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THE CYRIL AND METHODIUS MISSION AND EUROPE - 1150 YEARS SINCE THE ARRIVAL OF THE THESSALONIKI BROTHERS IN GREAT MORAVIA

FOREWORD

Pavel Kouril

In 2013 we celebrated the 1,150th anniversary of the arrival
of the Byzantine pastoral mission in Great Moravia (863), headed
by the intellectually prominent Thessalonian brothers - the phi-
losopher and theologian Cyril and the monk Methodius - who
came with an understanding of the Slavic language and had
ample experience of missionary work. They translated the basic
liturgical texts into Slavic, for which they also created a special
alphabet, Glagolitic. This was the high water mark in the efforts
of the Moravian ruler Rostislav (846-870) to improve Moravi-
an ecclesiastical organisation and ensure its independence.
Even though the brothers’” work suffered a violent destruction
in Moravia following Methodius’ death (885), it nevertheless had
a profound impact as it spread into many other Slavic territories,
mainly of the southern and eastern Slavs, who further devel-
oped Slavic liturgy and literature.

The Cyrillo-Methodian theme likewise remained very much alive,
discussed and studied from various perspectives, in our environ-
ment (and of course not only here) and it is still alive now that Sts
Cyril and Methodius have been proclaimed co-patrons of Europe.
Despite the immense time lag, their legacy creates an imaginary
connection among various spheres of public life and may serve
as one of the basic building blocks which has moulded and may
still mould our spiritual, national and state identity. The already
enormous amount of information and literature focused on this
theme inspired the idea of organising an international scholarly
conference in connection with this important anniversary, which
would, with the assistance of prominent European specialists
and in a wider international and interdisciplinary context, sum-
marise the results of years of research and studies in the various
relevant fields (e.g. archaeology, history, art history, Slavic Stud-
ies, philology and literary studies). In cooperation with the Acad-
emy of Sciences of the Czech Republic, Ministry of Culture (Pro-
ject NAKI), Chamber of Deputies and Senate, the Archaeological
Department of the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic
in Brno (as the main organiser) coordinated the conference en-
titled The Cyrillo-Methodian Mission and Europe - 1,150 years
since the arrival of the Thessalonian brothers in Great Moravia.
Further participants included the Moravian Land Museum
in Brno, the Department of History and the Slavonic Institute
of the Academy of Sciences of the Czech Republic in Prague,
the Department of Archaeology and Museology and the De-
partments of History of the Faculty of Arts of Masaryk Univer-
sity in Brno and of Palacky University in Olomouc and the Zlin
Region. It was organised under the auspices of the Prime Min-
ister, the President of the Senate, the President of the Cham-
ber of Deputies, the Archbishops of Prague and Olomouc,
a representative of the Orthodox Church, the President
of the Academy of Sciences and many other important cultur-
al-political personalities. The event took place at the ancient
site of Velehrad, an important spiritual and peregrinatory cen-
tre connected with annual Cyrillo-Methodian celebrations, be-
tween May 13 and 17, 2013. The scholars convened in the Slav-
ic Hall of Stojan Grammar School. The opening speeches were
presented by the President of the Academy of Sciences, Jifi Dra-
hos, President of the Chamber of Deputies, Miroslava Némcova,

the Metropolitan of Moravia the Archbishop of Olomouc, Jan
Graubner, successor to the see of Methodius, and the Hetman
of the Zlin Region, Stanislav Misak.

The conference was divided into three thematic parts: The Pre-
conditions, The Thessalonian Brothers, and Memory, in the
course of which leading scholars from 10 European coun-
tries (the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Bulgaria, Poland, Russia,
Great Britain, Belgium, Italy, Austria and Germany) presented
43 concise contributions covering the period from the 8th/9th
to the 18th centuries, followed by rich and mostly fruitful dis-
cussions. The contributors expanded their papers into high qual-
ity studies for the purpose of creating this thematic monograph.
These are thus original pieces of research that take our knowl-
edge of this topic a step further.

We therefore believe that this publication will find a wide circle
of readers not only among scholars.

The convention, which lasted five days, was accompanied
by a varied programme. The conference participants visited
the openair museum in Modra close to Velehrad, the Memorial
of Great Moravia in Staré Mésto, the Sady Heights in Uherské
Hradisté and what is at present the most important Great
Moravian site, Mikul¢ice. | have the pleasant duty to thank
the mayors of the above-mentioned places for their help, sup-
port and hospitality as well as to thank the grammar school choir
for an original opening. The symposium was much talked of in
the media and among the public and, beside the 51 specialists,
it was attended by another 220 persons, both scholars and lay-
men alike.

Brno, August 2014
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THE CYRIL AND METHODIUS MISSION AND EUROPE - 1150 YEARS SINCE THE ARRIVAL OF THE THESSALONIKI BROTHERS IN GREAT MORAVIA

-
N

THE UNIVERSALISM OF THE CYRILLO-METHODIAN
MISSION

Vladimir Vavrinek

Constantine-Cyril and Methodius were sent to Moravia by Byzantine Emperor Michael Ill and by Patriarch
Photios to satisfy the request of Duke Rastislav, prepare local pupils for taking holy orders and to make
the necessary arrangements for establishing an ecclesiastical diocese independent from the Frankish
episcopacy. Thediocese should originally have been established within the Patriarchate of Constantinople;
while in Moravia, however, both brothers understood that the goals of the Moravian ruler, with regard
to the political-geographical position of the land and its former traditions, could only be achieved within
the Western Patriarchate, under the patronage of the Roman Pope. But this did not mean in any way
that they would adopt an anti-Byzantine stance. Even though their mission took place during the first
great dissension between the Western and the Eastern Church, at the time of the so-called Photian
schism, they did not support either of the opposing parties but maintained a rare non-party stance.
They themselves thought, lived and acted in the spirit of early Christian universalism and subordinated
all their activities to the interests of the ruler and the people to whom they were sent. The primary goal
was to establish literature in the local Slavic language and introduce it into the liturgy as well. This
original idea by Constantine the Philosopher was far beyond the borders of contemporaneous thinking,
not only in the West but also in the East, in Byzantium. This practice was very successful with missionary
activities among the Moravian people, but met with hard resistance from the Frankish clergy. The only
support given to them was from Popes Adrian Il and John VIIl, who were thereby following their own
interests; their permission to hold church services in the Slavic language, after all, was only limited to
the territory of Svatopluk’s empire. The pupils of Methodius were expelled from Moravia after his death.
Nevertheless, the cultural legacy of the Cyrillo-Methodian mission - Slavic ecclesiastical literature
and Slavic liturgy - was saved above all by the southern and eastern Slavs. These peoples were thus able
to adopt Byzantine culture without losing their own national identity and being Hellenised; at the time
of ecclesiastical dissension, however, in contradiction to the legacy of both Thessalonian brothers, they
definitively took the party of Byzantine Orthodoxy, which was hostile towards the Latin West.

Key words: Cyrillo-Methodian Mission, Old Church Slavonic literature, Slavic liturgy

1150 years ago, a small group of Byzantine missionaries led
by the brothers Constantine-Cyril and Methodius arrived in Moravia
at the invitation of Prince Rastislav. Their ministry in Moravia
did not last long, in fact less than a quarter of a century. After
the death of the elder of the two brothers, Archbishop Methodius,
his Byzantine companions as well as his local pupils were either
expelled from the principality or sold abroad into slavery. This peri-
od may therefore seem a mere episode, though perhaps a notable
one, worthy only of a mention in history textbooks. In reality,
however, the literature dedicated to the history, ministry and cul-
tural heritage of this mission have already achieved dimensions
which an individual may have difficulty to appreciate.’ It does not

1 Scholarly work related to the Cyrillo-Methodian question is nowadays difficult to
survey. A bibliography of relevant works was compiled by Grigor A. ILJINSKLJ, Opyt
sistematiceskoj kirillo-mefod‘evskoj bibliografii, Sofia 1934; Michail POPRUZEN-
KO - Stojan ROMANCUK Kirilo-Metodievska bibliografija za 1934-1940, Sofia 1940
(updated reprints of them were published in Sofia in 2003 and 2010) and finally
Ivan DUJCEV - Angelina KIRMAGOVA - Anna PAUNOVA, Kirilometodievska biblio-
grafija 1940-1980, Sofia 1983, contain close to 13,000 items. — A good survey of
all preserved sources related to the Cyrillo-Methodian mission is offered by A. SALAJ-
KA, Die Quellen zum Leben und zur Geschichte von Konstantin-Kyrill und Method, in:
Antonin Salajka (ed.), Konstantin-Kyrill aus Thessalonike (Das ostliche Christentum,
N.F Heft 22), Wirzburg 1969. - A comprehensive edition of all primary sources
related not only to the Cyrillo-Methodian mission itself but also to the history of
Great Moravia in general with parallel translations into Czech was published by (along
with a group of Slavists and classical philologists) the historian Lubomir Emil HAV-
LIK, Magnae Moraviae fontes historici: | - Annales et chronicae, Praha - Brno 1956;
Il - Textus biographici, hagiographici, liturgici, Brno 1967; Il - Diplomata, Epistolae,
textus historici varii, Brno 1969; IV - Leges - textus iuridici, supplementa, Brno 1971;
V - Indices, Brno 1976; further only MMFH. (I cite the Old Church Slavonic Life of
Constantine under the abbreviation VC and the Old Church Slavonic Life of Methodius
under the abbreviation VM).

always include scholarly investigations or learned discussion.
In the course of the centuries, the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition
repeatedly became the subject of contradictory interpreta-
tions, party controversies and sometimes also the means
of promoting various particular, ecclesiastical, social and po-
litical interests. Nonetheless, despite all the previous re-
search devoted to the topic, we must still inquire into the his-
torical import of this mission, which excited and continues
to excite much interest and generates extensive scholarly
debate. We may also ask whether the Cyrillo-Methodian tra-
dition still has something to say today.

