe to
Asia Minor, and most importantlythe period during which Slav presence south of the Danube
may be perceived through the archeological and textual evidence. Furthermore, just as Constan-
tine VII wrote, the Slavs’ settlement in Dalmatia was in many ways intertwined with the compli-

cated history of the var presence in, and domination qube area during the same pefio@ihe
contradictions between chapter 30 and the rést sbmething even more precious: the possib
to confront a Byzantine perspective to a local one, in this case Croatian. Thus, the docume
to inform us not only what happened in the early third of the seventh celtirffow it was
remembered by the Croats; consequeitthubmits strong guments in favor of Croatian histcai
continuity.

The same has been the case with the rather similar account of the Serbs’ origins in t
work. Recentlyin his English-language overview of Serbian hist&inaCirkovi¢ explicitly

lity
nt seems

he same

refused to treat the Serbs as «protagonists of the historical events» and instead chose to study them
as a social group created and maintained by history — in other words, unlike previous scholarship,

Cirkovi¢ questioned the axiomatic understanding of Serbian historical contiAnityyet, for the
purposes of his own narrative the beginning of Serbian history remains the moment th
settled on Roman soil under Emperor Heraklios, as told in «De administrando impatiow»i¢
admits that the dynastic continuity between the Serbian ruler who established himself inetre
Balkans in the earlier seventh century and the rulers of «Baptized Serbia» of the mid-ninth
is supported only by a «Serbian traditibpyet this makes Constantine \dlaccount even mor
valuable in its asserting Serbian continuity: through it we supposedly catch a glimpse
historical memory of the early medieval Serbs and this historical memory cannot but bec
important ethnicity-building factoiThus, even a scholar who deliberately lays aside natior
presumptions about ethnic continuity over history continues to treat a myth of origin inclu
«De administrando impericas a reliable source testifying that the Serbs had constituted a ¢
identifiable ethnic group since a very early point in time — the reign of Hesaklio

3 See:Curta F. Southeastern Europe in the Middle Ages 500—123@nbridge, 200&>. 96-110.
4 Cirkovi¢ S. The Serbs. Malden, Mass., 2004. P. xii, 11-12, 14.
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Can we really interpret myths of origins found throughout Byzantine works as the reflection,
even if distorted, of «original», «local» or «national» myths of origin? Do they express the con-
cerns of the various peoples and polities or do they reflect the way Byzantine imperial power
looked upon them and substantiated its actions regarding them? Why would be Byzantines
interested in creating trustworthy accounts of the origins of others instead of molding them into
shapes serving their own agendas? If chapter 32 of «De administrando imperio» truly reflects a
collective memory of medieval Serbs going as far as the reign of Heraklios, what are we to make
out of the rest of the chapter?

When Constantine VIl identifies the ethnonym «SerBgp{Lot) with the Latin «servi»gerf9,
or with «servula» — the pig-skin footgear of Balkan peasants (modern Bulgariampsyau»),
or finally with the peasants wearing these «servula» whom he&gifpvlioavoi, are we to take
this as reflection of the same Serbian collective metaoBbviously not. Tying to extrapolate
the conflicting perspectives within a particular text — deconstructing it, that is — is a legitimate,
yet tricky task. And before looking for the «original» perspective which Byzantine authors, like
Constantine VII, distorted for their purposes, we might want to look for an interpretative scheme
explaining how such myths of origin functioned within the Byzantine historical and political dis-
course proper

The interpretative scheme | suggest consists of three logically connected points. First, myths of
origin of foreign polities in Byzantine sources were not stable and were re-arranged whenever
the historical situation necessitated it. Second, this was due to the fact that such myths were con-
structed in order to conceptualize the empirelations with such foreign polities and tgamize
its diplomacy regarding them. Third, in order to support Byzantine diplogmadiis were arrayed
in ways proving the rights of Byzantine emperors over cities, territories, tribute paid by foreign
rulers, etc. For the purposes of this papdiscuss primarily the case of the Bulgars / Bulgarians
and confront it to that of the Serbs in «De administrando impgerio»

