Mirela Ivanova
Balliol College,
University of Oxford

Inventing Slavonic: Cultures of Writing
between Rome and Constantinople

Word count: 105,386 — 5,407 (duplicated in translation) = 99,979

Thesis submitted for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy in History
2019



SHORT ABSTRACT

This thesis offers a study of changing ideas about and attitudes toward writing, as they are expressed in
the earliest texts concerned with the invention of the Slavonic alphabet and its legendary ninth-century
inventor, the Byzantine diplomat, Constantine-Cyril. It is divided into three case studies, each focusing on
the three major texts narrating the invention of Slavonic and dating to the late ninth and early tenth
centuries: the Life of Constantine-Cyril, the Life of Methodios, Cyril’s brother, and On Letters, a treatise
written in defence of the new alphabet.

In contrast with existing scholarship which largely accepts these texts as telling a unified, monolithic
story of the birth of Slavonic culture, the thesis approaches each text as an intellectual monument, that
sought to make an intervention into a specific set of socio-political circumstances. In so doing it reveals
the intricate ways in which early medieval authors in Central and Eastern Europe navigated through
Greek and Latin language intellectual culture, in order to compose and compile texts and thus propagate
specific agendas. Moreover, it demonstrates the complex and profound ways in which the Slavonic
alphabet was invented and reinvented in this process, and how this multitude of ideas about writing, albeit
present in the medieval sources, has been flattened by modern historiography.



LONG ABSTRACT

This thesis is for the most part a study of changing ideas about and attitudes toward writing, as they are
expressed in the earliest texts concerned with the invention of the Slavonic alphabet and its legendary
ninth-century inventor, the Byzantine diplomat, Constantine-Cyril. It is divided into three case studies,
each focusing on the three major texts narrating the invention of Slavonic and dating to the late ninth and
early tenth centuries: the Life of Constantine-Cyril, the Life of Methodios, Cyril’s brother, and On Letters,
a treatise written in defense of the new alphabet. Its principal contribution is twofold.

The first argument takes up less space in this thesis and concerns modern historiography. But it is no less
essential. 1 maintain that a critical engagement with medieval sources is not possible without a critical
engagement with the history of scholarship which makes the texts we approach always-already read. |
argue that a stable and fossilised narrative can be found in the modern scholarship and popular common-
sense about Cyril, his brother and companion Methodios and the alphabet. This account sees the
invention of Slavonic as an act which unified Slavs and liberated them from others. It was achieved by a
sacred brotherly pair, Cyril and Methodios, who were apostles to the Slavs and united in their mission to
Moravia. After the expulsion of the Cyrillo-Methodian students from Moravia, the alphabet arrived in
Bulgaria, where it was preserved by the Bulgarian state and especially its ruler Symeon (ca.893-927). |
argue not so much that any of these individual statements about facts are wrong, instead my principal
point is that they have been put together by combining three texts with profoundly different agendas, to
serve a wider, politically significant and commonly accepted contemporary narrative about the invention
of Slavonic.

By identifying and disentangling the constituent parts of this common-sense narrative, this thesis is then
able to excavate and critically assess the underlying assumptions that have permitted modern scholarship
to forge these disparate parts into a supposed whole. The teasing out of these positions and of how they
manifest themselves uniquely in the scholarship of each text, is itself part of the intellectual-historical
analysis of this study, and it is as much its purpose as it is to offer new readings of the medieval texts and
new arguments about their relationship to the medieval past.

The second argument which takes up the bulk of this thesis is about medieval history and is alluded to in
the thesis title: that the Slavonic alphabet was not invented, but underwent a process of inventing and
reinventing, in profound ways, over the course of its first century of existence, ca.870-950. The script, its
inventor, Cyril, and his brother and companion, Methodios, were all repeatedly reconceptualised. Rather
than one unified image of the invention, there were a number of competing and contradictory proposals
produced in response to a series of fluctuating socio-political circumstances.

In Chapter 1, I argue that the Life of Cyril is a profoundly Byzantine text, written by a Byzantine author
and likely in Byzantine Greek. Perhaps precisely due to the fact the Life was written so soon after the
alphabet invention, the script creation is by no means the central focus of the text. Its brief appearance in
the text is best integrated within the wider argument the text makes for the sanctity of Cyril, as a
philosopher and saint. | argue that the text has a very tightly constructed narrative structure, and that
much of its argument is organised around a tri-partite process of learning and the application of learning
through disputation. This learning intentionally harmonises the tension between piety and ‘outside’, or
classical, education present in ninth-century Byzantine culture. Having understood what the text is
arguing, | make suggestions about who the text is arguing with. The chapter situates the text, within the



genre of contemporary Byzantine hagiography, and within the intellectual context of a ninth-century
Constantinopolitan elite preoccupied with the relationship between learning and piety. This argument
about education and missionary activity, however, fell on deaf ears, as the Moravian milieu underwent a
profound transformation, and the Life of Cyril never made it back into the Constantinopolitan discursive
milieu it targeted.

The break with this early Byzantine intellectual agenda and with Byzantium’s political elite more
generally is marked by the re-invention of the alphabet and of Cyril himself in the Life of Methodios,
which forms the basis of the second chapter of this thesis. The text diminishes the significance of Cyril,
learning and rhetoric, and makes the role of Byzantine imperial power appear distant and mythical. In so
doing, it re-distributes the agency of Cyril, as it is found in the Life of Cyril, to the pope and the institution
of the (Latin) church, through its more general promotion of papal supremacy. This marks the
institutionalisation of Slavonic, and the earliest evidence of an understanding that the alphabet may be a
politically useful tool. Against the grain of scholarship, this chapter posits that this text is best situated
within the corpus of Latin missionary hagiography. A nuanced study of ideas about missionary activity
between Rome and the Carolingian empire allows me to explain specific narrative interventions made by
the Life of Methodios into the events presented in the narrative of the Life of Cyril and what exactly the
author was trying to do in making these interventions. However, much like its main source text, the Life
of Cyril, the best efforts of the author of the Life of Methodios and their community had limited success.

Slavonic writing was banned in Rome in 890, and by the turn of the tenth century the alphabet and some
scribes arrived from Moravia in the Balkans, together with both versions of the invention of Slavonic
noted above. This is the focus of the third chapter of this thesis. Here too, the set of political and cultural
concerns pertaining to the alphabet and its use were transformed, and neither the Life of Cyril nor the Life
of Methodios sufficed. Slavonic was invented anew in On Letters, the first text explicitly concerned with
the alphabet, rather than the Byzantine philosopher saint who invented it, or the papally aligned clerics in
Moravia who inherited it. The text marked the return of the Slavonic alphabet into a cultural sphere
dominated by Byzantine-Greek hegemony, but it is also the first version of the invention of Slavonic
targeted specifically at Slavonic speakers: | call this therefore the first such ‘Byzantino-Slavic text’. In it,
the author puts Cyril front and center, but strips him of his Byzantine identity, and dislocates the event of
the invention from its historical specificity in Moravia. The invention becomes an event in the universal
history of the Slavonic peoples, whose identity the author seeks to evoke in order to argue against the use
of Greek. Amongst contemporary Slavonic texts and the available sigillographic and epigraphic evidence,
the author’s position appears radical.

This study seeks to reveal the cracks behind the surface narrative of continuity in the invention of
Slavonic, in order to offer insight into a social history of the fragility of the early script, and the often-
contemporary concerns which preoccupied its users and defenders. These various intellectual agendas
performed by conscious political actors to promote specific ends are flattened or lost completely in the
narrative that so prevails and reproduces itself in modern scholarship.



3a Mama, kosmo mu 0aoe 6CuuKo.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Acknowledgments
List of Tables & Figures
A Note on Transliteration
Abbreviations
0. INTRODUCTION
0.1 Inventing Writing
0.11 Inventing Slavonic: Narrative and Practice
0.111 Between Rome and Constantinople
0.1V (Re)inventing Slavonic: Cultures of Writing
0.V Methodologies
0.VI Inventing Slavonic: Cultures of Writing between Rome and Constantinople
1. INVENTING SLAVONIC: The Life of Constantine-Cyril
1.1 Introduction
1.11 The Life of Cyril as Byzantine Literature
1.III Cyril’s Education: Learning Perfecting Grace
1.IV Cyril’s Disputations: Words and Deeds
1.V The Life of Cyril as a Ninth-Century Argument: the Latin West?
1.VI The Life of Cyril as a Ninth-Century Argument: Byzantium
2. INSTITUTIONALISING SLAVONIC: The Life of Methodios
2.1 Introduction
2.11. The Life of Methodios as Papal Literature?
2111 ‘And Methodios with Him’: the Life of Cyril in the Life of Methodios
2.1V Methodios and the Slavs

2.V The Life of Methodios as a Ninth-Century Argument: Byzantium?

11

14

19

26

32

34

45

50

59

79

83

100

109

119

124

133



2.V1 The Life of Methodios as a Ninth-Century Argument: the Latin West
3. DEFENDING SLAVONIC: On Letters

3.1 Introduction

3.11 Where not to Start

3.111 On Letters

3.1V On Letters as a Byzantino-Slavic Text

3.V Letters in On Letters

3.VI1 On Letters as an Early Tenth-Century Argument

4. CONCLUSIONS

5. BIBLIOGRAPHY

143

171

173

181

184

200

210

231

235



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

No thesis is a one-woman island. This one, too, is the product of countless conversations,
recommendations, serendipitous moments of realization, and a lifetime of reading and thinking with
others. It is an odd peculiarity of the single-author genre that a reflection on the illusory nature of
individual authorship most commonly manifests as a short list of thanks. Yet although it may seem that
my gratitude is artificially contained within these few pages, the influence and value of those to come,
underwrites and is interwoven within this thesis in profound ways. | truly cannot thank them enough.

Over the last three years | have had the immense privilege of working with Dr Catherine Holmes and Dr
Jonathan Shepard. They have both given so much to this thesis: so much of their extraordinary intellectual
ability, of their incredible (they hate this adjective) diligence, and even more of their invaluable time. |
have been humbled by their commitment to and support for this project and for me as a scholar. I could
not have asked for more.

Of course, these final three years are simply the tip of the iceberg of learning that brought me to this topic.
It started in Greig City Academy, where my love of words was born and fostered by the generosity of
inspiring teachers. 1 must thank James Murphy for giving me many things, not least Hamlet, and Lucy
Helan for many more, not least Elizabeth Bishop’s The Moose and the word ‘parenthesis’. Thanks are
also due to Jon Holt for holding a steady and unwavering course at the head of a wavering ship, and
Damilola Ajagbonna for Kate Chopin, and a long discourse on the furies in the waiting room of the
solicitors’ office. They all gifted me with time, conversation and support, which went well beyond their
duty, and I truly would not be where | am without it. As the old saying goes, beggar that | am, | am also
poor in thanks, but | thank you.

At Wadham College, where | was an undergraduate historian, 1 must thank Dr Jane Garnett for the
Wadham Interdisciplinary Symposium, where | learnt so very much; Dr Matthew Kempshall for
scholastics, humanists and all those in between (Discuss.); Dr George Southcombe for witches, puritans
and Macbeth; Dr Alex Middleton, whose dogged contrarianism, much as | hate to admit it, helped
crystallize and clarify many of my firmest beliefs; and Dr Peter Thonemann for that fateful meeting
concerning apples and oranges.

It was on my undergraduate course that | encountered the late Dr Mark Whittow, who was the main
reason | turned to Byzantium. | must thank him for so much, for his brilliance, restless energy and
enthusiasm, and his intellectual humility. He was always listening. He taught me to read sources closely,
and to ask bigger questions, but also always to remember to have a wild and wicked time. He is sorely
missed.

As a graduate and a Byzantinist, the community to which | owe my gratitude expanded exponentially. |
met the most inspiring of peers, to whom | owe my continued faith in the academy as a heterotopic space.
As friends, | must thank Matthew Kinloch for the Pecheneg and the Prince in Hopa, Nik Matheou for
slowly shaking my faith in the state, and Hugh Jeffrey for many an ‘editorial’ meeting gone astray. As
colleagues and peers, | must thank them all again for four years of discussion about method and theory, at
first as members of the Byzantine Theory Reading Group, and as of last year as co-conveners of the
TORCH Network ‘New Critical Approaches to the Byzantine World’, together also with the brilliant



Sophie Moore, Jules Gleeson and Alex Vukovich. In so far as this thesis has method, it was crystallized
in conversation with you and | thank you for it.