The reasons for which Moravian Prince Rastislav request-
ed missionaries from the Byzantine emperor, Michael IlI,
were of both a practical and political nature. His aim was
not to Christianise the country. It is a well-established fact
that, thanks to the activity of Frankish missionaries, joined
in their ministry by priests from the Aquileian patriarchate,
the great part of Moravian inhabitants, and particularly their
social elites, had already been converted more than three
decades earlier. Following this Christianisation, the Bishop
of Passau assumed the spiritual government of the prin-
cipality, considering Moravia the missionary sphere of his



diocese and appointed there an archpresbyter as his deputy
and head of the local clergy.?

In the 850s, when Prince Rastislav militarily freed his principality
from political dependence on the Frankish Empire, he also desired
the ecclesiastical autonomy of Moravia in order to have his church
government independent from the Bavarian Episcopate. Some-
time around 860, he therefore asked Pope Nicholas | to establish
a self-governing Moravian church archdiocese. When his request
had been rejected in Rome, he resolved to achieve his purpose
with the aid of the second great power of the Christian world
of his time, the Constantinopolitan Patriarchate. Though the By-
zantine authorities did not completely refuse his appeal, they also
did not fully satisfy the Moravian prince’s supplication. They be-
lieved it premature to send a bishop to a country which until then
they had not had any dealings with, and to build an autonomous
church province without sufficient information regarding the local
situation.? Instead they decided to send two capable missionaries
proved in other diplomatic assignments to Moravia. The younger,
Constantine, had been known since his youth as “the Philoso-
pher” for his great learning; the elder, Methodius, was a man
of much organisational experience acquired prior to his entry into
a monastery while governing a province inhabited by Slavs. Their
task was to observe the situation in Moravia, prepare the ground
for the possible foundation of a diocese and, mainly, to instruct
local pupils to later take over its government.*

On their own initiative, the brothers however connected their
official assignment with a magnificent cultural programme.
For the purposes of this mission, they decided to translate Holy
Scripture and liturgical texts into the vernacular of the peo-
ple to whom they were sent. In their time, such an initiative
was quite novel and unheard of. It was not a common practice
of the Byzantine Church, allegedly supporting the use of local
languages in missions among pagan nations, as has long been
believed.> In fact it was quite the contrary because from the be-

2 Vladimir VAVRINEK, Die Christianisierung und Kirchenorganisation Grossmdhrens,
Historica 7, 1963, pp. 5-56; IDEM, Predcyrilometodéjské misie na Velké Moravé
[Pre-Cyrillo-Methodian missions in Great Moravia], Slavia 32, 1963, pp. 461-480;
IDEM, Cirkevni misie na Velké Moravé [The ecclesiastical missions in Great Moravia],
Praha 1963; Zdenék Radslav DITTRICH, Christianity in Great Moravia, Groningen
1962; Frantisek DVORNIK, Byzantine Missions among the Slavs, New Brunswick,
N. J. 1970; (Czech translation: Byzantské misie u Slovand, Praha 1970); Alexis Peter
VLASTO, The Entry of the Slavs into Christendom, Cambridge 1970. The newest syn-
thetic monograph on the history and Christianisation of Great Moravia was published
by Zdengk MERINSKY, Morava na Usvité déjin [Moravia at the dawn of history], Vlas-
tivéda moravsk3, vol. 4, Brno 2011, which contains a sizeable bibliography.

3 On Byzantine missions in general see Hans Georg BECK, Christliche Missién und
politische Propaganda im byzantinischen Reich, in: Settimane di Studio del Centro
Italiano di studi sull'alto Medioevo X1V, Spoleto 1967, pp. 649-674; P. CHRISTOU,
The Missionary Task of the Byzantine Emperor, Byzantina 3, 1971, pp. 277-286;
Christian HANNICK, Die byzantinischen Missionen, in: K. Schaferdiek (ed.), Die Kirche
des frihen Mittelalters. Kirchengeschichte als Missionsgeschichte 11/1, Munchen
1978, pp. 279-359; lhor SEVCENKO, Religious Missions Seen from Byzantium,
Harvard Ukrainian Studies 12-13, 1988/89, pp. 7-27; Sergej IVANQV, Vizantijskoe
missionerstvo. Mozno li sdelat’ iz ,varvara” christianna?, Moskva 2003 (Czech trans-
lation: Byzantské misie, aneb je mozZné udélat z barbara kiestana?, Cerveny Kostelec
2012).

4 From numerous earlier works dedicated to the history of Cyril and Methodius let
us mention at least the following: Frantisek DVORNIK, Les légendes de Constantin
et de Méthode vues de Byzance, Praha 1933; Franz GRIVEC, Konstantin und Meth-
od, Lehrer der Slaven, Wiesbaden 1960; Leonard BOYLE, Cirillo et Metodio, | santi
apostoli degli Slavi, Roma 1963; Pierre DUTHILLEUL, L” Evangelisation des Slaves.
Cyrille et Méthode, Tournai 1963. Antonios-Emilios N. TACHIAQS, Cyril and Methodi-
us of Thessalonica. The Acculturation of the Slavs, Thessaloniki 1989. | have summed
up my own views recently in the book Vladimir VAVRINEK, Cyril a Metodéj mezi
Konstantinopoli a Rimem [Cyril and Methodius between Constantinople and Rome],
Praha 2013.

5 For example Dionysios ZAKYTHINQS, Les peuples de ['Europe du Sud-Est et leur
réle dans ['histoire. La synthése byzantine, in: I* Congres internacional des études
balkaniques et sud-est européennes, Sofia 1966, pp. 21nn.; lvan DUJCEV, La proble-
ma delle lingue nazionale nel medio evo e gli Slavi, Ricerche slavistiche 8, 1960, pp.
59. Most recently Judith HERRIN, Byzantium. A surprising life of a medieval empire,
London 2008, pp. 131-138.

ginning the Byzantine Church operated purely in Greek. It is
true that in the Christian Orient, Syria, Egypt, in Mesopotamia
and in the Caucasus, in Armenia and Georgia, local nations de-
veloped writing in their own languages, in which they also cel-
ebrated the Divine Office. This phenomenon, however, resulted
from indigenous development in regions with ancient cultures
of their own, which in Late Antiquity experienced revivals due
to Christianity. The origin of these national cultures, which also
used their own alphabets, did not depend on an agreement with
or support from official Byzantine authorities nor did it proceed
from their initiative. Quite the contrary; the loss of these ter-
ritories following Arab expansion in the 7th century only sped
up the Hellenisation of the whole of Byzantine society and es-
pecially the Byzantine Church.®

In the 9th century, when, along with a new political expansion
of the Byzantine Empire, its missionary activity once again
increased both within the empire and among its neighbours,
the sources never mention that Byzantine priests would have
translated sacred books into the local language or even used
the latter in liturgy. From the end of the 8th century, the By-
zantine government had been attempting to subdue the Sla-
vic tribes which had previously occupied Greece and the Pelo-
ponnese, and to integrate them by means of Christianisation
and Hellenisation, both deeply intertwined in the process.”
Using local languages in liturgy did not become an option
even when Patriarch Photios and later also Patriarch Ig-
natios dispatched their missionaries to Bulgaria and Rus-
sia. Both sent priests there and later also bishops who
in their ecclesiastical practice only used Greek. The struggles
of these two patriarchs with Roman Popes Nicholas |, Had-
rian Il or John VIII only concerned the question under whose
jurisdiction the newly baptised Bulgaria should belong. Their
rich mutual correspondence, as well as the acts of both coun-
cils held in Constantinople in 869/70 and 879/80 where this
bone of contention was discussed, offer no evidence that
the question of liturgical language came up at all in their de-
bates. Apparently, the patriarchs had no doubt of the sole
eligibility of Greek and Latin.8

The intention to create Slavic literature for the purposes
of the Moravian mission and to celebrate liturgy in their own lan-
guage - Slavic - arose from the personalinitiative of Constantine

6 Gilbert DAGRON, Les origines de la culture et langue de I'Etat, Revue historique
93, t. 241, 1969, pp. 23-53.

7 Expressed by Emperor Leo VI in his eulogy on his father Basileios | (Leoni VI.
Taktika XVIII, 101, in: Patrologia graeca 107, ed. Jean Paul Migne, Paris 1863, col.
969). Compare with Dimitrij OBOLENSKY, The Byzantine Commonwealth. Eastern
Europe 500-1453, London 1971, pp. 69-70; Antonios-Emilios N. TACHIAQS, Cyril
and Methodius of Thessalonica, pp. 86-96, on the contrary claims that the Byzan-
tine ruling circles prepared a special project for the intended mission to the Slavs as
supported by the passage in VC 8 according to which Constantine in the course of
his winter stop (on the way to the Khazars) in Cherson in the Crimea found a Psalter
written “in Russian letters” and there met a man “speaking this language”. This thesis
was later further developed by A. E. N. TACHIAQS in his study Cyril and Methodius
in the Perspective of the Byzantine “Slavic Project”, in: Obraz i slovo - Eiova kot
Aoyog. Recueil @ 'occasion du 60e anniversaire du Prof. Axinia DZurova, Sofia 2004,
pp. 407-415. Compare with my polemic with this interpretation: Vladimir VAVRINEK,
“Russische Buchstaben” im byzantinischen Cherson, in: Klaus BELKE et al. (ed.), By-
zantina Mediterranea. Festschrift fir Johannes Koder zum 65. Geburtstag, Wien-
Kéln-Weimar 2007, pp. 693-703.