When did the Bulgars settle south of the Danube and where did they come from? The question

seems to have been answered once for all due to the relatively extensive and concurrent accounts

in both the early ninth-century «Chronographid»Theophanes the Confessor (d. 814) and the
«Breviarum»composed before 775) of Patriarch Nikephoros | (d. 829). The two authors dated the
Bulgars’ crossing of the Danube to the reign of Constantine IV (668—685) and associated it with a
poorly managed campaign which the emperor had led north of th&srdedtd . This was not
questioned by later authors of universal histories like John Zonaras who repeats the stance in his
twelfth-century «Epitomae historiaruth>Both Nikephoros and Theophanes identified the leader

of the Bulgars Asparukhcmopovy, in Greek) as one of the five sons of Kubibfpatog, in
Greek), ruler of the Old Great Bulgaria folaioa Boviyapio 7 peydin, as Theophanes puts

i

5 Constantine Pdryrogenitus De Administrando imperio / Greek text ed. by @pravcsik; Engl. transl. by R. J. H. Jamk
Washington, 1967..A.52

¢ I make use of the two existing forms of the ethnonym in English — Bulgar and Bulgarian — to emphasize the
difference between the original Bulgars who were an ethnic group clearly distinct from the Slavs and the later
medieval and modern Bulgarians who were and are Slavic-speakers. I certainly cannot determine even an approximate
date for the «assimilation» of the non-Slavic Bulgars into the Slavic Bulgarians, but for the sake of simplicity, I use
«Bulgars» when referring to events before the Christianization of Bulgaria in the mid-860s and «Bulgarians» when
speaking of later events.

7 The more precise dating of the event to 680 comes from its mention in the protocols of the sixth ecumenical
council. See: Mansi D. Sacrorum conciliorum nova et amplissima collectio. Florence, 1758-1798. Vol. XI. Col. 617.
(Repr.: Paris, 1901-1927).

8 loannis ZonaraeEpitomae historiarum libikVIII / Ed. T. Buttner-Wobst. T 3. Bonn, 1897. P226-227.
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and /or of the Onogundurs(szvoyonvSoﬁpom, with many spelling variation$) The same
Kubrat gpeared earlier in the «Breviarium» as the ruler of the Onogundurs who sifitlo& 0
authority of the Qagan of thevars (during the reign of Heraklios) and he was with som
certainty the rich Patrikios Kouvratos whose treasures, including rings with monogramsgwere
buried at Malo Pershchepyne, close to the northern limits of the steppe zone in Ukraine. @
The two Byzantine chroniclers (or their common sodtceglated the same story of Kubr
asking his five sons to stick togethso as to be powerful against their enemies, and of his{Sons
neglecting his advice, dividing the people and being overrun by the Khazars. Such allegend
appers to be local and to reflect a sense of identity between Danubian Bulgégea Bdlgaria,
the Bulgars under Khazar rule (probably identical with the «Black Bulgaria» which Constartine VI
mentioned¥ and the smaller groups identified as Bulgars which moved through Central Europe
and ended in the area of Ravenna, in Jtahgd Macedonia, in the Balkans. Independent Bulgarian
sources — the «Namelist of the Bulgar Rulers» (dating plausibly from the tenth cbotyye-
served only in much later copies of the Russian chronicle known as «Ellinskii i rimskii leto-
pisets»)® and the so-called «Bulgarian Apocryphal Chronicle» (dating most probably from the
twelfth century but preserved in a single sixteenth-century manuséript) confirm the per-
ceived continuity between Danubian Bulgaria and an earlier state tradition (the dynasty af Dulo,
according to the «<Name-list...») or the nomadic past of the Bulgars (said to have been palt of the
Cumans in the «Apocryphal Chronicle»gtyeven if the idea of continuity between Kutzathd
Asparoukh$ Bulgaria originated among the Bulgars themselves, what we have is a Byzantine
redaction of the myth — conformed to the purposes of the two authors whose works we have
access to. Much space in NikephosogBreviarum» was dedicated to Constanting ndultiple
campaigns against the Bulgars over the 750s and 760s, while Theophanes was writing his history
during the terrible confrontations of Nikephoros | (8028)84nd his immediate successors wijth
the powerful Bulgar ruler Krum (802—814). Both authors found useful a myth of origin that|asso-
ciated the Bulgars with the powerful nomadic polities of the steppe zone — such a myth both
substantiated the insurmountablefditnces betweeiPopaiot and Bulgars and explained
why the Bulgars remained a formidable opponent. Over time, howiavetation to the changing
conjuncture in Southeastern Europe, the myth of Bulgarian origin as available in Byzantine works
changed dramatically as well.
In the late tenth centuryeo the Deacon wrote a precious historical account of the reigns of
emperors Nikephoros Phokas (963-969) and John Tzimiskes (969-976). The sixth hook of
Leo’s «History» deals with Tzimiskes5uccessful campaign against the Kievan Prince Sviatoslav
(d. 971) who had invaded the Balkans during the last year of Nikephsro=idh, and the resulting

¢ Nicephori patriachae ConstantinopolitanBreviarium hstoricum / Ed. with Enlg transl C. Mango. Veshington,
1990.P. 86-88;TheophanisChronographia / Ed. C. de Bodbl. I. Leipzig, 1883. P357—358.