I must also thank Dr Alexandra Vukovich separately, for populating the lonely field of early Slavonic
studies, for reading various parts of this thesis and for never having ‘cut my energy!’; to thank Dr Phil
Booth for reading critically and thoughtfully, your feedback is always invaluable; to thank Dr Efthymios
Rizos (or the Younger of Serres) for Efthymios the Younger of Thessaloniki; Dr Marek Jankowiak for the
Synodicon Vetus and all things ecumenical; Prof. Elizabeth Jeffreys for teaching me how to use Pinakes;
and Dr Ine Jacobs for a roaming education in material culture, spolia and re-use across Iran and the
Peloponnese.

At Oxford | had the pleasure of being not simply a Byzantinist, but also a medievalist, which proved
essential as one part of this thesis found itself in the remit of the Latin church. | must thank Dr Lesley
Abrams for first making me feel at home at Balliol as a graduate, for baklava and missionary letters; and
Dr Helen Gittos for continuing this tradition of hospitality, for a conference on the ninth century which
proved crucial to this thesis, and for walks to local medieval churches. | must also thank Prof. Julia Smith,
for running the doctoral training seminar, which introduced me to the medieval community, for fostering
interesting conversation, and more specifically to this project, for pointing me to the work of lan Wood,
which | found to be central to this thesis. A big thank you is also due to Dr Conrad Leyser for all matters
papal, forged, or defamed, not least ‘Basil the Bulgar Khan’, and for reading closely and carefully some
of the most tedious parts of this project.

This is a thesis about language, and about words, and it would have been impossible without the fantastic
language teaching | have had the pleasure of receiving over the last four years. | must thank Dr Mary
Whitby for teaching me all the Greek | ever knew, and more profoundly still teaching me how to learn
language; Dr Ida Toth (slavenska sestra!) for teaching me medieval Greek, or to let go of the grammar to
which | was so desperately clutching; Prof. Michael Featherstone for reading with me even when | could
barely read, and still when | requested the most joyless of literature; Mr(!) James Howard-Johnston for
Greek, gossip, friendship and Django Unchained. And to Dumbarton Oaks Research Library for the
opportunity to study Greek with Prof Stratis Papaioannou and Dr Alice-Mary Talbot in 2018.

For my knowledge of Slavonic, | must largely thank Prof. Mary MacRobert whose patience with a mere
historian has known few bounds, the Life of John of Rila notwithstanding. In addition, | must thank Prof.
Anna-Maria Totomanova for giving me access to the online resources for learning Old Slavonic at the
University of Sofia. | also thank the Hilandar Research Library at Ohio State University, where | was
grateful to receive the tuition of Prof Predrag Matejic, Dr Daniel Collins and the ongoing help of Mary-
Allen (Pasha) Johnston whose bibliographical knowledge is unparalleled. On this note, | must also thank
Prof. Florin Curta whose multi-lingual bibliographical database (as of yet unpublished) has made much
easier, the otherwise near impossible task of finding recent literature relevant to this topic across
countries, alphabets and languages.

Finally, insofar as the superstructure is only semi-autonomous from the base, and insofar as this is a
medieval thesis, | must thank my patrons. The Clarendon Scholarship funded my Master of Studies,
during which I conceived of this project, and the AHRC Doctoral Training Award partnered with the
Balliol College Lady Dervorguilla Scholarship allowed me to execute it. The Oxford Centre for
Byzantine Research, Balliol College, the Arnold Bryce and Reed Fund at the History Faculty, the

4



lichester Fund at the Modern Languages Faculty, and the Royal Historical Society have in addition
allowed me to travel for research and language training to the States, Ireland, Russia, Bulgaria and Serbia.
This thesis would not have been possible without them. Needless to say, insofar and whenever this thesis
is successful, it is the product of the various and varied intellectual communities of which | have had the
privilege to be a part, and insofar and whenever it is not, it is the product of my own individual failings.

As it is noted in the Gospel of Matthew (4:4), however, ‘woman shall not live by medieval historical
bread alone’, and this thesis owes as much to the vibrant historical community I have been a part of, as to
the friends which have sustained and supported me on the way.

From Wadham, | must thank Theo for endless conversations on dirt track roads in Andalucia; Alex for
pizza and First Dates; Kez for walks in the Vienna woods and help with the fruit fly situation; and Beth,
for being my queen B from the first Desperado. To, Rachel and Olivia for being a home away from home,
for road trips, ABBA and never losing yourself even if you literally lose yourself (in the music).

I owe thanks to Josh and Ben for those unforgettable nights talking in the Megaron till dawn, and
separately to Josh for De Mate and four years of laughter, and to Ben for fireflies by the pool, and being
Balliol: floreat domus!; to Sarah (sixth!) for dinosaurs, cucumber and gin; to Elspeth for being a perfect
angel and a total nightmare; to Dave for such good food, and even better hugs; to Isabelle for so many hot
takes before marriage; to Dom for process and Dragons’ Den; to Justine for sharing the last stretch with
me; and to Xavier, my prodigal son and his questionable voting record. And to a new community across
the ford, to Maya for the unforgettable poncho and Zumba, and to Natasha and “Dr Tanna” for
guacamole, champagne and her work socializing only children.

Last but by no means least, | must offer my profound gratitude to the slon of slons, and the fil of fils, my
partner in all things and through all things, for making it seem, even at the worst of times, that all of this,
this work, this world, so full of sound and fury, signifies something. You are my home.

Finally, this thesis is dedicated to my mother, who gave me everything. | am sorry that | have nothing
better to give you back.



TABLES & FIGURES

Table 1: Disputation at the Caliph’s Court 61
Table 2: Disputation en route to and at the Khazar Court with Jews and those who know Islam 61
Table 3: Disputation with the Venetian Bishops, Priests and Monks 61

Table 4: Scriptural Quotations in the Venetian Speech 75

Figure 1: The Moscow Red Square on May 24th ‘Day of the Slavonic Alphabet and Culture’ in 2018,
(https://mospat.ru/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/detail20180524-VAR_0382-
%D0%BE%D0%B1%D1%80.jpg ) (last accessed: January, 2020) 36

Figure 2: St Cyril and Methodios University, Skopje, (https:/portalb.mk/576502-studentet-ne-magedoni-
ankohen-per-shpenzime-te-larta-administrative/ ) (last accessed: January, 2020) 38

Figure 3: Alfons Mucha, The Slav Epic Cycle No.4: Tsar Simeon | of Bulgaria (1923)
(http://www.muchafoundation.org/gallery/themes/theme/slav-epic/object/214/ ) (last accessed: January,
2020) 176

Figure 4: ‘1300 Years Bulgaria’ Monument, Sofia,
(http://www.bgspomen.com/2014/10/1300.html) (last accessed: January, 2020) 180



https://mospat.ru/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/detail20180524-VAR_0382-%D0%BE%D0%B1%D1%80.jpg
https://mospat.ru/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/detail20180524-VAR_0382-%D0%BE%D0%B1%D1%80.jpg
https://portalb.mk/576502-studentet-ne-maqedoni-ankohen-per-shpenzime-te-larta-administrative/
https://portalb.mk/576502-studentet-ne-maqedoni-ankohen-per-shpenzime-te-larta-administrative/
http://www.muchafoundation.org/gallery/themes/theme/slav-epic/object/214/
http://www.bgspomen.com/2014/10/1300.html

A NOTE ON TRANSLITERATION & SOURCE-TEXT REFERENCING

Transliteration is a necessary evil when working across alphabets and languages, and it is always fallible
and imperfect. In this thesis | have tried, as far as is possible, to aim for ease and consistency.

I have used the Library of Congress guide without diacritics for Slavonic when rendering scholars’ names
or titles of works in the footnotes and bibliography. This does leave some things unclear: ‘u’ represents
both ‘y’ and the Bulgarian hard ‘p’; ‘i’ represents both ‘n’ and the soft ‘#1.” It also often leads to rendering
the names of scholars, especially from the Balkans, in ways that they themselves would not: Khristo
instead of Hristo, Giuzelev instead of Gjuzelev. When citing names in the main body of text or giving
names to texts myself, 1 have opted for commonly accepted anglicised spellings for Slavonic proper
nouns, partly because the alternative would be to choose to transliterate one national spelling over and
above another. So, the reader will find Constantine-Cyril and Methodios instead of Konstantin-Cyril and
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0.INTRODUCTION
0.1 Inventing Writing

Inventing and successfully establishing a new literacy is a tricky business. In a world where the
technology of writing is already available, however small the reach of literacy, a new script has no
internal drive. Separate from its situatedness in the socio-political landscape it is an empty signifier.? Its
earliest history is often riddled with fragility and uncertainty. To succeed it requires some temporary
alignment of the interests of various individuals, communities and institutions which may otherwise have
opposing agendas; in the eastern Mediterranean and northern Europe of the early middle ages which
concern this thesis, the two most obvious hegemonic and ever-intertwining scribal cultures were the
sacred and the bureaucratic.? Furthermore, a new script has no guarantee of survival: no language requires

its own, designated alphabet. Alphabets rise and fall much more readily than languages do.®

The study of the invention and growth of a particular literacy, therefore, is always the study of a complex
socio-political process, of multiple actors with different agendas on the one hand, but also of contingency,
on the other, of accident as much as of planned development. Studies of early writing cultures have more
recently become studies of this complex process involving multiple actors with different ideas about the
use of text situated in socio-political spaces.* And they have come to acknowledge the ever-present

! In this, I side with the more recent turn toward the ‘ideological model of literacy’ which sees literacy as the
product of social practices within power structures, rather than the earlier so-called ‘autonomous model of literacy’
which saw the technology as an independent driver of profound social change. For the ideological model: B. Street,
‘Introduction: the New Literacy Studies’ in his ed., Cross-Cultural Approaches to Literacy (Cambridge, 1993), pp.1-
21; S. Houston, ‘Overture to The First Writing” in his ed., The First Writing: Script Invention as History and
Process (Cambridge, 2005), p.5-7; J. Assman, Cultural Memory and Early Civilisation. Writing, Remembrance, and
Political Imagination (Cambridge, 2011), pp.265-6. The older model can be found in the early work of Jack Goody,
e.g. The Domestication of the Savage Mind (Cambridge, 1977); and in slightly weakened form in his later: The
Interface between the Written and the Oral (Cambridge, 1987). See also: W. Ong, Orality and Literacy: The
Technologizing of the Word (London, 1988).

2 Plenty of ink has been spilled to try to assess the relative importance of these two cultures, especially in western
Europe, and more often than not to stress the importance of the ‘state’ over the ‘church’. See the seminal: M.
Clanchy, From Memory to Written Record: England, 1066-1307 (London, 1979). More recently Clanchy’s thesis
has been supported in scholarship that uses the label ‘pragmatic literacy’ for non-religious writing. See: I. Larsson,
Pragmatic Literacy and the Medieval Use of the Vernacular: the Swedish Example (Turnhout, 2009); . Bubalo,
Pragmatic Literacy in Medieval Serbia (Turnhout, 2014). See also: W. Brown, et al. eds, Documentary Culture and
the Laity in the Early Middle Ages (Cambridge, 2013).

3 For instance, the Permian script was invented by the late-fourteenth-century saint Stephen of Perm, who was
tasked with converting the Finno-Uguric Komi peoples of the utmost north-east European regions of modern-day
Russia. The new letters had fallen out of use by the seventeenth century, whilst the Permian language continued to
be written in Cyrillic. See: Epiphanius the Wise, The Life of Stephen of Perm, in: Slovo o zhitii i uchenii sviatogo
ottsa nashego Stefana, byvshego episkopom v Permi, sostavlennoe prepodobnym vo sviashchennoinokakh ottsom
nashim Epifaniem, ed. trans. lu. Gribov, et al, in Biblioteka literatury Drevnei Rusi, vol.12 (St Petersburg, 2003),
pp.144-231.

4 M. Amsler, Affective Literacies: Writing and Multilingualism in the Late Middle Ages (Turnhout, 2011); S.
Franklin, Writing, Society and Culture in Early Rus, ¢.950-1300 (Cambridge, 2002); A. Neuwirth, ‘The “Discovery
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possibility that all progress gained can at any point be lost or reversed, as the social context in which this

writing was embedded fluctuated.®

But whilst the real conditions of early literacy are those of fragility, and whilst the ultimate success of any
innovation can never be assumed, this is rarely the impression which (pre-modern) societies have chosen
to leave behind in their records. To the contrary, as societies reorganized their pasts to serve, explain or
represent their contemporary concerns, earlier processes of invention, adoption and adaptation, became
fossilized in what anthropologist Maurice Halbwachs has called ‘figures of memory.’® In the words of
Halbwachs, ‘if a truth is to be settled in the memory of a group it needs to be presented in the concrete

form of an event, of a personality, or of a locality.’’