8 The progress of these negotiations and their background was described in detail
by Frantidek DVORNIK, The Photian Schism. History and Legend, Cambridge 1948,
pp. 91nn., which mentions and partly quotes all the relevant sources. See also Vasil
GJUZELEV, Knjaz Boris I. Bulgaria prez vtorata polovina na IX vek, Sofia 1969, pp.
241-323; Hans Dieter DOPMANN, Zum Streit zwischen Rom und Byzanz um die
Christianisierung Bulgariens, Palaeobulgarica V/1, 1981, pp. 62-73; Liliana SIMEO-
NOVA, Diplomacy of the Letter and the Cross. Photios, Bulgaria and the Papacy,
860's-880’s, Amsterdam 1998. An excellent overview of these controversies has
recently been offered by Henry CHADWICK, East and West. The Making of a Rift in
the Church, Oxford 2003, pp. 95-192.
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the Philosopher.? In his time, this idea had no equal and rep-
resented a revolutionary act, which surpassed the way
of thinking of his contemporaries not only in the West but also
in Byzantium. In the period of political growth of the Byzantine
Empire, Byzantine intellectuals, both secular and ecclesiastical,
felt culturally, arrogantly superior to everything non-Greek.'®
In this respect, the statement of Emperor Michael Ill, who in his
letter to Pope Nicholas | disdainfully described Latin as a “bar-
barian and Scythian language”,"" well characterises this atti-
tude. At about the same time Patriarch Photios, the teacher
of Constantine-Cyril, believed, along with the majority of his
contemporaries, that Divine Providence had selected Greek
as the means of spreading the Christian faith, which exclusive-
ly possessed the means to express and precisely formulate
its subtleties.!?

Constantine the Philosopher was an outstanding philologist who
since childhood had revealed an exceptional linguistic gift. His in-
terest in the Old Testament books and their exegesis brought him
to study Hebrew. He certainly knew that the eastern Christian na-
tions living outside the boundaries of the Byzantine Empire used
their own languages in liturgy.”® Unlike many of his contempo-
raries, he believed it their undeniable right, justified by Scripture,
and especially by the letters of the Apostle Paul, who broke
the religious isolation of the Jewish community and taught that
the words of Christ had to be proclaimed to all nations.

Constantine’s thinking was much influenced by the delib-
erations of his teacher Photios who, with his students, read
and commented on various literary and theological works.
Photios apparently dedicated a lot of time to the Apostle
Paul's letters. In the analysis of the First Epistle to the Corin-
thians he closely examined the aspect of comprehensibility
of interpretation and stressed to his pupils the educational pow-
er of the word. He also inquired into how to use linguistic means
of expression and rhetoric better to convey and formulate
the speaker’s purpose.’ However, when Photios spoke about

9 | presented this view in the study Vladimir VAVRINEK, The Introduction of
the Slavonic Liturgy and the Byzantine Missionary Policy, in: V. Vavfinek (ed.), Bei-
trage zur byzantinischen im 9.-11. Jahrhundert, Praha 1978, pp. 255-279 (Russian
translation: Kul'turnye i cerkovno-politiceskie predposylki vozniknovenija slavjanskoj
liturgii, in: Peter Dinekov et al. (vyd.), Kirilo-Metodievski studii IV, Sofia 1987, pp.
130-137); Vladimir VAVRINEK - Bohumila ZASTEROVA, Byzantium'’s Role in the For-
mation of the Great Moravian Culture, Byzantinoslavica 43, 1982, pp. 161 -188.

10 Ihor SEVCENKO, Three Paradoxes of the Cyrillo-Methodian Mission, Slavic Re-
view 23, 1964, pp. 220-236, especially 226-228. D. OBOLENSKY, Cyrille et Méthode
et la christianisation des Slaves, in: La conversione al Cristianesimo nell’'Europa dell’al-
to medioevo (Settimane di studio del Centro italiano di studi sull'alto medioevo XIV),
Spoleto 1967, pp. 587-609, especially 594-602.

11 Nicolai I. papae epistolae, ed. Ernst PERELS, in: MGH EE 6, Berlin 1925, no. 88,
p. 459.

12 Photios formulated these ideas in letters to the Catholicos of the Armeni-
an Church Zecharias (Francis DVORNIK, The Idea of Apostolicity in Byzantium
and the Legend of the Apostle Andrew, Cambridge, Mass. 1958, pp. 239-242),
the authenticity of which was recently disputed by several scholars, see Vlada
A. ARUTJUNOVA FIDANIAN, K voprosu ob avtorste Poslnijja k Zaxarii, in: Vizantij-
skije ocerki, Moscow 1996, pp. 56-75. Whether Photios did formulate these letters
himself or whether they are the work of someone else, they doubtlessly express his
ideas. In a letter addressed to the “Patriarch of Aquileia’ he claimed that Pope Leo
Il engraved the Credo into a silver plate in Greek so that he would ensure that its
precise formulation would not be corrupted by translation into a “barbarian language”,
by which he apparently meant Latin. (Photii epistulae et amphilochia 11, ed. Basileios
Laourdas - Leendert Gerrit Westerink, Leipzig 1984, Ep. 291, pp. 141-142). In reality
the Pope had two plates made; on one he had the Credo engraved in Greek and on
the other in Latin.

13 Frantisek GRIVEC, De orthodoxia ss. Cyrilli et Methodii (Opera Academiae Vele-
hradensis, 10), Kroméfiz 1922.

14 RGzena DOSTALOVA, Zur Entwicklung der Literardsthetik in Byzanz von Gre-
gorios von Nazianz zu Eustathios, in: V. Vaviinek (ed.), Beitrége zur byzantinischen
Geschichte im 9.-11. Jahrhundert, Praha 1978, pp. 143-177, esp. 148-149.

clarity of language, he was thinking about the only language
worthy of a Byzantine intellectual - Greek.

These ideas certainly deeply influenced the young Constantine.
Nonetheless, while preparing for his mission among the Slavs,
the young scholar largely surpassed the ideas of his teacher.
He came to believe that if a barbarous nation should embrace
Christ’s teaching it had to be proclaimed in an understand-
able way; it had to be imparted to them in a comprehensi-
ble language - in their mother tongue. Already missionaries,
both western and eastern, had had to master the language
of the people to whom they had come, sufficiently enough
to explain the basic principles of Christian faith. In general these
were mostly, at least in the West, only the basic formulas: the Cre-
do, the prayer Our Father, the baptismal promise, the confes-
sional prayer and the teaching on sins and virtues.' This amount
of knowledge, however, did not seem sufficient to Constantine.
He saw himself called to do much more; he wanted to enable
the Slavs to know God’s word in its authentic form, to be able
to read it in their own language or hear it as it was inscribed
in the Gospels. He expressed this noble idea with a captivating
impact in a number of poetic similes in his rhymed introduction
to the Slavic translation of the Gospels called Proglas, claiming
that the words of the Lord proclaimed to a nation in a foreign
language would only be “the sound of a copper bell” and that
the nations must therefore have books speaking to them in their
own languages or else remain “as if naked in the strife with
the adversary of human souls”, for “a soul deprived of books
is as if dead in the man”."®

As a typical Byzantine scholar, Constantine believed that
true faith could only be founded on the testimony of holy
books, the only source of true learning. Thus in his dialogue
with the Emperor he undertook his mission to Moravia
only on condition that he would be able to procure for
the Slavs books in their own language, because only thus
would he be able to succeed in his mission (Vita Constan-
tini, further only VC, chpt. 14). When he spoke about books
he meant of course the ultimate books, the Scriptures, which
to him were the source of all knowledge and the guarantee
of orthodox faith. We may only imagine why the Emperor
and Patriarch granted this request, unheard of in Byzan-
tine missionary politics. The enthusiastic persuasiveness
of Constantine’s arguments is evident. On the other hand,
the fact that the mission was dispatched to a distant coun-
try outside the immediate sphere of Byzantine political inter-
est where such an experiment could do no mischief certainly
played an important role in the Emperor’s decision-making.

Constantine took up his assignment immediately and with
great fervour, and along with his brother Methodius and sev-
eral co-workers, who, according to the hagiographer were
“of the same spirit”, had already translated the lectionary
(aprakos) prior to their departure from Constantinople. Lat-
er in Moravia they continued this work, creating a complete
translation of all four Gospels complemented by the “Apostle”
(the Acts and apostolic letters). The meaning and cultural im-
pact of this work is priceless. For the first time in mediaeval

15 Alaxander V. ISACENKO, Zadiatky vzdelanosti ve Vel’komoravskej risi [The begin-
nings of learning in Great Moravia], Tur¢iansky sv. Martin, 1948.

16 Josef VASICA, Literdrni pamdtky epochy velkomoravské 863-865 [Literary doc-
uments of the Great Moravian era], Praha 1966, pp. 26-28, 103-104.