10 Nicephori patriarchae Constantinopolitani. Breviarium historicum. P. 70.

' See: 3namapcku B. H. Victopust Ha Obarapckata appkasa mpe3 cpeaaute Bekose. T. I Y. 1. Codust, 1918.
C. 97, 6en. 1.

12 DAl 12.

13 Parallel edition of the texts of all three remaining copief€inos#os C. KbM ueTeHEeTO U THIKYBAHETO HA HIKOU
Mecta oT MimeHHrka Ha Obiarapckurte xanose // E3uk u xynrypa. 1971. Ku. 4. C. 24-26.

1 Text in: Tvnkosa-3aumosa B., Munmenosa A. VICTOPUKO-aNOKAIMNITHYHATA KHIDKHUHA BBB Bu3zaHTus u
cpeanoBekoBHa bearapus. Codwust, 1996. C. 195-198. —The work is usually dated by scholars to the eleventh century
My grounds to suggest a later date are simple: the «Apocryphal Chronicle» identifies the Bulgars with the Cumans which
would not make much sense in the eleventh century when the Cumans were still unknown in the Bulgarian lands, but
should correspond to their domination over the left bank of the Lower Danube in the twelfth.century
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Byzantine conquest of Bulgaria. Leo the Deacon had to explain why the Byzantine army invaded
the Bulgarian lands after decades of peaceful coexistence since the death of Symeon | of Bulgaria
(893-927). In order to do so, he wanted to convince the reader that the Bulgarian lands (which
he consistently called Moesisi]oia], just as the Bulgarians — Moesians) had rightfully bgéoh
to the Popaior. Therefore, he provided not one but two, mutually exclusive, versions of the story
of their settlement. The first more or less repeated the account of Nikephoros and Theophanes and
dated the Bulgar settlement south of the Danube to the reign of Constantimetd®d of speaking
of the Old Great Bulgaria, howevdreo preferred to call the Bulgars «colonlsta»xc(mm) of
the Khazars, th&otpdyor and theXovvaBor who took their name from their leader Boulgétros
The second version is even more dismissive — Leo the Deacon associated the settlement of the
Bulgars south of the Danube with the Bulgar rulervél's military support for Justinian §’
coming back to the throne in 705. Contrary to Nikephoros and Theophanes (and to the epigraphic
evidence in modern northeastern Bulgaria), Leo claimed that the Bulgars had still lived along the
Azov Sea at the tim&. Thus, they had not conquered their land, but had been «invited» to it in just
the same way Serbs and Croats were allegedly «invited» to settle on Roman territory under Herak-
lios. Leo the Deacon composed his history based on personal observations, oral accounts by con-
temporaries and possibly contemporary documents. Even if his stories eventually referred to what
Theophanes and Nikephoros had written, he did not use the two chroniclers’ accounts, but reported
versions which might have belonged to Byzantine «common knowledge». It is quite plausible that
this «common knowledge» had been manipulated for the purposes of Tzimgkgsiganda —
the emperor had to convince his soldiers to follow him north of the Balkan Range (Nikephoros
Phokas had been reluctant to do so just three years éaréiag therefore emphasized that the
Bulgarian lands were historically Roman; furthermore, Tzimiskes had to claim his imperial rights
over Bulgaria in his diplomatic correspondence with Sviatéslav
In later periods, Byzantine views of the early history of the Bulgarians developed much further
According to Demetrios Chomatenos, archbishop of Ohrid in the edtlyetBury the Bulgarians
had never come from anywhere — they were the autochthonous population. He usegithis ar
ment in his disputes with Patriarch Germanos Il of Nicaea, over the controversial imperial corona-
tion of Theodore Doukas Komnenos which he himself had performed in Thessaloniki, in 1227.
Chomatenos defended his right to do so with his theory of the ecclesiastical supremacy of his
archiepiscopal see (which he identified with the late antique Prima lustiniana). Chomatenas consid
ered Prima lustiniana third in rank among all churches, next to Rome and Constantinople; because
The great and famous among the emperors Justinian [...], when arranging the higher and
lower ranks and deciding that the Holy Pope of the Elder Rome shall be first among all
hierarchs, and then, next to him, the most blessed [Patriarch] of Constantinople, named right
after him the archiepiscopal throne of Bulgaria, which he calls as well Tustiniana, because he
himself came from this people and because, through the sweat of both citizens and army, he
added the surrounding Bulgarian area to the Roman lands" .