This is nowhere truer than in the case of the invention of alphabets or literacies more generally. The
complex processes discussed above are often symbolized instead by an uncomplicated event and an
individual inventor. In ancient Mesopotamia, amongst the earliest societies to record writing, a Sumerian
text notes that the invention of writing was occasioned by an exchange of messages between Enmerkar,
the lord of Uruk, and the lord of Aratta, which was too complex for the messenger to remember, so the
ruler of Uruk put the words on a clay tablet.® In Plato’s famous account in the Phaedrus, it was the
Egyptian god Thoth who gave the King Ammon the first writing.® In al-Masudi’s tenth-century account,
most probably sourced from a much earlier text, the prophet Zoroaster created the letters used by ancient

Persians.°

In the era of Abrahamic monotheism, as a healthy dose of scepticism toward the written word withered
away, these kinds of legendary accounts needed only cosmetic transformation.!! Multiple gods were

replaced by various mediators of the one God, either scriptural figures or, in the Christian traditions,

of Writing” in the Qur’an: Tracing an Epistemic Revolution in Arab Late Antiquity’, in H. Amirav, et al eds., New
Themes, New Styles in the Eastern Mediterranean: Christian, Jewish, and Islamic Encounters, 5th-8th Centuries
(Leuven, 2017), pp.113-136.

5 See for instance: Assmann, Cultural Memory, p.265; T. van den Hout, ‘The Rise and Fall of Cuneiform in Hittite
Anatolia’, in C. Woods ed., Visible Language: Inventions of Writing in the Ancient Middle East and Beyond
(Chicago, 2015), pp.99-106.

& Assman, Cultural Memory, p.23.

" M. Halbwachs, On Collective Memory (Chicago, 1992), p.200.

8 Enmenkar and the Lord of Aratta, in Epics of Sumerian Kings: The Matter of Aratta, ed., trans. H. Vantisphout,
(Atlanta, 2003), pp.85-7.

% Plato, Phaedrus and the Seventh and Eighth Letters, trans. W. Hamilton, (London, 1973), pp.96-7.

10 The ‘History of the Kings of the Persians’ in Three Arabic Chronicles, trans. R. Hoyland, (Liverpool, 2018),
pp.87-9. On this see: K. van Bladel, ‘Zoroaster’s Many Languages’, in J. Lowry, et al eds., Arabic Humanities,
Islamic Thought: Essays in Honor of Everett K. Rowson (Leiden, 2017), pp.190-210.

1] . Alexander, ‘The Living Voice: Scepticism towards the Written Word in Early Christian and in Graeco-Roman
texts’, in D. Clines, et al eds., The Bible in three Dimensions: Essays in Celebration of Forty Years of Biblical
Studies in the University of Sheffield (Sheffield, 1990), pp.221-48; G. Schoeler, The Genesis of Literature in Islam:
From the Aural to the Read (Edinburgh, 2009), esp. pp.16-30.
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saints. In his fifth-century vita, the Armenian bishop Mashtots is tasked with inventing an alphabet by
King Vramshapuh (ca.389-417).12 Whilst he is at it, Mashtots invents alphabets for Georgian and
Albanian too. And in the ninth century, which concerns us here, the Life of Cyril records that God
revealed the Slavonic letters to Cyril 13

Much like the alphabets whose origins they expose, these narratives are by no means necessary. It is not
the case that all societies formulate figures of memory for the invention of their writing system. Whilst
one can purchase a Mashtots t-shirt at most Armenian historical sites and at the Yerevan airport today, no
single inventor or event dominates ideas about the emergence of the Latin, Greek or even, despite its
otherwise sacred association, the Arabic script.* Thus, as with the emergence and sustenance of the script
itself, the way individuals, communities or institutions go about recording the invention of theirs or
others’ writing systems is always contingent on the specific socio-political contexts which occasioned this

act of recording.

The historian of medieval Japan, David Lurie, has recently noted, in a comparative study of narratives on
the origins of writing, that such narratives are ‘highly ideological’ and rarely if ever actually interested in
confronting ‘the emergence of something new in the distant past.”'® Stories depicting the origins of
writing are always in some sense allegorical, and ‘writing is never invented only once, as it is repeatedly
reconceptualized and reorganized when it is adopted and adapted for different purposes.’*® This
understanding forms the backbone of this thesis. It is about narratives of the origins of writing, but only

insofar as narratives of the origins of writing are never really about the origins of writing.
0.11 Inventing Slavonic: narrative and practice

This thesis is for the most part a study of changing ideas about and attitudes toward writing, as they are
expressed in the earliest texts concerned with the invention of the Slavonic alphabet and its legendary

ninth-century inventor, the Byzantine diplomat, Constantine-Cyril.

12 See: Koriwn, Life of Mashtots, eds., trans. M. Abeghian, B. Norehad, (New York, 1964).

13 See: Chapter 1.

14 Stories about how the alphabets were invented do exist but seem to have gained little traction. For Latin and the
goddess Carmenta, see: Gaius Julius Hyginus, Fable 277: First Inventors in The Myths of Hyginus, ed., trans. M.
Grant, (Lawrence, 1960), pp.178-9. For Greek, see: Chapter 3. In the Arabic tradition, the sanctity of the language
and its first speaker Ishmael was fossilised in a figure of memory-like narrative, rather than specifically the script
itself. See: Ibn Qutayba, The Excellence of the Arabs, ed. J. Montgomery, P. Webb, trans. S. Savant, P. Webb, (New
York, 2017), pp.27-30.

15D. Lurie, ‘Parables of Inscription: Some Notes on the Narratives of the Origin of Writing’, History and Theory, 56
(2018), p.33.

16 1bid., pp.48-9.
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The earliest accounts of the invention of the Slavonic alphabet are two hagiographies, the Life of
Constantine-Cyril, its inventor, and the Life of Methodios, his brother-cum-companion. On the basis of
philological and historical analysis, which I will engage with in more detail throughout the thesis, both of
these texts have been dated to the late ninth century, within no more than a few decades of the deaths of
their eponymous protagonists, sometime between 869 (when Cyril died), 885 (when Methodios died) and
907 (when the region was overrun by Hungarian invasion) at the latest. These texts were written in either
Rome or Moravia, a polity whose location remains disputed, but most probably covered territories
between modern day Hungary, Austria, the Czech Republic and Slovakia.l” Not much later another
account discussing the Slavonic alphabet’s invention was written. A text, entitled On Letters, attributed to
a monk Khrabur, which defends the alphabet against the Greek letters, has been dated to sometime
between 907 and 927, not long after the arrival of the alphabet in the Balkans, where the text was most
probably written. Although these texts survive in much later manuscripts, their transmission is fairly rigid

and their contents surprisingly stable.*®

There are, in addition, passing mentions of the fact Cyril invented the letters in a number of Latin texts,
despite a total silence from contemporary Byzantine sources. There is some reiteration and reworking of
the contents of the vitae in undated Slavonic homilies and hymns in Cyril and Methodios’ honour. There
are also other Slavonic texts, dated to the early tenth-century Balkans through their language or their
dedication to Bulgarian rulers, which offer occasional mention of Cyril and Methodios in passing. | use
these throughout the thesis, where possible, as supplementary or contextual evidence. But when it comes
to early medieval sources offering a narrative of the actual invention of the Slavonic alphabet from a near-

contemporary period, the three texts at the heart of this thesis are essentially all that we have.

It is perhaps not surprising therefore, that in its choice of texts this thesis can hardly claim any novelty. In
Vatroslav Jagi¢’s 1895 collection of extracts and studies, entitled Discussions on the Church Slavonic
Language from South Slavonic and Early Rus Sources, the Life of Cyril, the Life of Methodios and On
Letters already had pride of place, making up three out of the first four texts selected.’® Just under a

century later, in 1988, Boris Floria, produced an influential overview of the field and translation into

17.0On the debates concerning the location of Moravia, see: M. Betti, The Making of Christian Moravia (858-882):
Papal Power and Political Reality (Leiden, 2014), pp.138-68.

18 The Life of Cyril is found, at the earliest, in a late fifteenth-century manuscript, the Life of Methodios in a (most
probably) late twelfth-century manuscript, and On Letters in a codex from 1348. These will be discussed in more
detail in each chapter.

19 The fourth source was an extract from the Tale of Bygone Years (‘Povest’ vremennykh let’), the earliest chronicle
of Rus, dated to long after the invention of the alphabet. V. Jagi¢, Rassuzhdeniia iuzhnoslavianskoi i russkoi stariny
0 tserkovnoslavianskom iazyke: izsledovaniia po russkomu iazyku (St Petersburg, 1895).
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Russian of what he calls Narratives concerning the Beginning of Slavonic Literacy. He chose the very

same three texts to do so: the Life of Cyril, the Life of Methodios and the treatise On Letters.?

There is something of a paradox in the evidence concerning the invention of Slavonic, however. Whilst in
the Life of Cyril and Life of Methodios, the alphabet comes into being thanks to the request of the
Moravian polity, and its earliest use is in Moravia, where Cyril and later Methodios are said to translate
scriptural texts, there is in actuality no securely dated manuscript or inscription in Slavonic from late

ninth-century Moravia.

Thus, a rather different story is told purely from the surviving evidence of the contemporary practice of
writing. The earliest explicitly dated Slavonic manuscript is a gospel from early Rus, dated to 1056-7.%
The earliest dated inscription in Slavonic, discovered in 2015, is a funerary inscription bearing the date
921, found in a rock-cut monastery near the North-Western Bulgarian village of Krepcha.? Little else
surviving can dated to late ninth-century Moravia. Philologists place the earliest surviving Slavonic
manuscripts, which are not internally dated, in the late tenth and early eleventh century.?® These are
usually gospels or psalters. None of the original translations of Cyril and Methodios, if they even
resembled what the lives claim, have survived. Nor have any roughly contemporary manuscripts. A
number of other texts, often translations or compilations from Greek, have been at various times
associated with Cyril and Methodios’ own hands, or Moravia more generally, but this has remained very
speculative, and on a number of occasions a text considered original or Moravian has been discovered to

be a compilation of extant Greek texts, or dated to the tenth-century Balkans.?*

In short, the invention of Slavonic is quite unlike other instances of origins of writing myths, which, as
Lurie has noted, are often later attempts to explain a distant past, influenced by contemporary literacy.?
By contrast, the earliest narratives of the invention of Slavonic, and | mean the Life of Cyril especially,
and to a somewhat lesser extent the Life of Methodios dated to the late ninth century, seem to predate the
widespread use of the Slavonic alphabet in our records. In short, the figure of memory emerged almost

contemporaneously with the early fragility of new literacies, and in this case is our only source of

20 B. Floria, Skazaniia o nachale slavianskoi pis ‘mennosti (Moscow, 1988; repr. St Petersburg 2001).

2L Ostromirovo Evangelie 1056-1057 goda po izdaniiu A. Kh. Vostokova, ed. A.A. Alekseev, (Moscow, 2007).

22 K. Popkonstantinov, A.-M. Totomanova, Epokhata na bulgarskiiat tsar Samuil: ezik i pismenost (Sofia, 2014),
p.25. Prior to this the earliest dated inscription was also from the Balkans and dated to 943, see: K. Popkonstantinov,
‘Razprostranenie na starobulgarskata pismenost prez IX-X v. (po epigrafski danni)’, Starobulgarska literatura, 17
(1985), pp.59-61.

2 A list of the manuscripts can be found in: K. Mirchev, Starobulgarski ezik: kratuk gramatichen ocherk (Sofia,
1972), pp.10-12.

24 For a summary of recent work, see: A. Turilov, ‘K izucheniiu velikomoravskogo literaturnogo naslediia:
promezhutochnye itogi, spornye voprosy i perspektivy’, Vestnik slavianskikh kul'tur, 1 (2015), pp.130-52.

%5 Lurie, ‘Parables of Inscription’, p.33.
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evidence for recovering this fragility. Thus, the Slavonic case study does not quite fit into either of the
current fields of scholarship on early writing: namely the study of legends about the ancient origins of
writing on the one hand, and of the practical uses and spread of writing and literacy on the other.

A different, much fuller picture of the use of Slavonic emerges from the tenth-century Balkans, where the
alphabet arrived sometime between the 880s and the 907 collapse of the Moravian polity, and where we
can locate the third text which concerns this thesis, On Letters. In addition to a small corpus of dated
inscriptions, the Balkans offer a rich corpus of undated epigraphy in what are most probably tenth-century
monastic complexes. The aforementioned corpus of translations and a smaller set of short original
compositions can also be dated to the early- to mid-tenth century through their authors or dedication to
Bulgarian rulers. There was, in short, some spread of the use of the alphabet throughout the Balkans by
the mid-tenth century even if the reach or depth of this remains hard to discern.