Europe since Wulfila’s translation of the Biblical books (and ap-
parently only a selection of these) into Gothic in the 4th century,
the Scriptures and more particularly the New Testament, until
then accessible only to a small group of learned westerners able
to read Latin, were translated into a people’s vernacular.

For the literary purposes of the Slavic language, Constantine
considered it necessary to create a special alphabet (today
called Glagolitic) with letters for all its phonemes. In this he was
probably inspired by the east Christian nations, which had also
developed writing in their own languages using unique alpha-
bets."”” He did not, however, only create letters, though these
did fill their contemporaries with much awe (or wrath). In order
to produce the intended translations, Constantine and Metho-
dius had to construct a Slavic literary language. The Slavic
spoken in their native Thessalonica, which they had learned
in their youth, was a simple language useful only for everyday
family life, the marketplace or fieldwork. In order to translate
the Gospels, they had to enrich its vocabulary with numer-
ous expressions and create many new syntactic construc-
tions and phrases.'® The result of their work is admirable.
One of the great Slavists and Byzantinists of the last cen-
tury, lhor Sevéenko, stressed as one of the great paradoxes
of the Thessalonian brothers’ ministry the fact that the Old
Church Slavonic literature created by them had already in its
beginning reached such linguistic perfection that the following
generations of authors writing in this language vainly attempt-
ed to achieve this level.”

However revolutionary and, in its time, unheard of, Constan-
tine and Methodius’ translation of the New Testament books
was only part of their magnificent programme. Soon after
their arrival in Moravia they also translated the mass canon,
Psalter and Hours from Greek to Slavic and began to use
them in liturgy. They did so with two objectives. The broth-
ers were certain that if the new believers could fully compre-
hend the words and prayers of the priest, they would also
be able spiritually to experience the Eucharist with him instead
of merely passively observing a ritual celebrated in an unin-
telligible language. Simultaneously, Slavic liturgy was to them
a symbolic expression of this formerly “barbaric” people now
achieving a higher level of civilisation and becoming a full mem-
ber of the advanced Christian oikumene, or “one of the great
nations, which worship God in their own language” (VC,
chpt. 14). They thus gave their ecclesiastical-political mission
a higher meaning; they believed that it was not merely a nation
capable of defending its independence by military might but
one which had and was able creatively to develop its own
culture that could become truly independent. They thus coun-
tered the claim that the necessary price for entering civilised
Christian society was a readiness for cultural assimilation with
the principle that every nation had a God-given right to enter
the above as a full member with its own language in order
to contribute to its development.

17 Thorvi ECKHARDT, Azbuka. Versuch einer Einfihrung in das Studium der slavis-
chen Paldographie, Wien - Kéln 1989.

18 R.VECERKA, Viiv fectiny na staroslovénstinu [The Greek influence on Old Church
Slavonic], Listy filologické 94, 1971, pp. 129-151; IDEM, K viivu latiny na sta-
roslovénstinu [On the influence of Latin on Old Church Slavonic], Slavia 47, 1978,
pp. 340-344.

19 lhor SEVCENKO, Three Paradoxes, p. 231-236.

Such ideas, however, invited the disapproval of the majority
of their contemporaries, not only in the West where the exclu-
sive use of Latin was insisted upon, but also in the East where
the Byzantine Church promoted the hegemony of Greek. Con-
stantine and Methodius’ activity met with the especially strong
or even hateful opposition of the Frankish and other Latin priests
who had worked in Moravia prior to their arrival. If they already
considered the coming and ministry of the Byzantine mission-
aries an abuse of their claims to this region, then the introduc-
tion of Slavic liturgy must have seemed a heresy to them, since
in their opinion the only sacred languages which could be used
in liturgy were Greek, Latin and Hebrew.?° The Moravian prince
could protect and support the Thessalonian brothers against
the wiles of their enemies, but they needed a higher ecclesiasti-
cal power in order to materialise their goals - that is, to ordain
local pupils and possibly establish a Moravian diocese. It is one
of many great paradoxes, so typical of the Cyrillo-Methodian
mission, that the Byzantine missionaries achieved these aims
not in Constantinople as they had probably originally intended
but via the Apostolic See in Rome.

Constantine and Methodius remained in Moravia about three
and a half years, approximately from the autumn 863 till
the spring of 867" when the great conflict between the Constan-
tinopolitan patriarchate and the Papal Curia known as Photios’
Schism took place. It revolved around the question of whether
the Byzantine Church would recognise the claim of the Ro-
man Pope to decide on all controversies of the whole Chris-
tian Church, including the choice of Patriarch of Constantinople,
or whether the ecclesiastical principle of pentarchy - the right
of the five patriarchates to absolute sovereignty in the internal
affairs of their dioceses?? — would be justified and the Roman
Bishop, as the acknowledged successor of St Peter, would enjoy
honorary, but not juridical, primacy.?> This controversy, which
mainly concerned the prestige of both sees, also had other, much
more practical and clearly also political causes chiefly concerned
with the question of which of them had the right and would ex-
ercise ecclesiastical jurisdiction over eastern lllyricum, and par-
ticularly the newly converted Bulgaria, which gained importance
as a new power on the political map of Europe.?*

The Thessalonian brothers typically refused to become involved
in these power struggles between the two ecclesiastical

20 A thorough study containing a detailed overview of the development of these
ideas with an exhaustive bibliography of the literature devoted to this question is
offered by Francis J. THOMSON, SS. Cyril and Methodius and a Mythical Western
Heresy: Trilinguism. A contribution to the Study of Patristic and Mediaeval Theories
of Sacred Languages, Analecta Bollandiana 110, 1992, pp. 67-122.

21 The sources contain no precise information in order to establish a precise date
of the arrival of Constantine and Methodius in Moravia. Even the length of their
stay in Moravia differs: 40 months (VC), 3 years (VM), 4 and a half years (the Ital-
ian legend). Josef CIBULKA, Der Zeitpunkt der Ankunft der Brider Konstantin-Cyril
und Methodius in Mdéhren, Byzantinoslavica 26, 1965, pp. 318-364, following sev-
eral earlier historians (R Hybl, J. Dekan, A. Frinta, L. E. Havlik) tried to prove that both
brothers came to Moravia only in 864; this idea was, however, resolutely rejected
by Vojtéch TKADLCIK, Datum pfichodu slovanskych apostold na Moravu [The date
of arrival of the Slavic apostles in Moravia], Slavia 38, 1969, pp. 542-551, who
persuasively argued for the traditional dating of the arrival of the two brothers to
the year 863. | attempted to defend my dating of the event, of course also only hy-
pothetical, in my book Vladimir VAVRINEK, Cyril a Metodéj, pp. 130-131.

22 Hans Georg BECK, Kirche und theologische Literatur im byzantinischen Reich,
Miinchen 1959, pp. 32-35; V. PERI, La pentarchia - istituzione ecclesiale (IV-Vil
sec.) e teoria canonico-teologica, in: Bisanzio, Roma e 'ltalia nel’Alto Medioevo, Set-
timane di studio del Centro italiano di studi sul’Alto Medioevo 34, Spoleto 1988,
pp. 209-318.

23 Francis DVORNIK, Byzantium and the Roman Primacy, New York 1966;
John MEYENDORFF (ed.), The Primacy of Peter. Essays in Ecclesiology and in the Ear-
ly Church, Crestwood, N.Y. 1992.

24 See the literature mentioned in footnote 8.
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magnates. Concerned only with the interests of the people
to whom they had been sent, they strived to achieve the goals
they had been assigned and to obtain assent to the use
of the means they had chosen for themselves for this pur-
pose. This may explain why, in spite of the fact that they had
been sent from Byzantium to prepare the conditions for the in-
clusion of Moravia into the Constantinopolitan patriarchate,
in the end they decided to turn to Rome. In the course of their
stay in Moravia they must have realised that it belonged, ge-
ographically and by tradition, to the sphere of the western
patriarchate. This reality became clear when they spread
the area of their ministry further to Kocel’'s Pannonia, which
in Late Antiquity was a province of the West Roman Empire
and in which, prior to Germanic and nomadic attacks, existed
a developed ecclesiastical organisation under the supremacy
of the Papal See. Moreover, the fact that Bulgarian Khan Boris,
shortly after receiving baptism from Byzantium, changed sides
and, having expelled the Greek priests from his realm, subordi-
nated it to Roman jurisdiction created another insurmountable
obstacle for bringing Moravia into obedience to the Constanti-
nopolitan patriarchate. The fact that the brothers carried with
them the relics of St Clement, which Constantine had discov-
ered in the Crimean Cherson in the course of his diplomat-
ic mission to the Khazars preceding his journey to Moravia,
implies that though they had planned to return to Byzantium,
the brothers perhaps intended to come ad limina apostolorum
to the thresholds of the Apostles, and bury the remains
of the fourth Roman bishop in the place of his origin.