!5 Leonis Diaconi Caloensidistoriae. Libri X / Ed. C. B. Has&onn, 1828. P103.

1o Ibid. P. 103-104.

17 Ibid. P. 62.

18 Ibid. P. 103.

19 Demetrii Chomateni. Ponemata Dlaphora/ Ed. G. Prmzmg Berlln 2002. P. 376-377. Nr 114: 0 &v Bamkavm
usy(xg Kal nsptﬁonrog Ioncnwowog [.. ] WV npsoﬁvwrwv Kol peydimv lspapxwv rag npos&plag xal U(psSprg urrorunwv
Kl Tp@Tov slvon TavToy rwv Lspso)v slndv rov AYIHTOTOV TGV npschrspag “Podung, Ensita SSUrspov per’ alTov 10V
Kmvcsmvnvourro}»smg, psm 100TOV £UAUG TOD apxlsmcmmmu Bpovov ¢ BovAyapiag uspvntm ov kat Tovotviovay
ovopdlet, 611 te &kelfev 10 yévog slhke kal 6T1 poybotg 18ioig kal 18p@ot otparnyikols Tv Bovkyapikiv TavtnVv
nepiywpov Tolg 8poi¢ )¢ ‘Popaidoc mpocrppocey.
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Since the dignity of his church, which was the historical successor of the ninth- and tenth-
century Bulgarian diocese, depended on its imaginary anti@litynatenos had to ignore the la
arrival of the Bulgars in the region and even turned Emperor Justinian (527-565) into one agthem.
This theory did not enjoy popularity — in the short term, because of Theodore Dmﬂqasg
ture by the Bulgarianshr Ivan Asen Il (1218-1241) in 1230 which made the patriarchal claings of
the archbishops of Ohrid useless; in the long term, because over the centuries the diocege of the
Archbishopric of Ohrid reverted to the ligy in Church Slavic (it had never been completely
replaced by the litgy in Greek) and Slavic-speaking dgmaturally even if wronglyidentified
its traditions with the Second Bulgarian Empire centeredusndlvo. This can be seen in the short
historical overview of the Christian churches as contained in seventeenth-century addenda to an
older Serbian copy of thekerm¢aja kniga» now preserved in the Osterreichische Nationalbib-
liothek, in Menna:

The holders of authority in many places were appointed in Constantinople [... including
among] the Bulgarians and the Serbs [...]. The Bulgarians, even if they were not subjected to
the authority of the Greek Empire, still had adopted the Christian piety from them. And these
[the metropolitans ordained in Constantinople] were many, until one day, we do not know in
what way, [the Greeks] began to give away the episcopal dignity without any care [...] sending
from Constantinople to the Bulgarians and other countries metropolitans for the sake of gain
[...] When the good tsar saw the injustices committed by them, he was filled with desire to
behave like a true emperor and to have ordained, by his own bishops, a patriarch in the city of
Turnovo®.

During the Ottoman period, the eparchies of the Bulgarian lands identified with the Second
Bulgarian Empire, even if strictly speaking they were submitted to either the patriarch of Constan-
tinople or the archbishop of Ohrid. Chomatenos’ vision of the past of his diocese did not develop
into a stable tradition and later generations could not make feesdife between the Bulgarian
kingdom/empire in Tirnovo and the Bulgarian church in Ohrid.