This was the spread of literacy, as perceived only through its legend on the one hand and its practice on
the other. But it is the purpose of this thesis to situate writing firmly in intellectual and social
circumstances, rather than study it as an autonomous agent, which leads us on to the geo-political framing

of this thesis’s inquiry.
0.111 Between Rome and Constantinople

I have chosen to frame this thesis’ inquiry between Rome and Constantinople. What I mean by this is that
both the stories about the origins of Slavonic, and the practice of using the alphabet as it survives in
inscriptions and manuscripts, were shaped by the influence of these two hegemonic cultural centres. By
Rome and Constantinople, | mean both scribal cultures: the bureaucratic, of the polities of Byzantium and
the Carolingian empire, and the sacred, of the Constantinopolitan Patriarchate and Roman Papacy. But is
mostly the latter that concerns me here. This thesis seeks to contextualise the work of medieval authors
and their communities to reveal how they used the resources of Rome and Constantinople’s scribal
cultures to their own authorial ends and to contribute to a critical history of connectedness as proposed by

the more recent turn toward global history.?

The idea of a ‘Byzantine Commonwealth’, of eastern Europe as a space under the cultural influence of
Byzantium, even if it was not under its direct political control, as coined by Dimitri Obolensky, and the
political reality of the Eastern Bloc as a unit in the latter half of the twentieth century, has meant that it

has come naturally to scholars to look east when situating the Life of Cyril, the Life of Methodios and On

2% ], Belich, et al eds., The Prospect of Global History (Oxford, 2014), p.14; S. Conrad, What is Global History?
(Princeton, 2016), p.56.
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Letters.?” In the twenty-first century, the modern nation-states, which occupy the land these medieval
events occurred in, have tried to re-integrate themselves into Europe, and shake off the history of Iron
Curtain isolation. Thus, looking west when trying to explain medieval societies in this region has become

ever more prominent, if at times, superficially so.

This thesis seeks to strike a pathway between these two opposing poles, by assessing both Latin and
Greek-language contexts with particular attention to the fact that these two were not necessarily distinct
but could overlap both in general, and more specifically in the way they manifest in the three texts which
concern this thesis. In all cases, whilst recognising these influences, | try to assess how Rome and
Constantinople and their cultural production became more or less useful resources for the authors of the
Life of Cyril, the Life of Methodios and On Letters over the course of the late ninth and early tenth
centuries. In order to carry out this intellectual contextualisation between Rome and Constantinople later
in the thesis, it is worth offering some brief high-political contextualisation on the region, and polities

which occupied it.

This brief summary does not pretend to be a complete account of the high politics of the late ninth
century. It is simply to show that when the alphabet emerged, the polities which at different times
received it were deeply intertwined with one another and with Rome and Constantinople. It also seeks to
illustrate just how varied the kinds of political organisation, often disguised by the word ‘state’, were in
this region. Central and Eastern Europe was populated by short lived, often fragile young polities, in the
borderlands between two political entities eager to stress their own stability, but nonetheless subject to

constant internal upheaval and reinvention.

The Byzantine state in the ninth century occupies a peculiar place in Byzantine historiography, perhaps
best summarised by the title of Leslie Brubaker’s edited volume of 1998 on the topic: Byzantium in the
Ninth Century: Dead or Alive??® The jury is still out, but it is perhaps best to ask: ‘more dead or more
alive than what?’ The late ninth-century Byzantine state in particular has been categorised largely by what
came before and after it: not as ‘bad’ as the catastrophic seventh and eight centuries, when Byzantium
was losing much of its eastern territory to Arab raids, and Balkan territory to Avars, Slavs and Bulgars,
but not quite as ‘good’ as the tenth century, which saw some territorial gains in the east, and by the turn of

the eleventh, the total incorporation of the Balkans into Byzantine territory.?® This territorial stasis, and

27 See: D. Obolensky, The Byzantine Commonwealth: Eastern Europe, 500-1453 (London, 1971).

28 |, Brubaker ed., Byzantium in the Ninth Century: Dead or Alive? (Aldershot, 1998).

29 See: J. Haldon, The Empire that Would not Die: the Paradox of Eastern Roman Survival, 640-740 (Cambridge,
MA, 2016); J. Howard-Johnston, Witnesses to a World Crisis: Historians and Histories of the Middle East in the
Seventh Century (Oxford, 2010); W. Pohl, The Avars: a Steppe Empire in Central Europe, 567-822 (Ithaca, NY,
2018); J. Shepard, ‘Slavs and Bulgars’, in R. McKitterick ed., The New Cambridge Medieval History, vol. 2: ¢.700-
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the resolution of the iconoclast schism by 843, resulted in a rich corpus of intellectual production, whether
that be iconodule hagiography, comprehensive chronicles, or philosophical learning, as personified by the
sometime patriarch of Constantinople, Photios (858-67, 877-86).%° By the late ninth century, Byzantium
was looking outward again, successfully converting the neighbouring Bulgarian polity from the 860s
onwards, trying to convert the Khazars of the north Caucasus with less success (ca.861), and agreeing, at
least according to the Life of Cyril, to send teachers to Moravia (ca.864).3! But these were early steps
toward a more comprehensive missionary effort in the tenth century.3 For the purpose of an brief
summary such as this, in the period which concerns this thesis, Byzantium was neither dead nor quite

alive, but perhaps recovering.

The fate of the Bulgarian polity which concerns the last third of this thesis, is of course deeply intertwined
with that of Byzantium. The Bulgars, a nomadic Turkic peoples from the central Asian steppe, arrived in
the North Eastern Balkans in the late seventh century. How many came, and who they found remains
unclear, but it no doubt included some formerly Byzantine peoples, or Greek speakers, and a number of
Slavonic-speaking tribes. By the turn of the ninth century, they controlled much of the territory of modern
Bulgaria, as well as Romania, south of the Carpathian Mountains, and more irregularly the areas of
Thrace and Northern Greece. At around the same time, archaeology suggests their formerly nomadic or
semi-nomadic ways were being shed, and stone constructions, identified as palaces, replaced what seem
to have been wooden structures for temporary habitation in the ‘capital’, Pliska.>® No native chronicles
survive, but it appears that this initially Turkic-speaking elite also began to adopt and adapt Byzantine,
sedentary-state customs: using seals and Greek inscriptions.®* By the 860s the elite pursued

Christianisation. Perhaps the best recorded period of medieval Bulgarian history is the long negotiation

900, (Cambridge, 1995), pp. 228-248; M. Whittow, The Making of Orthodox Byzantium, 600-1025 (Berkeley, CA,
1996); C. Holmes, Basil Il and the Governance of Empire (976-1025) (Oxford, 2006); A. Kaldellis, Streams of
Gold, Rivers of Blood: the Rise and Fall of Byzantium, 955 AD to the First Crusade (Oxford, 2019).

%0 See: L. Brubaker, J. Haldon, Byzantium in the Iconoclast Era, c. 680-850: a History (Cambridge, 2011); A.-M.
Talbot ed., Byzantine Defenders of Images: Eight Saints’ Lives in Translation (Harvard, 1998); Theophanes
Confessor, Chronicle, in C. Mango, R. Scott trans., The Chronicle of Theophanes Confessor: Byzantine and Near
Eastern History, AD 284-813 (Oxford, 1997). On philosophy, see the current ERC-Funded project hosted at the
Vienna Academy of Science: ‘Reassessing Ninth-Century Philosophy. A Synchronic Approach to the Logical
Traditions’, (https://erc-9salt.univie.ac.at/) (last accessed: January, 2020).

31 ]. Shepard, ‘The Khazars’ Formal Adoption of Judaism and Byzantium’s Northern Policy’, Oxford Slavonic
Papers, 31 (1998), pp.11-34.

323, Ivanov, “Pearls before Swine”": Missionary Work in Byzantium, trans. D. Hoffman, (Paris, 2015), pp.89-90.
3 U. Fiedler, ‘Bulgars in the Lower Danube Region. A Survey of the Archaeological Evidence and of the State of
Current Research’, in F. Curta, et al eds., The Other Europe in the Middle Ages: Avars, Bulgars, Khazars and
Cumans (Leiden, 2007), p.173.

3 See: V. Beshevliev ed., Purvobulgarski nadpisi (2nd ed., Sofia, 1979); I. lordanov ed., Korpus na pechatite na
srednovekovna Bulgariia (Sofia, 2001).
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between the ruler Boris (ca. 852-889, 889-893) and the Constantinopolitan and Roman churches.*® Boris
settled with Byzantium by 870 but whilst official conversation was complete, cultural Christianisation
was only just beginning. It was in this context that the Slavonic alphabet arrived in the Balkans, and
received some patronage from Boris’ son, Symeon (ca.893-927). It is unclear how far the Bulgar elite,
who still used Turkic honorific titles in their Greek inscriptions in the early ninth century and produced at
least two inscriptions in what seems to be a Turkic language with Greek letters, had become
‘Slavicised’.*® Nineteenth-century pseudo-science’s race hierarchy incentivised Bulgarian scholars to
peddle this Slavicisation with some vigour, perceiving the Slavs as a superior or more Aryan race with
which to become associated.®” But as far as the medieval evidence is concerned, it cannot be known for
certain whether the Slavonic alphabet, at the time of its arrival, was an alphabet for a majority or minority
language, or an alphabet for a ruling or under class. In short, the decision to adopt it was by no means the

most obvious thing to do.

Neither the Byzantine appointment of Photios as patriarch nor the conversion of the Bulgarians pleased
Rome. Papal records show an excessive preoccupation with Photios and Constantinopolitan affairs, as
well as sustained communication with Boris long after the expulsion of the Latin clergy from Bulgaria.®®
Rome and Constantinople were very well connected in this period, in part precisely as a result of these
matters of dispute. Evangelos Chrysos notes that there were thirty embassies recorded between the two
centres between 860 and 880 alone, thus Greek monks were not that rare in Rome, and nor were papal

delegates unusual in Constantinople.®

Whereas, at least in principle, Byzantium’s sacred and bureaucratic scribal cultures went hand in hand
and emperors appointed patriarchs, the relationships between the papacy and the Carolingian emperor(s)
in the ninth century were far from rosy. Louis the German, emperor of the East Frankish kingdom, had

himself tried to baptise Boris, and more generally the Frankish emperors started to undertake their

% Boris’ dates are interrupted by the rule of his son Vladimir, who may have tried to restore paganism, and was
quickly removed by his father. For an overview, see: V. Giuzelev, ‘The Bulgarians’ Conversion to Christianity’,
repr. in his Medieval Bulgaria, Byzantine Empire, Black Sea — Venice — Genoa (Villach, 1988), pp.115-203.

% Beshevliev, Purvobulgarski nadpisi, n.53-4, pp.186-190.

37 S. Detchev, ‘Between Slavs and Old Bulgars: “Ancestors”, “Race” and Identity in Late Nineteenth-Century
Bulgaria’, in P. Geary, et al eds., Manufacturing Middle Ages: Entangled History of Medievalism in Nineteenth
Century Europe (Leiden, 2013), pp.243-76.

38 See: Notice for Hadrian 11 in Le Liber Pontificalis: texte, introduction et commentaire, ed. L. Duchesne, vol. 2
(Paris, 1989), 108.1-109; The Lives of the Ninth Century Popes (Liber Pontificalis): the Ancient Biographies of Ten
Popes from A.D. 817-891, trans. R. Davis, (Liverpool, 1995), pp.259-92. And especially the letters to Boris from
880-882, see: John VIII, Letters, in Registrum lohannis VIII. papae, ed. Caspar, in MGH, Epp VII (Epistolae
Karolini Aevi V), (2nd ed., Berlin, 1974).