The translation of the relics of one of the first Popes, very
popular in Rome at that time, probably added to the reasons
for which Pope Hadrian Il received Constantine and Methodi-
us with much openness, corroborated their translation
of the Scriptures, had five of their pupils ordained?® and even
ordered the Slavic Divine Office to be celebrated in the four
foremost Roman churches.?® It was a fantastic success, but
for a long time also the last one. Only in the spring or perhaps
in the summer of 869, after Constantine had died with the aura
of a saint in one of the Roman monasteries, did Pope Had-
rian accede to the wishes of the Slavic rulers, renewing the for-
mer Pannonian archdiocese, which would now also include
Rastislav's Moravian state, ordaining Methodius a missionary
archbishop and naming him an apostolic legate for the Slavic
lands with the right to celebrate liturgy in Slavic. It was a well
thought-through plan. The re-established Pannonian archdi-
ocese was to guarantee the Pope’s supremacy over western
Illyricum and simultaneously serve as a stronghold of Papal
power against both Byzantine expansionism on one side

25 One of the examples of the unfounded speculations by which various authors
sought to replace the missing information in the preserved sources are the attempts
to give these ordained the name of the five co-workers of Constantine and Metho-
dius known to have come with them from Byzantium to Moravia (according to a later
Bulgarian tradition of the so-called Seven Holy Men) - Clement, Naum, Angelarios,
Séva (Sabbas) and Laurentius (instead of him, sometimes their Moravian pupil Gorazd
is mentioned); see Andrej SKOVIERA, Sviti slovanski sedmipocetnici, Bratislava
2010, p. 24. L. E. HAVLIK in his commentary on VM 6 and on the Italian legend,
chpt. 8, MMFH I, Brno 1967, p. 129, note 3 even determined which of them was
ordained to the priesthood and who to a deaconate. These authors, however, did not
notice that both brothers took with them their Moravian disciples, whom they taught
Slavic learning in the course of their stay in Moravia (possibly also while at Kocel's)
in order to be ordained. They did not think of who would have, in the course of those
40 months of their presence in Moravia, celebrated the liturgy in the Slavic language
if Constantine had been the only priest in the whole Byzantine mission.

26 On the position of Pope Hadrian Il see the excellent monograph Hans GROTZ,
Erbe wider Willen. Hadrian Il. und seine Zeit, Wien - Koln - Graz 1970, especially
pp. 149-186.

and the excessive independence of the Frankish episcopate
on the other.?”

This intention, however, met with the strong opposition
of the East Frankish ruler and the Bavarian bishops. Due
to conflicts within the Moravian elite, in 870 the Franks man-
aged to assume power over Moravia and capture not only
Prince Rastislav but also Methodius, who, based on the deci-
sion of a court that was summoned and presided over, contra-
ry to canon law, by the Bavarian bishops, was to secretly dis-
appear in @ Swabian monastery. Only after Prince Svatopluk
chased out the Frankish occupants from Moravia and took
over its government did Hadrian’s energetic successor John
VIII manage to liberate Methodius from prison in Bavaria
and have him resume his office, though only in Moravia.
The Blatnograd principality, despite the efforts of Kocel,
who either died or was disposed of soon afterwards (874),
stayed under Frankish control and the renewal of the Pan-
nonian archdiocese remained a phantom from the realm
of unfulfilled wishes.

However, Methodius’ efforts to establish a Slavic Church
in Moravia became more energetic. With the aid of his collab-
orators he educated further disciples, whom he could now or-
dain deacons and priests, devoted himself to translation and lit-
erary activities to which he led his disciples too and, faithful
to the legacy of his venerated brother, he continued to celebrate
the liturgy in Slavic even though John VIII, after he had liber-
ated Methodius from Bavarian prison, forbade the archbishop
to continue this practice.?® This disobedience of course gave
the Latin priests, who obstinately refused to accept the Sla-
vic liturgy, cause continuously to malign Methodius, whom
they also accused of spreading Byzantine heretical doctrines,
in front of the prince. Svatopluk, though increasingly preferring
the Frankish clerics, requested the decision in this controversy
from the Papal See. Without compromising his views, Metho-
dius persuaded the Pope of his orthodoxy and by diplomatic
prowess secured the bull Industriae tuae published in June
880 in which John VIII confirmed Methodius as Archbishop
of the Moravian Metropolis with the right to celebrate the litur-
gy in Slavic, even though this privilege was limited to the terri-
tory of Svatopluk’s realm.??

Methodius had thus finally fulfilled the original purposes
for which the Moravian prince had requested the dispatch

27 The question of the renovation of the Pannonian Archdiocese has recently been
much disputed: Richard MARSINA, Cirkevnd organizacia na Vel'kej Morave [The ec-
clesiastical organisation in Great Moravia], in: Ludék Galuska - Pavel Koufil - Zdenék
Méfinsky (ed.), Velkd Morava mezi Vychodem a Zapadem [Great Moravia between
the East and the West], Brno 2001, pp. 291-304; Libor JAN, Pocatky moravského
kfestanstvi a cirkevni sprava dodoby husitské [The beginnings of Moravian Christi-
anity and ecclesiastical government until the Hussite period], in: Mikulgickd sympo-
sia XXVII, Brno 2003, pp. 7-20; David KALHOUS, K vyznamu sirmijské a apostol-
ské tradice pii formovani episkopaini organizace na Moravé [On the importance of
the Sirmian and apostolic tradition in the course of the formation of episcopal or-
ganisation in Moravia], in: Ludék Galuka - Pavel Kouril - Jiif Mitacek, (ed.), Vychodni
Morava v 10.-14. stoleti [Eastern Moravia in the 10th-14th centuries], Brno 2008,
pp. 43-52; Libor JAN, Methodius’ pannonisches oder mdhrisches Erzbistum?, in: Jifi
Machatek - Simon Ungermann (ed.), Frihgeschichtliche Zentralorte in Mitteleuropa.
Studien zur Archaologie Europas 14, Bonn 2071, pp. 665-668; Vladimir VAVRINEK,
Cyril a Metodéj mezi Konstantinopoli a Rimem, p. 173-189. Most recently Maddalena
BETTI, The Making of Christian Moravia (858-882). Papal Power and Political Reality,
Leiden 2014.

28 The letter of John VIII to Methodius from the spring 873, in which the Pope
forbids celebration of the liturgy in Slavic, did not survive but the above information is
implied by the Pope’s letter to Methodius from June 879 (L. E. HAVLIK, ed., in: MMFH
IIl, Epistolae, Brno 1969, no. 81, pp. 192-193).

29 Bull Industriae tuae, in: MMFH lII, Epistolae, ¢. 90, s. 197-208.; Lubomir Emil
HAVLIK, The Roman Privilege ,Industriae tuae” for Moravia, Cyrillomethodianum 7,
1983, pp. 23-37.



of the Byzantine mission and the brothers left Constantinople.
The circumstances of this success belong to the paradoxes typ-
ical of the Cyrillo-Methodian mission. Though sent to Moravia
as a leading personality of the Byzantine mission, Methodius
was named apostolic legate for the Slavic lands. He achieved
the foundation of the Moravian ecclesiastical metropolis but not
within the framework of the Byzantine Church but under Roman
jurisdiction. He was ordained its archbishop not by the Patriarch
of Constantinople but by the Pope. Finally, it was also to his
credit that the Moravian ruler, though not Rastislav who had
initially requested his sending but Svatopluk, a partisan rather
of Methodius’ adversaries, was recognised as a sovereign
and completely independent ruler, though under the patronage
of the Holy See and not under the aegis of the Byzantine emperor.

In supporting Methodius, John VIII was following agendas of his
own. At the very beginning of his pontificate, he resumed in-
tense negotiations with the Byzantine emperor and Patriarch
Ignatios over the return of Bulgaria to Roman jurisdiction
and when it turned out fruitless, he reopened the discussions
after Ignatios’ death when Photios returned to the patriarchal
throne. This question was one of the key issues discussed
by the council gathered in Constantinople at the end of 879.%
Great Moravia played only a minor though not unimportant
role in these conflicts between Byzantium and Rome. The fact
that the Byzantine who stood at the helm of the Moravian
Church showed an unconditional willingness to submit himself
to the sovereignty of the Roman Curia not only significantly
increased the prestige of the Holy See but also strengthened
his position in his negotiations with the Byzantine authorities.
The corroboration of the Slavic liturgy, limited only to the region
of Methodius’ metropolis, represented only an unimportant con-
cession, rewarding the archbishop for his loyalty.

Methodius’ submission to Roman jurisdiction was dictated
by a realisation that Moravia belonged not only geographically
but also politically and by tradition to the sphere of the western
patriarchate and that only within its framework could the inten-
tions of the Moravian ruler, fully espoused by Methodius, mate-
rialise. Though he recognised the Pope as the head of the church
corroborating Papal primacy, as expressed in the Old Church
Slavonic Life of Methodius in several ways,?’ he did not as-
sume an anti-Byzantine position. Quite the contrary. The Old
Church Slavonic Life of Constantine, written under his guid-
ance if not with his participation, repeatedly mentions ele-
ments of the Byzantine political philosophy according to which
God had established the Byzantine emperor as supreme ruler
of the Christian oikoumene. The Byzantine Empire itself was
Christ’s kingdom on earth, which the emperor governed as his
vicar.>? The Life of Methodius, written shortly after his death
by one of his pupils while still in Moravia, in several places
quotes Biblical passages which belonged to standard arguments

30 Frantidek DVORNIK, The Photian Schism, pp. 159nn.; Henry CHADWICK, East
and West, pp. 173-181.

31 Vladimir VAVRINEK, Staroslovénské Zivoty Konstantina a Metodéje [Old Church
Slavonic Lives of Constantine and Methodius], Praha 1963, pp. 108-110.