Yet, the connection between Ohrid and the Bulgarian past was still considered important in the
fourteenth centunyNikephoros Gregoras explained in some detail the conflict between the Nicaean
emperors and the Komnenoi in Epiros, during the thirteenth cehtargaid due attention to the
coronation of Theodore Doukas in Thessaloniki and partly reproduced Chomatapasienta-
tion, seeking however Bulgarian origins along tldg¥ River:

I will now explain where this place carries the name Bulgaria from. There is a land lying
across the Istros [Danube], much to the north, and a large river inundates this land; the
inhabitants call it Volga; from which they took the name of Bulgarians, being originally
Scythians. Much later, they migrate from there together with their children and women, at
the same time when the evil of the iconomachia is pressing upon the pious; they cross the
Istros and invade [the land] in huge numbers; and crossing to the two Moesias [...] they settle
in Macedonia and Illyricum [...]. And that city [Prima Iustiniana] is chosen to be their future
imperial residence, the one which Emperor Justinian elevated to the dignity of archbishopric
and named, as we already mentioned, Prima [IIp@ta®] Iustiniana. Since this was the name

2 Cod. Vind. Slav. 21, 3v: Or KoHcraHTHHA ke Tpajga M0 MHOTMAM M'BCTOM MPABOCTOSTENIEM MTOCTABIISIEMUM
[...] 6rerapom sxe u cpbOIeM [...] 6Brapu e amre u He MoIb 06IacTHIO 6'kX0y HAPCTBUS rpedeckaro, Hb 0baue ot
HHX Oarouectuio OuIlle MPUEMHHUIU. U cusi 6'kX0y Ha MHO3e, M YOO HEKOT/[a IPeYecTHH BIACTH He B'RM 10 KoeMy
06pa3y [...] HeTOy >KHHE BIACTH EIMCKOIICTBA pa3aaBaaxy [...] cMped MUTPOIIOIUTH OT KOHCTAHTHHA I'pajia Kb Obra-
POM M Kb MHEM CTPaHaM ITOCHIAIONITE Ha MB3Je [...] BUIKB ke napb 6raruu cebe HempaBayeMa OT HUX U3BOJIH Ce
eMy KO IapIo CYIITy CBOMMH EMHCKOIH MaTpuapxa B Tpaje ThPHOBE IIOCTABUTH.
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given to the whole people, the land took the name Bulgaria, and Prima Iustiniana became the
metropolitan see of Bulgaria. But more recently Emperor Basil the Bulgar-Slayer, after many
battles, finally managed to crush and enslave them; and he made [that part of the population]
which was superfluous, move to the lands along the Istros, in [Lower] Moesia?'.

Gregoras believed that the initial area of settlement of the Bulgarians was Macedonia and not
Moesia, north of the Balkan Range. He knew enough about the population of the steppe zone, so as
to identify Bulgarians and theolga River but ignored, deliberately or not, the very existence of
the First Bulgarian Empire and its older centers of power

The changes in the Byzantine views of the past of their neighbours may be explicable with the
textual tradition, or lack of textual tradition, of particular historical works. Later authors might
have simply been more ignorant than we would want it and reported old events inaccurately
beause they were inaccurately informedkt,Ythe adoption of a particular perspective about a
peoples origins coincided with the language used by Byzantine emperorsfaimbn diplo-
matic level. According to Leo the Deacon, when Nikephoros Phokas wanted to create a crisis in
the relations with Bulgaria, hefehded their tsar as «leather-eatetotpdrtnc) and he refeed
to the Bulgarians as a poor and polluted Scythian nattvnd Zkvbikov meviypov kol popov) 22.

At the time of Lecs writing, the Bulgarians still kept some of their older traditions, especially in
their dress, yet they had long adopted Christianity and belonged much more to the agricultural
than to the steppe zone. Referring to their nomadic past was unjustified, yet it gave the emperor
one more reason to pursue an aggressive policy regarding them. The preserved correspondence of
Patriarch Nicholas Mystikos withséir Symeon contains similar hints. The patriarch reminded
Symeon, who was claiming the imperial title, that the Bulgars had been slaves watie. At

the time Nicholas was writing this, the Bulgarian tsar had the military advantage over the empire
and Nicholas used a polite, almost servile language.r¥ferring to the distant past, he substan-
tiated his main point: Symeon was unfit to be called emperor because his origins were those of a
slave.