39 E. Chrysos, ‘Rome and Constantinople in Confrontation: the Quarrel over the Validity of Photius’ Ordination’, in
D. Slootjes, M. Verhoeven eds., Byzantium in Dialogue with the Mediterranean: History and Heritage (Leiden,
2019), p.41.
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religious activity, whether canonical, or missionary, in house.*’ The late ninth century in particular saw an
extremely concerted effort by Pope Nicholas I, Pope Hadrian II and Pope John VIII to ‘restore’ a
constructed image of the former missionary glory of the papacy as an institution, whether through their
own interest in Bulgaria and Moravia, or through their literary output: biographical notices, lives of
earlier missionary popes, letters to foreign rulers and the way they chose to keep their own records.*

Making the papacy missionary again, especially with respect to Moravia and Pannonia inevitably
displeased the Frankish kings. The region to the east of the Frankish polities had been occupied by the
Avar Khaganate until the turn of the ninth century, when its western territories were subsumed by the
Franks and its south eastern territories fell to the Bulgarians. The Franks undertook a process of
Christianisation, for which none other than Alcuin, Charlemagne’s main court scholar, came up with a
blueprint, to be found in various missionary hagiographic accounts.*? The Frankish kings, therefore, very
much saw these territories as their own to convert and administer. And the proximity of these formerly
Avar territories to areas of strong historic Byzantine influence, brought to the forefront some theological
tension between the Frankish and Byzantine churches over the question of the filioque, namely whether

the spirit proceeds from the father and the son or only from the father.*

The actual emergences of the short-lived polities or principalities of Moravia and Pannonia in this region
is hard to pinpoint, as prior to their mid ninth-century appearances found in the Life of Cyril and Life of
Methodios, Latin chronicles record various interactions between simply ‘Slavic leaders’ and Frankish
kings. Both were clearly created or at least granted by the Frankish kings on formerly Avar lands which
seem to have already had plenty of Slavonic-speaking inhabitants. Both principalities therefore had
deeply intertwined histories. But conflicting narratives coexist in modern scholarship as a result of the

association of Moravia with the ancestor to the Czechs and Pannonia with the ancestor of the Slovaks.*

40 Annals of St-Bertin, 864, in Les Annales de Saint-Bertin, eds. F. Grat, J. Vieillard, S. Clémencet, (Paris, 1964);
The Annals of St-Bertin, trans. J. Nelson, (Manchester, 1991). See: H. Reimitz, ‘Conversion and Control: the
Establishment of Liturgical Frontiers in Carolingian Panonnia’, in W. Pohl, et al eds., The Transformation of
Frontiers. From Late Antiquity to the Carolingians (Leiden, 2001), pp.188-207.

1 See: Chapter 2, Part V; C. Leyser, ‘The Memory of Gregory the Great and the Making of Latin Europe, 600-
1000, in K. Cooper, et al eds., Making Early Medieval Societies: Conflict and Belonging in the Latin West, 300-
1200 (Cambridge, 2016), pp.181-201.

42|, Wood, The Missionary Life: Saints and the Evangelisation of Europe, 400-1500 (Harlow, 2001) pp.85-90,
esp.p.90.

43 See: T. Kolbaba, Inventing Latin Heretics: Byzantines and the Filioque in the Ninth Century (Kalamazoo, MI,
2008).

44 It suffices to compare the rather contradictory English-language Wikipedia pages for each polity to get a sense of
their contested histories.
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The region of Pannonia in particular, also called Carantania, the Balaton Principality or the Principality of
Lower Pannonia, was granted to Pribina, a Slavic lord, as an imperial gift in 848.%° Estimates of the area it
covered vary, but it was most probably located south-south-east of Moravia, and included Lake Balaton in
modern day Hungary. By the late ninth century it was held by his son, Kocel (ca.861/4-876), about
whom we have rather conflicting records in Latin and Slavonic. He was the last recorded leader of the

principality.

The first mention of a Moravian duke, Mojmir, is in a ninth-century Latin text primarily concerned with
Pannonia. It records that he attacked Pribina, the first ruler of the Pannonian principality.*® This resulted
in Louis the German’s appointment of Rastislav, Mojmir’s nephew, to the duchy of Moravia.*’ Rastislav
(ca.846-70) was also intent on more independence, however. He supported a number of anti-Louis
rebellions, including the 861 rebellion against Louis by his son, Carloman.*® In response, Louis the
German contacted none other than the Bulgarian ruler, Boris, to ask for support against the Moravians in
863.%° It is in this immediate context, at least according to the Life of Cyril, that Rastislav contacted the
Byzantine emperor Michael 111 to ask for preachers and a bishop in the Slavonic language, ca.864. This
was the very same year when Boris is recorded as contacting Louis the German for preachers in Latin in
the Annals of St Bertin.® Moravia’s rule then fell to Sviatopluk, Rastislav’s nephew, who continued to
cause problems for the Franks, regularly invading Pannonia and supporting rebellions.5! Sviatopluk died
around 894, and after some decades of succession disputes, the Hungarians migrated from the Black Sea

steppe and settled the territory by 907, and the Moravian principality was no more.>?

This narrative of the actions of the political elite by no means suffices as contextalisation of the textual
production of the late ninth century. To the contrary, throughout this thesis | refrain from reducing the
intellectual culture of this region to the principality or state under which it was produced, as national
historiography commonly does. Rather, | use the cultural fluidity of intellectual production from this
region, on the one hand, to destabilise the assumed autonomy and homogeneity of the polities Moravia,
Pannonia and Bulgaria, and on the other, to also challenge the self-proclaimed stability of Constantinople

and Rome.

45 Die Conversio Bagoariorum et Carantanorum und der Brief des Erzbischofs Theotmar von Salzburg, ed., trans. F.
Losek, (Hanover, 1997), 12. (Henceforth, Conversio)

%6 Ibid., 13.

47 The Annals of Fulda, 846, in Annales Fuldenses, ed. F. Kurze, MHG, Scriptores rerum Germanicarum in usum
scholarum 7 (Hanover, 1891). The Annals of Fulda, trans. T. Reuter, (Manchester, 1993).

“8 |bid., 855.

49 Ibid., 863.

%0 Annals of St-Bertin, 864.

51 Ibid., 869-895.

52 Constantine Porphyrogennetos, De Administrando Imperio, 41, in Konstantin Bagrianorodnyi, Ob Upravlenii
imperiei, eds., trans. G.G. Litavrin, A.P. Novoseltsev, (Moscow, 1989).
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0.1V (Re)Inventing Slavonic: Cultures of Writing

It is impossible to miss the significance of the invention of Slavonic to modern Slavonic-speaking nation
states. The alphabet and Cyril and Methodios are celebrated annually on the Day of the Slavonic Alphabet
and Culture on May 24 in the Orthodox world, and July 5 in the Catholic world, and monuments of the
brothers, churches or institutions in their name populate the Central and Eastern European landscape.>® In
consequence, the body of scholarship on the topic is overwhelming. Yet despite the intimidating quantity
of work produced and continuing to be produced on the invention of Slavonic, the mission of Cyril and
Methodios to Moravia, and the three texts mentioned above, there has been a self-diagnosed stalemate in
the field. When, in 2000, Floria wrote a new introduction to his 1988 volume mentioned above, he had
the option of revising and updating his bibliography in light of new research. He noted instead:

‘OgHaKo 3HAKOMCTBO C TOSIBUBIIMMHUCS 3a 3TO BpEeMsl HCCIEOBAHUSAMHU IO3BOJWIO aBTOPY
cenaTh BBIBOJ, YTO HM BCTYNUTENbHAS CTaThs, HU KOMMEHTapuil K IepeBoJaM MaMATHUKOB HE

TpeOyIOT 3HAYUTENLHON NepepaboTKu. >

‘An acquaintance with the research which has appeared over the course of this time, has
permitted the author the conclusion, that neither the introductory essay, nor the commentary to

the translations of the textual monuments needs any significant reworking.’

The same impression emerges from Anatoly Turilov’s 2015 review of new developments in scholarship
on the mission to Moravia and its legacy between 1985 and 2015.%° The review sidesteps the questions
surrounding the narrative of the invention and the lives of Cyril and Methodios, and focuses instead on
impressive recent discoveries in the sphere of early Slavonic hymnography.®® Whilst important
philological work continues to revise the corpus of translations dated to the early period, no new original
compositions have emerged outside of hymnography; nor have any new sources emerged to modify the

narrative of the invention of Slavonic as it was outlined above.

Nevertheless, historical inquiry has continued its preoccupation with specific factual matters about which
the surviving texts do not offer sufficient information, despite no new evidence having come to light. The
debate continues to address speculative questions such as: where was medieval Moravia precisely? What
is the mysterious language called ‘ros’sky’ in the Life of Cyril, which the saint learns? Was it Methodios

or his disciple Clement of Ohrid that wrote the Life of Cyril? Did Cyril’s mission to the Abbasids happen,

%3 This will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 1.

% Floria, Skazaniia, p.5.

% Turilov, ‘K izucheniiu velikomoravskogo literaturnogo naslediia’, pp.130-52.
% |bid., pp.134-7.
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and if so on which mission recorded in Byzantine chronicles was he, and did he go to Samarra or
Baghdad?

Vast quantities of such scholarship continue to be produced, cycling through such a multiplicity of
speculations that we now see early-twentieth-century readings being resurrected.>” The variety of specific
interpretations however has been accompanied by a general unity in method, namely a preoccupation with
our medieval texts as sources with which to establish the factual-historical narrative of events that
occurred. Thus, rather than in its choice of source material, this thesis innovates in its choice of approach,
thereby offering innovative readings of the texts.

This thesis is the first intellectual history of the key sources for the invention of the Slavonic alphabet.
What this means is that it approaches these texts as intellectual monuments which sought to make specific
contributions to contemporary political contexts, and not as sources of historical fact to be assessed or
verified. It is interested in the cultures of writing about Slavonic in two senses. In the first sense, it is
concerned with cultures of understanding about the new alphabet: how the alphabet slotted into the
existing world of literacy, and how it was defended. But it is also interested in the cultures of writing, in
the sense of actual textual practice, between Rome and Constantinople: how far authors felt free to use
and abuse materials from Latin and Greek, which materials they did use, how they utilised them and to
what end. Its principal contribution is twofold.

The first argument takes up less space in this thesis and concerns modern historiography.%® But it is no
less essential. | maintain that a critical engagement with medieval sources is not possible without a critical
engagement with the history of scholarship which makes the texts we approach always-already read. The
relationship between politics, popular discourse and medieval history in Central and Eastern Europe is
stronger and more pertinent than elsewhere in Europe at the very least, if not elsewhere in the world.*

National academies are frequently given extra funding to produce anniversary volumes on medieval

5 For instance, the idea that On Letters was written against the Byzantine Greek clergy was proposed in 1927, then
largely dismissed, and then resurrected in 2017. V. Zlatarski, Istoriia na Bulgarskata durzhava prez srednite vekove,
Vol 1.2 (Sofia, 1927; repr. Sofia, 1994), p.283; Kh. Trendafilov, ‘Simeon v Pliska’, Preslavska knizhovna shkola, 17
(2017), p.185.

%8 ‘Modern historiography’ is here used to demarcate scholarship since the so-called ‘re-discovery’ of the key texts
that form the body of this thesis by the first wave of nineteenth-century professional scholars, interested in revealing
medieval Slavonic history scientifically. These texts’ local use within societies prior to their extraction as medieval
monuments to be mined for historical data is what I consider the ‘pre-modern’, although perhaps a better albeit
clunkier terms is ‘pre-professional-historical’ or ‘pre-modernist.” | take this distinction from the field of
archaeology’s divide between ‘indigenous archaeology’ and ‘modernist archaeology.” See: Y. Hamilakis,
‘Decolonising Greek Archaeology: Indigenous Archaeologies, Modernist Archaeologies and the Post-Colonial
Critique’, in D. Damaskos, et al eds., A Singular Antiquity (Athens, 2008), pp. 273-284.

% This is similar to the use of Ancient Greece by the modern Greek state. For an excellent exposition see: Y.
Hamilakis, The Nation and its Ruins: Antiquity, Archaeology and National Imagination in Greece (Oxford, 2007).
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figures or events, with introductions by presidents, prime ministers, local mayors and heads of the
academies of science.®® Medieval conferences are often politicized by their close interaction with the
state.’! The entry or attempted entry of various Central and Eastern European countries into the European
Union has also affected the ways in which scholars have framed their medieval object of study.®? This
will be elaborated upon throughout the thesis.

I argue that a stable and fossilised ‘figure of memory’ can be found in the modern scholarship and popular
common-sense about Cyril, his brother and companion Methodios, and the alphabet.%® In brief, this
account sees the invention of Slavonic as an act which unified Slavs and liberated them from others. It
was achieved by a sacred brotherly pair, Cyril and Methodios, who were apostles to the Slavs and united
in their mission to Moravia. After the expulsion of the Cyrillo-Methodian students from Moravia, the
alphabet arrived in Bulgaria, where it was preserved by the Bulgarian state and especially its ruler

Symeon (ca.893-927). | argue not so much that any of these individual statements about facts is wrong, as

8 For instance, the anniversary volume on the ca. 917 death of the disciple of Cyril and Methodios, Clement of
Ohrid, published by the Macedonian Academy of Science opens with a presidential address, followed by an address
by the Mayor of Ohrid. T. Fiti ed., Sveti Kliment Okhridski, 916-2016: svecheno odbelezhuvanje na 1100-
godishninata od upokojuvanjeto (Skopje, 2017). Also in 2017, the Bulgarian state celebrated 1100 years since the
battle of Achelous (now the Bulgarian Akheloi), at which according to Greek chronicles, Tsar Symeon defeated
Byzantine troops. The celebrations of this medieval victory, which included a historical re-enactment of the battle at
a field identified as the battleground, were attended by the Mayor of the Region of Pomorie, the Mayor of the City
of Akheloi, and the President of Bulgaria. ‘1100 godini ot bitkata pri Akheloi’, 20 August 2017
(https://offnews.bag/obshtestvo/1100-godini-ot-bitkata-pri-aheloj-prezidentat-na-chestvaniata-663233.html), (last
accessed: January, 2020). On the role of the state in education more generally, it is also worth noting the
monopolisation of school textbooks and university oversight in Hungary, under Viktor Orban. L. Wilson, ‘State
Control over Academic Freedom in Hungary Threatens all Universities’, (https://www.theguardian.com/higher-
education-network/2018/sep/06/state-control-over-academic-freedom-in-hungary-threatens-all-universities ) (last
accessed: January, 2020).