32 On Byzantine political philosophy and state ideology see especially: Otto TREI-
TINGER. Die ostrémische Kaiser- und Staatsidee nach ihrer Gestaltung im héfischen
Zeremoniel, Jena 1938, 2nd ed. Darmstadt 1956; Francis DVORNIK, Early Christian
and Byzantine Political Philosophy. Origins and Background, I-1I, Washington, D.C.
1966; Helene AHRWEILER, L’ideologie politique de I'Empire byzantin, Paris 1975;
Herbert HUNGER (ed.), Das byzantinische Herrscherbild, Wege der Forschung 351,
Darmstadt 1975 (with a bibliography compiled by Otto KRESTEN); Alexander P.
KAZHDAN - Gilles CONSTABLE, People and Power in Byzantium, Washington, D.C.
1982; Gilbert DAGRON, Emperor and Priest. The Imperial Office in Byzantium,
Cambridge 2003.

of Byzantine political ideology; its author supports his apolo-
getic tendency by the claim (@mong others) that the Byzantine
emperor personally entrusted Methodius with secular and eccle-
siastical offices and at the end of the latter’s life endorsed his
ministry. Before his death, Methodius first blessed the emperor
and only then the prince and the people.?3

In respect to the conflict between the supreme ecclesias-
tical powers, Methodius remained intentionally uninvolved,
siding with neither party. His calling was principally to serve
the nation to which he had been sent, first by the emperor
and then by the Pope. Both Thessalonian brothers, in their
opinions and their ecclesiastical practice, built on the tradition
of early Christian universalism, living, thinking and ministering
as members of a united, undivided Church of Christ. It was
a symbolic expression of their philosophy of life that they chose
as patron saint of their mission the patron of their native Thessa-
lonica, Demetrius, and along with him also Clemens, the fourth
Bishop of Rome, whose relics they had found in the Crimean
Cherson and brought, through Constantinople and Moravia,
to their eternal repose in the Eternal City.

In their activities the Thessalonian brothers showed much toler-
ance and willingness to adjust to existing conditions. In the area
of language, though they created a rich vocabulary for their
translations into Slavic, they willingly enriched it with church
terminology introduced by western missionaries in Moravia
prior to their arrival.3* Even though they originally celebrated
the mass according to the Byzantine rite, they did not hesitate
also to include in the liturgy the Latin texts that were already
being used in Moravia before their coming. One of these was
for example libellus missae from north Italy, preserved in a Slavic
translation in the so-called Kiev Fragments.®® In their eucholo-
gium (prayer book), the brothers also included the Bavarian
(St Emmeram’s) confession prayer that had already been trans-
lated by Frankish missionaries into the western Slavic dialect
at the beginning of the 9th century.®® Methodius himself had,
beside his own adaptations of Byzantine law texts, also trans-
lated a western penitentiary preserved under the title Zapovédi
svetyichb otscs [The Rules of the Holy Fathers].3” Methodius’ de-
cision to designate as his successor Gorazd, a Moravian of noble
origin, educated not only in Slavonic but also in Latin books
and apparently originally a pupil of Frankish priests (VM, 17),
represents his supreme act of good will towards his Latin oppo-
nents, aimed at promoting the harmonious coexistence of both
parties and the unity of the Moravian Church.

Nevertheless, nothing could break or at least diminish their op-
position to Methodius’ ministry. They did not accept the Slavic

33 On the ideological tendency of the Old Church Slavonic Lives of Constantine
and Methodius see Vladimir VAVRINEK, Cyril a Metodéj, pp. 298-301.

34 Alexander V. ISACENKO, Zadiatky vzdelanosti (see note 15). Also recently
Vit BOCEK, Studie k nejstarsim romanismdm ve slovanskych jazycich [Studies on
the oldest Romanisms in the Slavic languages], Praha 2010 (with an exhaustive bib-
liography on this topic).

35 Klaus GAMBER, Das glagolitische Sakramentar der Slavenapostle Cyril
und Method, Ostkichliche Studien 6, 1957, pp. 161-173; IDEM, Die Kiewer Bldtter
in sakramentargeschichtlicher Sicht, in: M. Hellmann et al. (ed.), Cyrillo-Methodiana.
Zur Fruhgeschichte des Christentums bei den Slaven, Kéln - Graz, pp. 363-371;
Jos SCHAEKEN, Die Kiever Bldtter, Amserdam 1987; R. VECERKA, Anmerkungen
zu den Kiever glagolitischen Bldttern. In margine des Buches von J. Schaeken, By-
zantinoslavica 49, 1988, pp. 48-58.

36 Josef VASICA, Literarni pamdtky, pp. 48-51.

37 Zapovédi svetyichb otbch, ed. Josef Vasica, in: MMFH IV, Brno 1971, pp.
137-146.
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liturgy and in fact the existence of the Slavic party in the Moravian
Church. Despite the exceptional privileges which Pope John VIII
bestowed on Methodius, he perhaps unwittingly sanctioned
the division of the Moravian Church when at Svatopluk’s request
he ordained Methodius’ ruthless adversary, Wiching, his suffra-
ganin Nitra, and agreed that beside Slavic liturgy the mass would
also be read in Latin for the prince and members of the Moravian
ruling elite.

Prince Svatopluk did not understand the far-reaching possibil-
ities of connecting his own church-political aims with the cul-
tural work of Constantine-Cyril and Methodius. He was con-
tent to have achieved the independence of his realm, both
in a political and ecclesiastical sense, but he did not see how
fragile the basis of his principality was. In his desire for equality
with the Frankish rulers he blindly preferred the Latin priests,
which Wiching insidiously exploited after Methodius’ death
(885). He managed to persuade the newly-elected Pope Ste-
phen V, who changed the policies towards the East practiced
by his two great predecessors, that Methodius’ pupils were
spreading heretical Byzantine doctrines in Moravia and cele-
brating the liturgy in Slavic, contrary to the express prohibition
of John VIII. Supported by his bull Zelo te fidei,*® he persuaded
Svatopluk that the Pope had ordered the Slavic priests to be
exiled from the principality and the prince gave him a free hand
to do with them as he pleased.

Wiching did not hesitate. He had Methodius’ foremost compan-
ions, obviously the ones who had once come with him from By-
zantium to Moravia, imprisoned and then brutally evicted and or-
dered the majority of younger Slavic priests and deacons sold
into slavery. Only a few managed to escape to neighbouring
lands. Their contemporaries may have thought that the short
episode of a Slavic Church in Moravia had ended in catastrophe
and that it would be forgotten. The ironic end to this story
is the reality that neither contemporary Byzantine chronicles
nor the writings of Patriarch Photios, who had sent Constantine
and Methodius to Moravia and who two decades later warmly
welcomed Methodius in the course of his visit to Constantinople,
contain any information about the Moravian mission.?”

The heritage of the Cyrillo-Methodian mission was nevertheless
preserved by the southern and eastern Slavs, mainly the Bulga-
rians in whose country, due to Tsar Symeon, the Church Slavonic

38 MMFH I, Epistolae, no. 101, pp. 215-225.

39 It is not very surprising that the mission of Constantine and Methodius was
not mentioned by contemporary Byzantine chroniclers, who mostly ignored events
taking place on the borders of the Empire or beyond them, unless these involved
a scandal or an extraordinary situation. It is, however, rather surprising that this mis-
sion is not mentioned anywhere by Patriarch Photios. In the conclusion of the en-
cyclic from spring 867 Photii Epistolarum libri Ill, in: Patrologia graeca 102, ed.
J. P MIGNE, Paris 1900, col. 722-741), by which he invited the eastern patriarchs
to participate in a synod summoned for the summer of that year to Constantinople,
Photios highlighted the successes which the Byzantine Church had achieved under
his guidance in the Christianisation of the Bulgarians and also mentions the bishop
and several priests whom he sent to Russia. The letter, however, does not say a word
about the dispatch of his favourite pupil Constantine along with a group of clerics
to Moravia. According to VM 13, Methodius as Moravian Archbishop visited Con-
stantinople in the course of Photios’ second patriarchate and was kindly received
by him. Photios, however, from whose pen so many literary works and letters have
been preserved, does not breathe a word about this circumstance. The learned Em-
peror Constantine Porphyrogennetos apparently also did not know anything about
this mission. In his work De administrando imperio, written sometime at the end of
the 940s, he speaks about Great Moravia in fully five chapters (he in fact coined
the expression Great Moravia in order to indicate that it was a distant country far
beyond the boundaries of the Byzantine Empire). In one place he even speaks about
it as about a land so far unbaptised (Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De administrando
imperio, ed. Gyula MORAVCSIK - Romilly J. H. JENKINS, Washington, D. C. 1967,
chpt. 40, p. 176). From the perspective of immediate Byzantine political interests,
the Cyrillo-Methodian mission perhaps represented a failure and fell into oblivion in
Constantinople after the ascent of Leo VI.

language became not only the liturgical but also the state lan-
guage. Thanks to his initiative and support, works of Byzantine
literature were frequently translated into Slavic. The Bulgarians
thus received the opportunity to become familiar with a wide
spectrum of Greek (though almost exclusively Christian) litera-
ture without the danger that they would lose their ethnic iden-
tity in this invasion by a higher foreign civilisation, as had been
the case of the Slavs living on Greek territory only shortly before.

The Bulgarians passed Church Slavonic literacy, which they first
took over and later mightily developed, on to other Slavic na-
tions - the Russians and Serbians.*® Thus the prophetic words
mentioned in Rastislav’s letter to Michael Ill, but obviously ex-
pressing rather the cultural programme of Constantine the Phi-
losopher himself, were fulfilled, “[...] so that other nations too,
perceiving that, would imitate us” (VC 14). Taking over Church
Slavonic literature and the Slavic liturgy, a belt of politically inde-
pendent countries developed along the border of the Byzantine
Empire, which yet were culturally and spiritually connected with
the latter. The great Byzantinist Sir Dimitri Obolensky charac-
terised them somewhat anachronistically but very poignantly
as “the Byzantine Commonwealth’.