Inventing, re-inventing or re-contextualizing the past of their neighbors certainly helped Byzan-
tine diplomacy which could look up to precedents whenever necebs#nig, it often surpassed
the diplomacy of its opponents, since they had not established their own traditions of preserving
memory of the past over long periods. Going back to the chapters about the Serbs, the Croats and
the Dalmatian principalities in the «De administrando imperio», we may easily notice the connec-
tion between the detailed accounts of particular events from the past and the diplomatic disputes of
the period. Constantine VIl consistently explains the meaning of political acts in ways isigpport

2! Nicephori Gregorae. Byzantina Historia/ Ed. L. Schopen. Bonn, 1829. Vol. I. P. 26-27: «8ev 8¢ 10 tfig BovAyapiog
EMOVLLOV O TOTOG KeKANpoTaL, SNAdowv Epyopat. XAPAg Tic £oTv € o Emékeva Te kol Popetdtepa 100 “Iotpov Kei-
Hevog, Kol ToTapog pémv 8” adtod 0 pikpdg Bovkyov adtov dvopdlovsty ol éyydplor &’ od 6n kol abtol 10 1OV
Bovkyapov petetipecav Gvopa, ZxdBor 10 €€ dpyfig Gvies. dyé &’ €kelbev 0bToL peTavaoTo YEVOLEVOL TEKVOLG G Ki
yovouéiv, 6mote 10 Thg elkovopoyiog voonua Kot 1@V edcefoiviav Enexmpiole, dwumepatodvtar v “Iotpov, mAfifog
apBpov drepPaivov: kol drPavtig Gpeo o peto Tov Totpov Muciog, kot mévta Asiov Mue@v [...] moodvreg to v
moot, kobomep Gpic 1 TG Kepawvog aibépiog, otkeodvtor Makedoviav peto thg Emékeva "IAvpidog, dpecbévieg tolg
¢ketoe kodoic. Kol Baoitelov éviioitnua tovtolg € van &g 10 Aowmodv vevomotar adtn 1 moMg, H{v &pylemiokonny 6
Bootebg tetipmkev "TovoTiviavog, Kol Tpdty GVOpacey, GG eipfiketuey, “Tovotviaviy. £ ta Thg mpoonyopicg tod £0voug
éxetoe dadobéonc, Bovkyopia 6 x@dpog petmvopdodn, kat ptpdmoig Boviyapiog 1| mpdtn "Tovotviaviy. Xpovorg péviot
Yotepov 0 Pactheds Bacilelog 6 Bovdyapoktdvog petd morlog tag piyos téhog EEETprye kol £30VAMGATO TOVTOVS: Kol
THG HEV YMpag ToLG Evamoreipbivag E€opiotovg memoinkev &v th moapd Tov “lotpov kétw Muacig...».

22 | eonis Diaconi HistoriaeP. 61-62.

2 Nicholas |, Patriach of Constantinopld.etters / Ed. by R. Jenkins and Le¥terink. Véishington, 1973..F0.
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the Byzantine stand. This is particularly striking in the episode where Boris Michael, thedulgari
ruler, is said to have sigired a terrible defeat by the Serbs and to have gone himself to ransom his
son and twelve boyars from captiviiccording to Constantine, he «besoughta(fjtosv) the o
Serbian princes for escort to the border because he was afraid for his security

The Serbs who defeated him feséd him as countgifts and tokens of friendshipetédokov cBD
avtd yapw Eeviwv) presents with both material and symbolic value which, in Constantine Ml’
words, the Bulgarians interpreted as «tributéx{oc)?* . The description of this ceremony takirng:
place at an unspecified moment during the reign of Boris Michael (thus, between 852 and 889)
apparently came from a Bulgarian account which described the whole event as a proof that the
Serbian princes showed obeisance to Boris fgrinfy him gifts and escorting him as far as the
border In Constantinople care was taken the same ritualized event to be interpreted in diametrically
opposite way — that the Bulgarians had actually been defeated and had lost captive practically all
their high nobility® .

Thus, the chapter on Serbian history is not simply a piece of information, but a dogument
which the emperor could produce when negotiating with either Serbs or Bulgarians so as|to deny
the suzerainty that the latter claimed over the forfieat this was a major concern for the impe-
rial administration appears in one of the concluding paragraphs of chapter 32 saying explicitly:
«That thearchonof Serbia has been from the very beginning, that is since the reign of Emperor
Heraklios, subjected as servant to the Roman emperor and has never been subjeaethtimthe
of Bulgaria»®. If we project the same perspective further back into the past, it becomes clear
Constantine VII saw it fitting that the Serbs should have settled on imperial soil earlier than the
Bulgars — this way they could never be their subjects.