61 The 2016, 23" International Congress of Byzantine Studies in Belgrade, Serbia was opened by a presidential
address. The then president, Tomislav Nikoli¢, called upon international scholars to denounce the legitimacy of the
state of Kosovo’s claim to the monasteries in their territory. This was filmed for national Serbian television. The day
ended with a reception at the presidential palace.

62 See for instance how a book on medieval Croatia is framed as the frontier of Europe in the title of: D. Dzino, et al
eds., Migration, Integration and Connectivity on the Southeastern Frontier of the Carolingian Empire (Leiden,
2018). Likewise, the title of the most recent volume from the Czech Academy of Science on Cyril and Methodios
reflects their integrationist agenda: P. Koutil ed., The Cyril and Methodios Mission and Europe: 1150 Years Since
the Arrival of the Thessaloniki Brothers in Great Moravia (Brno, 2014). The Bulgarian Academy’s anniversary
volume on Clement of Ohrid also stresses this new Europe-facing worldview: S. Kuiumdzhieva, et al eds., Sv.
Kliment Okrhidski v kulturata na evropa (Sofia, 2018), (‘Saint Clement of Ohrid in European Culture’). On
attempted re-Europeanisation of the Balkans and the shifting goal post that is Europe more generally, see the
excellent: D. Mishkova, Beyond Balkanism: the Scholarly Politics of Region Making (Abingdon, 2018); O. Dhand,
The ldea of Central Europe: Geopolitics, Culture and Regional Identity (London, 2018). And my thoughts on this
more specifically in: M. lvanova, ‘Review: Beyond Balkanism by Diana Mishkova’, Balkanist, July 2019
(https://balkanist.net/beyond-balkanism/ ) (last accessed: January, 2020).

83 By ‘common-sense’, here and throughout the thesis | mean that which we consider self-evident and pre-given
about the world and is therefore often left unstated explicitly. This common-sense is by no means coherent, but to
the contrary most often contradictory. See: J. Rehmann, ‘Ideology in Gramsci’s Theory of Hegemony’, in his
Theories of Ideology: the Powers of Alienation and Subjection (Leiden, 2013), pp.126-31.
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that they have been put together by combining three texts with profoundly different agendas, to serve a
wider, politically significant and commonly accepted contemporary narrative about the invention of
Slavonic. In doing so, | show that the coherent picture painted by modern scholarship is in fact a
Frankenstein’s monster, bolted together from texts which originally attributed quite different, often

conflicting meanings to the elements which make up this supposedly unified narrative.

By identifying and disentangling the constituent parts of this common-sense narrative, this thesis is then
able to excavate and critically assess the underlying assumptions that have permitted modern scholarship
to forge these disparate parts into a supposed whole. These positions are rarely explicitly expressed or
formulated in the works I cite. The teasing out of these positions and of how they manifest themselves
uniquely in the scholarship of each text, is itself part of the intellectual-historical analysis of this study,
and it is as much its purpose as it is to offer new readings of the medieval texts and new arguments about

their relationship to the medieval past.

The second argument which takes up the bulk of this thesis is about medieval history and is alluded to in
the thesis title: that the Slavonic alphabet was not invented, but underwent a process of inventing and
reinventing, in profound ways, over the course of its first century of existence, ca.870-950. The script, its
inventor, Cyril and his brother and companion Methodios, were all repeatedly reconceptualised. Quite
unlike modern historiography, there was no settled hegemonic ‘figure of memory’ for the invention of the
alphabet in the ninth and tenth centuries, but rather a number of competing and contradictory proposals
produced in response to a series of fluctuating socio-political circumstances. Over the course of this
period, a number of the key features of the modern figure of memory, or traditional narrative of the
invention of Slavonic, emerged in individual texts, as specific responses to contemporary problems and

circumstances. But no medieval text bears the Cyril and Methodios of modern historiography.

In Chapter 1, | argue that the Life of Cyril is a profoundly Byzantine text, written by a Byzantine author
and likely in Byzantine Greek. Perhaps precisely due to the fact the Life was written so soon after the
alphabet invention, the script creation is by no means the central focus of the text. Its brief appearance in
the text is best integrated within the wider argument the text makes for the sanctity of Cyril, as a
philosopher and saint. | argue that the text has a very tightly constructed narrative structure, and that
much of its argument is organised around a tri-partite process of learning and the application of learning
through disputation. This learning intentionally harmonises the tension between piety and ‘outside’, or
classical, education present in ninth-century Byzantine culture. Having understood what the text is
arguing, | make arguments about who the text is arguing with. The chapter situates the text, within the

genre of contemporary Byzantine hagiography, and within the intellectual context of a ninth-century
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Constantinopolitan elite preoccupied with the relationship between learning and piety. | identify the
particular discourse with which this text is engaging as the ‘anti-Photian’ position, associated with
supporters of Patriarch Ignatios. I tease out two of this position’s key tenets and demonstrate how the Life
subverts them. Given these Constantinopolitan preoccupations, | posit the text was written in Greek very
shortly after the death of Cyril in 869, more probably in Rome or at the latest very early in the Moravian
bishopric’s history. It did not perceive itself as a mythical account of a pre-destined alphabet inventor, but
rather as a specific contribution to an immediate intellectual problem. This argument about education and
missionary activity, however, fell on deaf ears, as the Moravian milieu underwent a profound
transformation, and the Life of Cyril never made it back into the Constantinopolitan discursive milieu it

targeted.

The break with this early Byzantine intellectual agenda and with Byzantium’s political elite more
generally is marked by the re-invention of the alphabet and of Cyril himself in the Life of Methodios,
which forms the basis of the second chapter of this thesis. The text diminishes the significance of Cyril,
learning and rhetoric, and makes the role of Byzantine imperial power appear distant and mythical. In so
doing, it re-distributes the agency of Cyril, as it is found in the Life of Cyril, to the pope and the institution
of the (Latin) church, through its more general promotion of papal supremacy. This marks the
institutionalisation of Slavonic, and the earliest evidence of an understanding that the alphabet may be a
politically useful tool. Finally, the Life of Methodios forges two bonds absent in the Life of Cyril but
ubiquitous in scholarship: a bond between Cyril and Methodios as a sacred pair with one shared purpose,
and another between Methodios and the Slavic peoples. | demonstrate that the author of the Life of
Methodios does this in part through Byzantine materials, but | argue that they do so while addressing a
Latinate audience. Against the grain of scholarship this chapter posits that this text is best situated within
the corpus of Latin missionary hagiography. A nuanced study of ideas about missionary activity between
Rome and the Carolingian empire allows me to explain specific narrative interventions made by the Life
of Methodios into the events presented in the narrative of the Life of Cyril. Through this, | show that the
unification of the brothers and their relationship with the Slavs are best understood as answers to Frankish
claims over the ecclesiastical hegemony of Moravia as they are recorded in the ninth-century Latin text,
the Conversion of the Bavarians and Carantanians. This defence of Methodios’ legitimacy over Moravia
and Pannonia was much needed in the late 880s and 890s, as papal support for the mission wavered.
However, much like its main source text, the Life of Cyril, the best efforts of the author of the Life of

Methodios and their community had limited success.

Slavonic writing was banned in Rome in 890, and by the turn of the tenth century the alphabet and some

scribes arrived from Moravia in the Balkans, together with both versions of the invention of Slavonic
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noted above. This is the focus of the third chapter of this thesis. Here too, the set of political and cultural
concerns pertaining to the alphabet and its use were transformed, and neither the Life of Cyril nor the Life
of Methodios sufficed. Slavonic was invented anew in On Letters, the first text explicitly concerned with
the alphabet, rather than the Byzantine philosopher saint who invented it, or the papally aligned clerics in
Moravia who inherited it. The text marked the return of the Slavonic alphabet into a cultural sphere
dominated by Byzantine-Greek hegemony, but it is also the first version of the invention of Slavonic
targeted specifically at Slavonic speakers: | call this therefore the first such Byzantino-Slavic text. In it,
the author puts Cyril front and centre, but strips him of his Byzantine identity, and dislocates the event of
the invention from its historical specificity in Moravia. The invention becomes an event in the universal
history of the Slavonic peoples, whose identity the author seeks to mobilise, against the use of Greek.
This is the closest to the figure of memory in modern scholarship. But the position of the text is once
again best explained by its immediate intellectual and political context. In On Letters, the matter of
missionary activity is abandoned for a specific, scholarly debate about the history of language, and so |
situate this text within an inward-looking, educated, monastic community. Amongst contemporary
Slavonic texts and the available sigillographic and epigraphic evidence, the author’s position appears
radical. They seek to separate the bi-lingual milieu which was responsible for the production of the
earliest Slavonic texts in the Balkans into Greek and Slavonic bookmen. That they seek to do so in such
an aggressive fashion leads me to posit that it is possible that Slavonic speakers in the Balkans resisted
the use of Slavonic literacy, and that this text reveals the earliest evidence of internal reluctance to adopt
the new literacy. Even though this text propagates an invention of Slavonic most similar to that found in
modern scholarship, what it actually reveals is that in its own time, the author held a marginal position of

linguistic exclusivity in an environment of identarian fluidity.

The Slavonic alphabet made its way from Moravia to the Balkans, therefore, in part due to a number of
failures: the failure of the author of the Life of Cyril to return to Byzantium and the failure of the author of
the Life of Methodios to secure the support of the papacy. This study seeks to reveal the cracks behind the
surface narrative of continuity in the invention of Slavonic, in order to offer insight into a social history of
the fragility of the early script, and the often-contemporary concerns which preoccupied its users and
defenders. It seeks to argue that the idea that the Slavonic alphabet was unequivocally and undoubtedly a
good thing, so often tacitly assumed in the national scholarship, cannot be taken for granted. Its use was
only ever as oppressive or liberating as its users. In the texts which concern this thesis it is clear that the
alphabet’s users were often not as preoccupied with the alphabet as they were with other social and
intellectual problems. Often, they used the alphabet, instrumentally, to resolve the problems they faced,

sometimes they invoked the brotherhood of Cyril and Methodios, at others some suddenly relevant
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relationship between them and the Slavs. These various intellectual agendas performed by conscious
political actors to promote specific ends are flattened or lost completely in the narrative that so prevails
and reproduces itself in scholarship.

0.V Methodologies

As noted above, it is through a methodological innovation in the study of the invention of Slavonic that |
seek to offer new readings of the medieval past. This methodology did not come to its sources pre-made
or pre-packaged but was formed by the interaction between the types of evidence available, their
possibilities and limitations, and a number of theoretical frameworks. In what follows, | offer the reader a
self-conscious reflection on the assumptions guiding the historical analysis in this thesis. This is done in
line with the maxim of Hayden White that ‘historians who draw a firm line between history and
philosophy of history fail to recognize that every historical discourse contains within it a full-blown if

only implicit, philosophy of history.”®*

There are a number of academic discourses through which to describe the historical analysis to be found
in this inquiry, and all of them have to a greater or lesser extent influenced it. By recognising, in the
words of the scholar of medieval historiography, Gabrielle Spiegel, that ‘texts both mirror and generate
social realities, which they may sustain, resist, contest or seek to transform,” I draw not only on
intellectual history as practised primarily by the so-called Cambridge school and spear-headed by Quentin
Skinner, but also on Spiegel’s work on the social logic of the text.% | also draw on the Marxian theorist
Frederick Jameson’s work on narrative as a socially symbolic act, an act which seeks to resolve the

contradictions inherent in the socio-political structures of its context. ¢

What these approaches have in common, and share with that of this thesis, is that they look to alternative
ways of reading texts which prioritise their immediate local intervention over and above their absolute
truth values. This thesis, together with all three approaches, ‘elucidates the meaning of texts and
documents by investigating the circumstances of their composition, uses, and further receptions.’®” Thus,
both this thesis and the theorists outlined, rely on the value of some form of contextualisation to elucidate

meaning.