The aim of Constantine the Philosopher - that the Slavic na-
tions would accept and profess Christian faith in their own
language - was thus fulfilled. His other great idea, that all
these nations, developing their culture in their own languages,
would live in harmony with each other and add to the growth
and might of a united Church of Christ, however, did not ma-
terialise. The south Slavonic heirs of the Thessalonian brothers
did not take over their concept of ecclesiastical universalism.
In Croatia, Slavic liturgy and the use of Glagolitic survived
and was finally approved, despite the initially strong opposition
of the local Latin hierarchy, mainly because the Slavic priests
always affirmed Roman ideas.*’ In Bulgaria, Church Slavonic
became the means of reception not only of Greek literature but
also of Byzantine Orthodoxy, which gradually separated it from
the Latin West. The schism between both churches in 1054 ful-
ly placed the Bulgarian Church as well as the eastern Slavs side
by side with the Constantinopolitan Patriarchate and against
the West. After the fall of Constantinople and the Turkish oc-
cupation of the Balkans, Russian Orthodoxy took over the role
of the defender of eastern Orthodoxy against “Latin heresy”.
On the other hand, according to the interpretation of the Latin
West, Slavonic liturgy became, quite contrary to the original
intention of Constantine and Methodius, a symbol of schism
within the Christian Church.

Centuries passed before this stigma was undone. By the deci-
sion that liturgy may and should be celebrated in national lan-
guages, only the Second Vatican Council finally corroborated
and confirmed the idea, which 1100 years earlier Constantine
the Philosopher had come to defend in Rome. And the efforts
of both Thessalonian brothers to achieve the ideal of Christian
universalism were only recognised by Pope John Paul I, who
pronounced the Apostles of the Slavs, Cyril and Methodius,
along with St Benedict, co-patrons of Europe.

40 Gerhard PODSKALSKY, Theologische Literatur des Mittelalters in Bulgarien
und Serbien 865-1459, Munchen 2000; IDEM, Christentum und theologische Litera-
tur in der Kiever Rus’ (988-1237), Minchen 1982.

41 Francis DVORNIK, Byzantine Missions, pp. 230-244.
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THE CHRISTIANISATION AND STATE FORMATION
PROCESS IN CENTRAL EUROPE

Josef Zemlicka

The emergence of early “states” in Central and Central-Eastern Europe underwent several phases
of development and differed from everything that was known to the European West, which was
able to build on the urban traditions of Late Antiquity and the legacy of its civilisation in general.
The determinative element in this process was the establishment of a strong “ducal” power, which
became stabilised at the expense of old “tribal” institutions. The common attribute of these
formations, namely Bohemia, Poland, Hungary, Old Rus and the Balkans (among others), was an
early adoption of Christianity, first by the ruler, his court and circles, and then by the whole society.
Old customs were “broken” and new standards based on ecclesiastical principles were put into
practice. This was in fact procured by the emergent “state”, whose rulers long remained the actual
masters and protectors of the churches on their land. In other words, the observance of elementary
Christian principles in these groundbreaking times also became a matter of “state discipline”.
When, for example, the Polish Duke Bolestaw | the Brave (* 1025) had the teeth knocked out
of those people who did not observe Great Lent, he was also defending the validity of his own
decrees. The same was also the case with Bohemian Duke Bretislaus | (1035-1055) who issued his
decrees in 1039. This is also why the link between the formation of early states beyond the eastern
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frontier of the Carolingian, Ottonian or Salian Empire and Christianisation remains very tight.

Key words: Christianisation, early state, duces Boemanorum, duke, unification process, Bohemia, Poland

There is still no generally acknowledged agreement on what
to call the structures that emerged between the 9th and the be-
ginning of the 11th century from tribes, gentes, or ethnic groups
in Central, East-Central and Eastern Europe. Should we call them
dominions (Herrschaft in German), domains, regnum (“empires”),
or early “states”, knowing how substantially they differed
from the elaborated structures of a modern state? Yet even
those structures evinced the elementary features of a “state”
a simple but functioning global administration focused on (be-
sides other things) collecting salaries, charges, and services,
in one word - taxes; also the features of a common defence
and foreign policy were included. Unlike Western and Southern
Europe those structures could not have been patterned
on the late ancient or early mediaeval experience of state for-
mation. They were built on greenfield. Their cultural bases were
different from those of the Frankish, or rather Carolingian Em-
pire, or its successor the Holy Roman Empire on the one hand,
as well as the surviving Greek Byzantine Empire on the other
one, both with imperial claims. Even though their separation
was not absolute and particularly the elites of those gentes
were characterised by relative mobility, it seemed as if the old
Roman limes tenaciously separated two worlds, one in front
of the limes and the other behind it."

Similar features might be also applied to Great Moravia which,
however, was not able to undergo further development. It would
be extremely interesting to know where its course might have
turned, but unfortunately history had different intentions.
The relatively short history of Great Moravian culture ended

1 There is @ wide range of resources on this topic, e.g. Stuart AIRLIE - Walter
W. POHL - Helmut REIMITZ (Hrsg.), Staat im frihen Mittelalter, Forschungen zur
Geschichte des Mittelalters 11, Wien 2006; W. W. POHL - Veronika WIESER, Der
fruhmittelalterliche Staat - europdische Perspektiven, Forschungen zur Geschichte
des Mittelalters 16, Wien 2009.

at the very beginning of the 10th century, although its contribu-
tion to the treasure store of Central European civilisation was
to endure. The state life of Pfemyslid Bohemia, the Piasts’ Po-
land, as well as the Arpads’ Hungaria, which are to be comment-
ed on in the subsequent part of the text, started to develop
after something of a delay.?

The establishment of early states in the course of the 10th
century beyond the late ancient empire was accompanied
by the embracing of Christianity. Its form was significantly
different from the way the “new religion” had spread in its
historical beginnings, i.e. from pauperised social classes
to higher classes; it also differed in its gradual advance from
the volatile Near East to the European and African provinc-
es of the Roman Empire. Neither was it similar to the ways
the Frankish and the subsequent Carolingian Empire acted
in relation to the Bavarians and particularly the Saxons.
In Central and Central-East Europe a different, quite stereo-
typical pattern became established. At first the ruling heads,
that is the ruler and his court, had themselves baptised.
Afterwards they were followed by the rest of population, ir-
respective of the rite, whether Roman or Greek. For example,
according to later documents of the bishopric of Passauy,
Bishop Reginhar baptised the Moravians - actually the dukes
and noblemen - in 831; Bulgarian Knyaz Boris with his fam-
ily and noblemen professed faith in Christ in 864. Twenty
years later, the first known Premyslid ruler Bofivoj, together

2 It would be unreal to list the immense amount of literature focused on Great
Moravia, so we have drawn attention only to two of the newer compendia which
describe both the inner and outer dimensions of the Great Moravian area. These
are: Ludék GALUSKA - Pavel KOURIL - Zden&k MERINSKY (ed.), Velkd Morava mezi
Vychodem a Zapadem. Sbornik piispévkd z mezinarodni konference, Spisy Archeo-
logického ustavu AV CR Brno 19, Brno 2001; Z. MERINSKY, Morava na dsvité dé-
jin, Vlastivéda moravska. Zemé a lid. Nova fada, svazek 4, Brno 2013; on the Great
Moravian roots of “Moravia in the times of dukes”: Martin WIHODA, Morava v dobé
knizeci 906-1197, Edice Ceska historie 21, Praha 2010.



with his retinue, were baptised in Moravia by the very hands
of Methodius. The Polish ruler Mieszko was baptised through
the agency of the Bohemians, and later also the Hungarian
chieftain Geza, together with “his” people, chose the way
to salvation. After several complicated twists and turns
and various attempts (860 Askold, 955 Olga) the series was
completed in 988 when Vladimir, the grand prince of Kiey,
was baptised at the hands of the bishop of Cherson. His
historic decision was even preceded by a kind of “research”
into what religion would have been most appropriate. Up to
the 12th century the dukes of the Polabi tribes followed this
pattern and received (and then turned away from) baptism,
usually forced by political circumstances. The same mecha-
nism basically applied to the Nordic territories too when me-
diaeval Denmark, Norway and Sweden began to emerge from
the Viking age.?