Myths of origins, just as all meaningful historical episodes that the «De administrando| impe-
rio» contains, belonged to the discourse of Byzantine diplomacy and served the purpose of justify-
ing imperial claims or counterclaims, depending on the concrete issue. Much more than what this
paper can dér can be extracted from every single chapter in this widely cited, yet stiffiinsuf
ciently studied document. | hope to have pointed to the multiple possible appearances of myths of
origin that readers can find in chronicles or diplomatic correspondence, or other pieces of textual
evidence. It is safer to analyse such pieces more as evidence about Byzantine perspectives and
priorities than as evidence about the collective memory of the empéighbors. And even when
discussing such collective mempityis helpful to evaluate to what extent the Byzantine versjons
of other peoples’ origins contributed to the formation of the other peoples’ view of their past.

2 DAI. P. 154.

% The problem that medieval ritualized acts are in most, if not all, cases conveyed through texts which already reflect a
particular interpretation of what really took place is the focuBwot: P The Dangers of Ritual. Princeton, 2001.

2DAI. P. 156:011 6 &pyov ZepPriog &€ &pyhg, fiyouv émo thig Bacireiog ‘Hpaxieiov 100 Baciémg, SovAkdS 6Ty
vmotetoyévog @ ‘Popaiov Bactiel, kai ovdénote 1@ &pyovtt Boviyapiog kobvmetdyn.
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Pe3iome

B craTtpe aHanM3mpyroTcs U3MEHEHNs B BU3AHTUHCKON TPaKTOBKE PAHHETO MPOILIOro
Oonrap, conepxkanieiics B xpounkax Hukudopa u @eodana VIII-IX BB., «Mcropum» JIpBa
Hwnaxona xoHma X B., moieMuyeckux padbortax Jumurpus Xomarnana 1220-x rr., «Buszan-
Tuiickoit ucropum» Hukudopa ['puroper XIV B. «IIpoucxoxaeHne Hapoa» MoIBEprajioch
C TEYCHHUEM BPEMEHH MTOCTOSTHHOMY MepeopOPMIIEHHIO COOOPa3HO TeM IIeISM, KOTOPBIE Mpe-
CITETIOBAJIVCH OIPEETICHHBIMU TEKCTAaMH. ABTOD CBSI3bIBAET TAKHE M3MEHEHUS C TTOTPeOHOC-
TSIMM BU3aHTHICKOM nuriomatuu. MmnepaTtopbl IPpUMKICHIBATIN PA3INYHBIM MTPABUTEISIM
pa3IuYHbIC TUTYJBI B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT IPOMCXOXIEHUS MX HApOJOB U BOOOpa)KaeMoro
HMCTOPHUYECKOTO KOHTUHYNTETa UX OTHOIIeHUH ¢ numnepueil. Komnunsauus cepenuusl X B.,
n3BecTHas Kak «De administrando imperio», Obli1a MHCTPYMEHTOM JUTS yIOBJIECTBOPEHHS HY KT
BM3aHTHUICKON nuiioMaTuu. OHa COAEPKUT 3THOTEHETUUYECKUE JIETEHbl Pa3HbIX HAPO/IOB,
nepeoOpMIICHHbIE BU3AHTUIIIAMU B COOTBETCTBUH C COBPEMEHHBIM CTATYCOM 3THX HAPOJIOB
U B CBSI3U C CYIIECTBYIOIIEH MOIUTHYECKON KOHBIOHKTYpOH. ['maBser 29-36, paccmaTpuBaro-
LIME MMPOUCXOXKICHNE CIIaBSHCKUX MOJMTHM Ha 3amaje bankaH, HaJ0o MHTEPIIPETUPOBATD,
YUUTBIBas OJMTUYECKYIO KOHBIOHKTYPY X B., BKIIIOUAsi OYEBH/IHbIE OOJITapcKue MpeTeH3nn
Ha CIO3epEHUTET HaJl cepdamu. Bee 3To cTaBUT 101 COMHEHHE UX MTOJIE3HOCTDh HE TOJIBKO IS
JATUPOBKU TOCEJIEHUsI cepOOB U XOpBaTOB Ha bankaHax, HO Ja)e ISl KOHLENTyaIu3aluu
HCTOPUHU CepOCKOM 1 XOPBATCKOMN IMOJTUTHUH B NIEPHUO/I, TPEIIIECTBOBABIINI MOSIBJICHUIO CBE-
JieHuit o Hux B Havaste IX B. Ipyrux HCTOYHUKAX.
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