8 H. White, Tropics of Discourse: Essays in Cultural Criticism (Baltimore, 1978), pp.126-7.

8 G. Spiegel, ‘History, Historicism and the Social Logic of the Text’, in her The Past as Text: the Theory and
Practice of Medieval Historiography (Baltimore, 1997), pp.3-28, 24; Q. Skinner, ‘Meaning and Understanding in
the History of Ideas’, in his Visions of Politics, vol.1: Regarding Method (Cambridge, 2002), pp.57-89.

8 £, Jameson, The Political Unconscious: Narrative as a Socially Symbolic Act (London, 2002), p.27.

57 1. Hunter, ‘The Contest over Context in Intellectual History’, History and Theory, 58 (2019), p.185.
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But there is little agreement on what effective contextualisation looks like, especially when it comes to
the relationship between social and economic context, and intellectual context. Skinner in particular is
keen to stress that understanding social conditions may serve to explain texts but not to ‘understand
them’, and thus that the socio-political can in some sense be superseded by the context of ideas.®
Jameson and Spiegel both attribute more interpretive weight to material conditions and specific social

sites, as equally fundamental to understanding texts.®°

The inverse side to establishing the bounds of context is establishing the agency of the author. Here too,
disagreement is common. Skinner and the intellectual school grant the author and their intentions the most
autonomy. Jameson’s Marxian framework argues instead, for what he calls ‘semi-autonomy.” And
Spiegel’s collected essays on theory and practice in medieval historiography, leave the matter largely
untheorized. In what follows therefore, | outline where | have followed, parted with and mixed these
approaches, in the most crucial methodological concepts of this thesis: firstly, on the matter of

contextualisation, and then on the question of authorship and audience.
0.V.1 Methodologies: Contextualisation

Three different kinds of contextualisation are performed in this thesis, which seek to recognise that texts
exist in multiple kinds of contexts and that no one method of contextualisation will ever lead to an
exhaustive understanding of the text. In doing so | seek to engage with and offer some solutions to

critiques that contextualisation has faced.

The first kind of context considered by each chapter is an analysis of the identifiable sources used by each
text. The method of citation greatly varies between our texts, and | consider citation in two ways. The first
is the closeness of the words used: how far the text is an exact word-for-word replica of an identifiable
source text. The second is the ideological thrust of the words: how far our authors agree with the
ideological positioning of the words of their source texts, and how far they are using their source texts to
promote another, different agenda. In some instances, close citation in words also reflects a general
alignment of ideas, as in the neo-platonic definition of philosophy in the Life of Cyril. In other instances, a
looseness of language also aligns with a profound transformation of the ideological position of the text
cited, as in the use of a Byzantine synopsis of the ecumenical councils in the Life of Methodios. But in
other cases, very close textual citation can be used to put forward a new, different argument, at odds with
the position held by the text from which these words are taken, as in the use of Greek grammatical

textbooks in the treatise On Letters. | assess the nature of texts cited and the practice of citation to offer

8 Skinner, ‘Meaning and Understanding in the History of Ideas’, p.61.
8 Spiegel, ‘History, Historicism and the Social Logic of the Text’, p.26.
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insights into the ideological alignment or intellectual position of the author in each text as well as more
broadly the education and therefore social class of the author. Contrary to the critique of contextualism,
that placing a text in context domesticates it by creating a coherent system within which the text is totally
explicable and which it cannot escape, | demonstrate that in two out of three cases, namely the Life of
Methodios and On Letters, these texts ‘radically upend their contexts’ and that contextualisation is the

very way to reveal that.”

The latter two kinds of contextualisation move beyond citation, and into a more tentative set of arguments
for medieval context(s). Throughout the thesis | refer to this exercise as an attempt to identify a
‘discursive milieu.’ I use this phrase to strike a balance between recognising on the one hand that context
in the medieval world was not purely textual, it could be experienced orally or more structurally through
genre tropes and norms. In this way it was discursive. On the other hand, I settle on ‘milieu’, to insist on
the fact that utterances and discourses are grounded within social environments, or milieus, and between
people of varied levels of access to knowledge and power.™ In this, I side with Jameson and Spiegel on
the interpretive value of material conditions as equally formative to the meaning of texts, even if, in
Central and Eastern Europe in the early middle ages, these material conditions are not always readily
available to us. To my mind, the post-structuralist efforts to abandon the loosely inter- and intra-personal
(or social) context for an object-less and de-materialised discourse have been unpersuasive, not only
because they flatten the socio-political hierarchies of social reality, but also because they leave us with no

possibility for distributing moral and ethical responsibility.’

The second kind of context taken into account, and the first way | seek to identify a discursive milieu is
generic, and only applies to two out of three case studies in this thesis (the Life of Cyril and the Life of
Methodios). This analysis is concerned with structures, types and tropes available rather than specific
texts or direct textual or inter-personal contact. | study contemporary Greek- and Latin-language
hagiography to identify different discourses of sanctity available to the ninth-century hagiographer and
then situate the Life of Cyril and the Life of Methodios within these contemporary conventions. In both
cases, however, | move from purely generic analysis into making claims about the social and political

values professed by each text in constructing the hagiographic genre in the way that it does.

The third and last kind of contextualisation, seeks to identify a discursive milieu on the basis of both

intellectual and inter-textual contexts, beyond the generic. This is done through the study of a range of

"9 M. Jay, ‘Historical Explanation and the Event: Reflections on the Limits of Contextualisation’, New Literary
History, 42 (2011), p.564.

"L This is framed explicitly against post-structuralist concepts of the discursive sphere such as the ‘enunciative field’.
M. Foucault, The Archaeology of Knowledge, trans. A. Sheridan, (London, 2002), pp.61-5.

72 Especially as it is framed by Foucault, in ibid.
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texts in different genres which | argue are dealing with the same kinds of issues as each of my texts. This
intellectual move will always be an argument to be made given the different kinds of contemporary
evidence available to each text rather than a context to be taken for granted. In the case of the Life of Cyril
and On Letters, this is done firstly through identifying common discursive components available in a
range of contemporary texts, such as for example the question of classical learning or the matter of
translation. And then secondly through demonstrating how each of my texts engages with or subverts
these components. In the Life of Methodios, my case is stronger, and it is for engagement with a specific
surviving set of Latin texts. In short, | make arguments for what each text is trying to do, in saying what it

does, and what exactly it seeks to change or affect in doing so.

More generally, studying these texts together and diachronically, this thesis seeks to elide the critique that
contextualism necessarily ‘implies a cessation or (at the very least) a slowing down of historical time.””
Rather, demonstrating the changing contexts between texts which inherit the same story, about the
invention of Slavonic and about Cyril, but frame and structure this story differently, | seek to stress the
vibrancy and flexibility of medieval intellectual culture, and to stress ‘the dynamic force field of

contending contexts, both synchronous and diachronous’ available in the study of medieval texts.”

Another way of framing the question of texts seeking to make interventions in specific inter-textual and
intellectual contexts, is as a matter of authors seeking to affect specific audiences. | consider the two to
some extent parallel activities, and | use the language of both throughout this thesis. But | maintain that
the identification of an author and an audience requires further argument, over and above the
identification of text and context, because it transposes the texts at hand into a social space, and the
inquiry into a social-historical one. In this thesis | ask not simply what a text is trying to do, but why a
community or individual may be trying to do that, and whether it is possible to determine if this
intervention comes from a position of strength or weakness. In the words of Spiegel, | recognise that
‘language subtly mirrors the social location and relative power of its speakers’.” In what follows I clarify
how authorship and audience is conceived in this thesis, and how the author manifests themselves in the

early middle ages of Central and Eastern Europe.
0.V.2 Methodologies: Author and Audience

The post-structuralist claim that the individual (author) emerged with modernity has been subject to

sustained criticism, and recent work on pre-modern authorship has demonstrated a plethora of authorial

8P, Gordon, ‘Contextualism and Criticism in the History of Ideas’, in D. MacMahon, et al eds., Rethinking Modern
European Intellectual History (Oxford, 2014), p.36.

74 Jay, ‘Historical Explanation and the Event’, p.561.

75 Spiegel, ‘The Social Logic of the Text’, p.25.
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modes, some of which closely resemble the self-conscious self often considered to be the product to
Renaissance and post-Renaissance thinking.”® In the early medieval context of Central and Eastern
Europe, however, and especially with reference to the texts which concern this thesis, Michel Foucault’s
urge to abandon the oeuvre as a taxonomizing category for texts, Roland Barthes’ murder of the named,
monolithic author, and Julia Kristeva’s assertion that every text is a ‘mosaic of quotations’, appear not so
much as the well-known assault on the author in the twentieth century, but rather as an accurate

description of medieval textual practice.”

The three texts on which this thesis is centred are authorless. One, On Letters, circulated under a dubious
name, Chernorizets Krabur (literally meaning ‘the brave monk’) for some of its manuscript transmission
but even here no extra-textual evidence survives to allow us to construct or identify a specific author. In
all three cases we have no identifiable names, no biographies, no oeuvres. As will be discussed, this has
not stopped modern scholarship from trying to pin these texts onto known figures from the period. But
this rather futile effort seems to achieve little and in effect narrows the intellectual sphere of the middle
ages. By contrast, there is something of the tabula rasa to this anonymous state of affairs, which can be
productive. Throughout this thesis, I hold on to ‘the author’, maintaining that texts are to some extent the
product of intentions, and agency. But | recognise that ‘the author’ is not simply the person that the label

designates, in two ways.

The first is that the author as a concept stands over and above the person it is associated with, and is
analysed to some degree as an autonomous agent, with rational powers to propose arguments rather than,
say, a mammal with basic physical needs.”® Recognising this distance between the person and author,
whether by calling it an ‘author-function’ as Foucault does or an ‘author-creator’ as does Bakhtin is
necessary when a name like Sappho or Shakespeare hangs over a corpus.” In the absence of a person to

attach this to, | keep to the term author, as a consciously constructed label.

76 The modernity of the individual can be found for instance in the seminal: R. Barthes, ‘The Death of the Author’,
in his Image, Music, Text, trans. S. Heath, (New York, 1977), pp.142-8. On varied authorial discourses in the
medieval west, see: R. Corradini, et al. eds., Ego Trouble: Authors and their Identities in the Early Middle Ages
(Vienna, 2010). And in the Byzantine world: A. Pizzone ed., The Author in Middle Byzantine Literature: Modes,
Function, and Identities (Berlin, 2014). For one particularly self-aware Byzantine author, see: S. Papaioannou,
Michael Psellos: Rhetoric and Authorship in Byzantium (Cambridge, 2013).

" Foucault, The Archaeology of Knowledge, pp.23-4; R. Barthes, ‘The Death of the Author’, p.146; J. Kristeva,
‘Word, Dialogue and Novel’, in her Desire in Language: A Semiotic Approach to Literature and Art (Columbia,
1980), p.66.

78 See for instance the language in: Q. Skinner, ‘Motives, Intentions and Interpretation’, in his Visions of Politics,
pp.90-102. For a critique, see: M. Foucault, ‘What is an Author?’, in his Language, Counter-Memory, Practice,
trans. D. Bouchard, (Cornell, 1980), pp.122.

S Foucault, ‘What is an Author?’, pp.124-7; M. Bakhtin, ‘Forms of Time and of the Chronotope of the Novel’, in
his The Dialogic of Imagination: Four Essays, trans. M. Holquist, (Austin, TX, 1981), pp.253-4.
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The second is that the author is always already socially situated and therefore their intellectual production
is shaped by the social conditions it emerged from. The state of the evidence for this thesis permit the
conscious bypassing of the thorny question of how far exactly socio-economic conditions constrain the
possibilities of individual agency, on which as noted above Spiegel, Jameson and Skinner disagree. In the
absence of any specific biographical information to be attached to the individual authors of my texts, this
thesis holds the author as intimately related to and as nearly interchangeable with what I call their ‘textual
community.’® The scarcity of our evidence makes it difficult to determine if the author’s position was or
was not simply the hegemonic one in their community or immediate social class, and therefore whether
they are expressing something ‘original’ or ‘individual’ or not. As such I use the pronoun ‘they’ to refer
to this medieval author, both as a gender-neutral shorthand, and as a term that carries within it the

potential plurality of a textual community.

Whilst | use ‘textual community’ to denote where a text comes from, this thesis also seeks to identify the

targets of these texts: the context they seek to affect or their intended audience. This also has two tenets.