Those ceremonial acts in which the baptism of a duke and his
relatives metaphorically applied to all the “subjects” used
to be the formal completion of Christianisation efforts, even
though they might have taken place in their beginnings.
The process of the establishment of faith in Christ could drag
on for whole centuries. It was usually initiated with missions
that prepared the way for the “new religion”. They were usu-
ally connected with “important” names, such as Boniface,
Ansgar, Willibrord, naturally Constantine and Methodius, later
Adalbert of Prague, or Otto of Bamberg. Not even their suc-
cesses were always permanent and might have had to have
come in more waves. Only then, under the ruler's explicitly
declared patronage, could the real work get started, con-
nected with pastoral activities, the relentless establish-
ment of organisational structures and other components
that refined and cultivated “rough Christianity” (christianitas
rudis), as the Synod of Mainz (852) called it before the Cy-
rillo-Methodian mission to Moravia. Nevertheless, not abso-
lutely everything disappeared that had been connected with
the old times. The traditional feast days, connected with agri-
cultural or lunar cycles, were given a Christian coating. It was
similar with old customs; they survived either under different
names or with a different meaning. The way to a Christianised
society was neither short nor straight. Even in the rapidly
Christianised Bohemia it took a long time for the basic reg-
ulations to become commonplace. According to Cosmas’ re-
cords, even the well-known successor statutes of Bretislaus Il
(1092-1100), which emphasised the need to keep Christian
manners, brought about no crowning moment. Many “pagan”
hangovers remained in various forms throughout the whole
of the Middle Ages, and even longer. Acceptable limits were
collectively exceeded for instance due to military campaigns
abroad. Foreign correspondents often labelled the Bohemians

3 These questions were revived for Czech historiography by Dugan TRESTIK,
Krest ¢eskych knizat roku 845 a christianizace Slovand, Cesky ¢asopis historicky
92, 1994, pp. 423-459; from recent times we can mention the attempt to depict
Christianisation in Northern and Central Europe as well as in Kievan Russia in a com-
plex way, in relation to the forming of new states: N. BEREND (ed.), Christianiza-
tion and the Rise of Christian Monarchy. Scandinavia, Central Europe and Rus’ c.
900-1200, Cambridge 2007, Czech translation Nora BERENDOVA (vyd.), Christiani-
zace a utvareni kiestanské monarchie. Skandindvie, stredni Evropa a Rus v obdobi
70.-12. stoleti, Praha 2013; with the use of interdisciplinary approaches Leidulf
MELVE - Sigbjern SGNNESYN (ed.), The Creation of Medieval Northern Europe. Chris-
tianization, Social Transformations, and Historiography, Essays in honour of Sverre
Bagge, Oslo 2012; or e.g. Boris N. FLORJA, Prinjatije christianstva v Velikoj Moravii,
Cechii i Polse, in: Gennadij G. LITAVRIN (red.), Prinjatije christianstva narodami Cen-
tralnoj i Jugo-Vostocnoj Evropy i kreS¢enije Rusi, Moskva 1988, s. 122-156; Chrys-
tianizacja Polski poludniowej, Rola Krakowa w dziejach narodu 13, Krakow 1994;
Herwig WOLFRAM, Salzburg, Bayern, Osterreich. Die Conversio Bagoariorum et
Carantanorum und die Quellen ihrer Zeit, Mitteilungen des Instituts fir Osterreichi-
sche Geschichtsforschnung. Erganzungsband 31, Midnchen 1995.

“pagans and enemies of Christ”; this term was used for ex-
ample by the Bishop of Augsburg in 1132. Similar external
accusations were frequent even later.*

Much has been written about incentives that introduced
the “barbaric” gentes into the family of the Christian universe.
There was a whole range of such motives: political, defensive,
goal-directed, prestigious, cultural or purely personal; they were
often interconnected. However, there was no unified pattern
for modelling Christianity. What did matter was the intensity
of missionary activities, their success, maturity and prepared-
ness. Each region showed particularities that usually cannot
be put under a common denominator. Nevertheless, there is one
more dimension, which is the role of baptism as a tool that helped
to strengthen the central power of the ruler in the closing stages
of the unification processes.

The “early” Slavonic states were not created out of thin air. Al-
though it may be hard to decipher, they had a long history. They
grew out of old, apparently tribal structures. Even their struc-
ture is still a subject for polemics; probably the greatest amount
of information is known from the Polabi - Slavonic territory
that soon entered the spectrum of Frankish and East-Frankish
annalistics. And that society was far from egalitarian either.
It had “tribal” and family chieftains or patriarchs who were
even called dukes; however, they were not hereditary auto-
cratic authorities but rather elected representatives of their
tribe. Those dukes were probably partly connected with cult
practice. They were usually chosen from the tribal aristocra-
cy that had every interest in the preservation of a rhythmical
order, which would have, year by year, in a kind of circle, petri-
fied its priority position. Nevertheless, the gentes themselves
went through changes. The original cohesiveness of the “tribe
and blood” became fractured and weak as the population
became rooted in settlement districts and chambers, often
isolated by barriers of forests and marshes from each other.
The sense of territorial belonging grew stronger. This is how
we could imagine the development in the Bohemian Ba-
sin, in the flatlands near the Elbe and Oder, or in the central
Polish and Silesian territories. The original tribal linkage was
shattered and replaced with a fragmentation that respected
the logic of geography and settlement; this is what a mid-9th
century text of a Bavarian Geographer probably indicates.
It registers not only the tribes settled in regiones but also lists
their castles (civitates).

4 Codex diplomaticus et epistolaris regni Bohemiae I. (805-1197). Ed. Gustav
FRIEDRICH, Pragae 1904-1907 (hereafter CDB), p. 4, no. 5, p. 127, no. 118; Cos-
mae Pragensis Chronica Boemorum, ed. Bertold Bretholz, MGH SRG NS 2, Nachdruck
Minchen 1995 (hereafter KOSMAS), IIl.1, pp. 160-161. As to some examples men-
tioned above: Petr SOMMER, Zacdtky kiestanstvi v Cechdach. Kapitoly z déjin rané
stredovéké duchovni kultury, Praha 2001. Also the forms of “pagan” hangovers are
described in numerous documents; a kind of general typology of them was presented
in Cenék ZIBRT, Seznam povér a zvyklosti pohanskych z VIII. véku, Rozpravy Ceské
akademie cisafe Frantiska Josefa pro védy, slovesnost a uméni v Praze, vol. IlI, class.
I, no. 2, Praha 1894, reprint 1995. On these issues in many aspects: Wtadystaw
DZIEWULSKI, Postepy chrystianizagji i proces likwidagji poganstwa w Poslce wczes-
nofeudalnej, Wroctaw - Warszawa - Krakéw 1964; Stanistaw ROSIK, Interpretacja
chrzescijariska religii pogariskich Stowian w swietle kronik niemieckich XI-XII wieku
(Thietmar, Adam z Bremy, Helmold), Acta Universitatis Wratislaviensis 2235, Historia
144, Wroctaw 2000; etc.

5 Descriptio civitatum ad septentrionalem plagam Danubii (tzv. Bavorsky geograf),
ed. Bohuslav HORAK - Dugan TRAVNICEK, Praha 1956 (= Rozpravy CSAV 66/2),
cf.also Rostislav NOVY, Die Anféinge des béhmischen Staates, |. Mitteleuropa im
9. Jahrhundert, Acta Universitatis Carolinae - Philosophica et Historica, Monographia
26/1968, Praha 1969, pp. 140-141. The forming of “empires” in Central-Eastern
Europe is described (however, not quite successfully for Moravia and Bohemia)
in H. WOLFRAM, Die ostmitteleuropdischen Reichsbildungen um die erste Jahr-
tausendwende und ihre gescheiterten Vorldufer, in: Ivan Hlavacek - Alexander Pat-
schovsky (Hrsg.), Bohmen und seine Nachbarn in der Premyslidenzeit, Vortrége und
Forschungen 74, Ostfildern 201, pp. 49-90.
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When at the beginning of the 9th century the pressure
of the Carolingian Empire on its eastern neighbours started
to grow stronger, the need for them to protect themselves in-
creased. The “old” tribes’ organisational structures, being too
rigid and clumsy for new tasks, were not quite able to cope.
The need for protection, especially against the threat from
neighbours, required more authoritative forms of leadership.
There was a chance for capable individuals to circumvent
the well-established family and tribal aristocracy. Those men ral-
lied around themselves groups of warriors who changed into
“professionals”, having been extracted from the common tribal
structures and obedient to, as well as dependent on, their lord.
Such retinues, however small at first, were generally more flex-
ible and mobile than free men on alert. They became a support
to the rising class of “dukes” of a new type; this meant the dukes
taking a stand beside (and later above) the shattered tribal in-
stitutions and breaking through in their territories. In the next
stage such a “duke” brought those institutions under his control,
or else he entered into a more or less obvious confrontation
with them. It did not matter whether he rose to his position
as an absolute homo novus, or whether he reached it as one
of the privileged “seniors” of his gens who made it to the top
thanks to an unusual or critical state of affairs.®

Thus, according to this interpretation, we can imagine how
the group of “dukes” in the Bohemian Basin formed, those who
in the 9th century were even responsible for foreign political
representation of the “Bohemians”. Due to a lack of suitable
terminology, Frankish and East-Frankish documents call them
duces, dukes, more precisely duces Boemanorum, the “dukes
of the Bohemians”, although in fact they were a kind of local
ruler or chieftain of a settlement area, the total number of which
made up altogether only very hardly one tenth or one fifteenth
of today’s area of Bohemia. The development of other areas
of Central and Eastern Europe may have had virtually identi-
cal characteristics, certainly with regional particularities that
are difficult to express. There are numerous records of them,
especially in the areas bordering the Frankish and East-Frank-
ish empires (Lower Polabi, Serbia; Slovenia, Croatia, and Carin-
thia in the south); here we can see the extraordinary interest
of Frankish annalists in these conflict-ridden marches. The dukes
did not stop being considered part of the social elite after los-
ing their ruling positions, since awareness of their “nobility”
persisted, which helped them to maintain the contacts they
needed both at home and abroad and to break through again
under suitable circumstances. After being expelled from the Ni-
tra region, both Priwina and his son Chozil, whose way to their
Mosapurc residence was lined with dramatic flights, reconcilia-
tions and comebacks