Throughout, the texts presented here propose arguments which seek to resolve tensions within their social
worlds, not in the offensive but often in the indicative: they declare the resolution as if it were already
true. In some cases, I call this a ‘declaration’ in the words of the linguistic philosopher John Searle, in
others I say simply that they ‘show’ the reality they are proposing, rather than explicitly argue for it. Both
of these kinds of statements reveal the ideal audience which the texts construct within them and seek to

bring into being, an audience which takes as already given the realities the texts seek to bring about.®!

The second tenet of audience once again pulls us out of the text and into the social sphere. Ultimately, |
seek to identify the ‘discursive milieu’, made up of social actors, that each text sought to affect. |
recognise that this milieu by no means necessarily accepted the validity of the interventions proposed by
our authors and their textual community. To the contrary, | often illuminate how, as far as our evidence
permits, the milieus | identify, in our three cases as a Constantinopolitan-educated elite, the papal court,
or a more immediate bilingual monastic circle in the Balkans, did not already share the views of the texts
studied. Moreover, | suggest that these texts were not ultimately successful in persuading them. It is far
from clear that the worldviews put forward by the authors or communities from which the Life of Cyril,

the Life of Methodios and On Letters emerged, represented the hegemonic common-sense of their

8 The term is adapted here, but borrowed from: B. Stock, Listening for the Text: on the Uses of the Past
(Philadelphia, PA, 1990), p.150.

81 My notion of an ‘ideal audience’ is loosely based on Umberto Eco’s notion of a ‘model reader’. Eco notes that a
‘text is a device conceived in order to produce its model reader’, and an empirical reader only ‘makes conjectures
about the kind of model reader postulated by the text’, Interpretation and Overinterpretation (Cambridge, 1992),
p.64.
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contemporary socio-political context. This is precisely why the texts are so essential to complicating our
understanding of early medieval intellectual culture but also the relationships between communities in the

borderlands of cultural authority between Rome and Constantinople.
O.VI Inventing Slavonic: Cultures of Writing between Rome and Constantinople

To conclude, this thesis undertakes two intellectual projects. The first is to devise a methodology which
adequately equips us to analyse the kinds of texts produced in the Central and East European medieval
world. This is done as a conscious attempt to move scholarship on my topic and on the region more
broadly away from the questions which have long preoccupied it, largely to do with establishing or
verifying events that occurred, but often doing so within pre-existing national frameworks. This
methodological move is in line with some recent work in Byzantine and medieval studies, which has
sought to propose new ways of reading texts and approaching language and identity.®? Although some of
this work has turned to the north eastern Slavs of Rus, little of it has trickled into studies of medieval
Central and South Eastern Europe.®

The second is to show how this new methodological approach can produce new arguments about the
invention of Slavonic in particular and new insights into the social world in which it emerged. So in place
of what is lost in this source-critical study, namely certainty about some of the events that occurred, this
thesis offers instead what is gained: on the one hand, an insight into the dynamic and sophisticated
intellectual culture of Central and Eastern Europe, which is integrated into the intellectual worlds of both
Byzantium and the Frankish realm and has consequences for the study of both. On the other hand, this
thesis proposes a new social history of the efforts of educated clerics to both adjust to and transform their
socio-political circumstances, caught in the borderlands between the hegemonic centres of cultural

production, Rome and Constantinople.

8 For instance: M. Mullet, Theophylact of Ohrid: Reading the Letters of a Byzantine Archbishop (Birmingham,
1997); A. Kaldellis, ‘The Study of Women and Children: Methodological Challenges and New Directions’, in P.
Stephenson ed., The Byzantine World (Abingdon, 2010), pp.61-71; S. Gaunt, ‘French Literature Abroad: Towards an
Alternative History of French Literature’, Interfaces, 1 (2015), pp.25-61; G. Heng, The Invention of Race in the
European Middle Ages (Cambridge, 2018).

8 For instance: S. Plokhy, The Origins of the Slavic Nations: Premodern Identities in Russia, Ukraine and Belarus
(Cambridge, 2006).
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Chapter One:

Inventing Slavonic: Life of Constantine-Cyril
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1.1 INTRODUCTION

The body of work devoted to the study of the lives of Constantine-Cyril (henceforth Cyril) (ca.826-869)
and Methodios (ca.815-886) and their invention of the Slavonic alphabet is almost boundless.! Their
legacies are intertwined with complex national myths and constructions of modern identities.? This is

nowhere more easily demonstrated than in the twelfth-century basilica of St Clement in Rome.

An otherwise unmarked and unremarkable tomb lay amidst the damp dark corridors beneath the basilica,
the remains of its fourth-century predecessor. In 1861, following the failed attempt in 1857-8 to discover
Cyril’s remains commissioned by Pope Pius IX at the request of some Slavic bishops, the Prior of the
Irish Dominican community, Fr Joseph Mulloy, discovered an empty receptacle at the end of the south
wall of the fourth-century basilica, just before the staircase leading to the Mithraic area which he would
later discover.® Even though the tomb was found to be empty, and the textual evidence is far from
unambiguous concerning its supposed location in the church, it was identified as the burial place of
Constantine-Cyril the Philosopher and inventor of the Slavonic alphabet.* This interpretation was perhaps
assisted by the imminent celebrations, in Rome, of the millennium since the conversion of the Slavs.®
Subsequently, over the course of the twentieth century, the tomb was adorned with monuments of thanks
to the ‘apostle of the Slavic people’ from the governments and people of Slovakia, Slovenia, the Czech
Republic, Ukraine, Russia, Serbia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Bulgaria, Macedonia, and Poland.

Today, leaders of Slavonic-speaking countries make regular visits to the tomb when in Rome.®

L A pertinent example of the sheer volume of work is the attempt at a systematic bibliography of Cyrillo-Methodian
studies which started in the 1930s. Three full volumes of bibliography were printed in the twentieth century for the
periods 1516-1934, 1934-40, and 1940-80. Two reprints have since updated gaps in the former two volumes. This
leaves us with five volumes of bibliography prior to 1980. G.A. II’inskii ed., Opyt sistematicheskoi
kirilomefodievskoi bibliografii (Sofia, 1934). This was updated and reprinted as: S. Nikolova ed., Kirilo-
Metodievska bibliografiia, 1516-1934 (Sofia, 2003). Kirilometodievska bibliografiia za 1934-40 god. (Sofia, 1942)
was updated and reprinted as: S. Nikolova ed., Kirilo-Metodievska bibliografiia. 1934-44 (Sofia, 2010). The last
volume remains un-updated. I. Duichev, et al eds., Kirilometodievska bibliografiia, 1940-1980 (Sofia, 1983).

2 For instance: S. Nikolova, et al eds., Kirilo-Methodievskoto kulturno nasledstvo i natsionalnata identichnost
(Sofia, 2011).

% L.E. Boyle, ‘The Site of the Tomb of St. Cyril in the Lower Basilica of San Clemente, Rome’, in E. Farrugia et al,
eds., Christianity Among the Slavs: the Heritage of Saints Cyril and Methodios (Rome, 1988), p.76.

4 On the hunt of the actual remains of Cyril: L.E. Boyle, ‘The Fate of the Remains of St Cyril’, in L. Dempsey, ed.,
San Clemente Miscellany I1: Art & Archaeology (Rome, 1978), pp.13-35. An alternative reading of the location of
the tomb, given by the sources as ‘ad dexteram partem altaris’ was not proposed until the late twentieth century. See:
J. Osborne, Early Medieval Wall-Paintings in the Lower Church of San Clemente, Rome (New York, 1984).

® Boyle, ‘The Site of the Tomb of St. Cyril’, p.77.

6 ‘Macedonian Delegation Bows on St Cyril’s Tomb, Meets Pope Frances,” 24 May 2016,
(http://www.mia.mk/EN/Inside/RenderSingleNews/289/132004035 ), (last accessed: January, 2020); ‘Bulgarian
President Visits St Cyril’s Tomb,” 18 May 2016, (http://www.op.org/en/content/bulgaria-president-visits-st-cyril-
tomb-dominican-basilica-san-clemente-rome ), (last accessed: January, 2020).
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The Cyrillo-Methodian mission’s pan-Slavic celebration coexists in tension with regular geo-political
controversy over its history and origins, as some nations make more explicit claims to the mission as their
own. Vladimir Putin’s statement to the Macedonian president on 24 May 2017 (the official ‘Day of the
Slavonic Alphabet and Culture’) that ‘the Slavic alphabet and literature came to us from Macedonian soil’
caused enough uproar to lead to Russian minister and chess player Anatolii Karpov’s public clarification.’
Karpov insisted that ‘in Russia we know that the Cyrillic alphabet came from Byzantium.’® This caused
more uproar in turn and led Bulgarian Prime Minister, Boiko Borisov to cancel a meeting with Karpov,
who had travelled to Bulgaria to meet with the head of state, citing his statements about the alphabet as
the reason for doing so0.° More recently still in May 2019, Pope Francis issued a message to the Bulgarian
people prior to his state visit, in which he praised the land as a “homeland of witnesses of the faith, since
the time in which the Holy Brothers Cyril and Methodius sowed the Gospel there.” 1 He was slammed by

Macedonian media for ‘erasing’ Macedonia and placing the brothers in Bulgaria.'!

These contradictory common-sense assumptions which make up the figure of memory of the invention of
Slavonic, namely the pan-Slavic nature of the brothers’ mission and the nationally specific claims to their
origins, have a dialectical relationship with our medieval texts, Life of Cyril (henceforth, VC) and the Life

of Methodios (henceforth VM).!2 Firstly, there are ways of reading these texts and ways of understanding

" M. Cheresheva, ‘Putin’s Homage to Cyrillic Makes Bulgarians See Red’, 25 May 2017,
(http://www.balkaninsight.com/en/article/kremlin-s-stance-on-cyrillic-origin-angers-sofia-05-25-2017 ), (last
accessed: January, 2020).

8 ¢ Anatolii Karpov v Bolgarii: v Rosii my znaem, chto kirillitsa prishla iz Vizantii’, 19 June 2017,
(http://www.novinite.ru/articles/2622 1/Anatonuii+Kapnos+s+bonrapnn%3 A+B+Poccuu+mbrt3naem%2CHuto+ku
pwuHiatnpunuiat+us+Busantun ), (last accessed: January, 2020).

V. Aleksandrova, ‘Nov rund: Kirilitsata — ot Vizantiia? Borisov vurna Karpov ot MS’, 19 June 2017,
(http://www.dnes.bg/politika/2017/06/19/nov-rund-Kirilicata-ot-vizantiia-borisov-vyrna-karpov-ot-ms.344771 ),
(last accessed: January, 2020)

10 “patria dei testimoni della fede fin dai tempi in cui i santi fratelli Cirillo e Metodio disseminato il Vangelo’, D.
Watkins, ‘Pope Francis Sends Greetings to Bulgaria Ahead of Visit’, 3 May 2019,
(https://www.vaticannews.va/en/pope/news/2019-05/pope-francis-apostolic-journey-bulgaria-video-message.html ),
(Last accessed: January, 2020)

11 ‘Papata Frantsicko gi “izbrisha” Kiril i Metodij od Makedonija i gi zapisha vo Bugarija’, 5 May 2019,
(https://republika.mk/vesti/makedonija/papata-francisk-gi-izbrisha-kiril-i-metodij-od-makedonija-i-gi-zapisha-vo-
bugarija/), (last accessed: January, 2020)

12| ife of Constantine-Cyril, (henceforth VC). No recent critical edition of the VC exists, so | have referred to a
number of editions when citing the text. The main two are: F. Grivec, F. Tomsi¢ eds. Constantinus et Methodius
Thessalonicenses. Fontes, (Zagreb, 1960), pp.95-143 and Kliment Okhridski, Subrani Suchineniia, eds. B. Angelov,
Kh. Kodov, vol. 3 (Sofia, 1973) pp.30-159. When citing the text, | opt for the morphology of Grivec and Tomsi¢ for
orthographic ease as well as their numbering of lines which is absent in Angelov and Kodov’s edition. | have also
referred to Christiano Diddi’s series of critical editions of individual manuscript traditions, especially the South
Slavic ones. These have been published in preparation for Diddi’s full critical edition of the VC which is still
forthcoming. They can be found in his articles in Richerche slavistiche, published between 2004—2013, under the
title ‘“Materiali e ricerche per I’edizione critica di Vita Constantini. I-XI". Generally, the editions do not disagree on
word choice, but often on morphology. In the rare instance that these differences are significant to my argument, |
cite the variants in a footnote. | have referred to both Russian and Bulgarian language translations of the text, but all
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medieval ethnicity which lend themselves to both of these kinds of conclusions. For instance, the Slavic
alphabet was only transmitted to Russia from Macedonian soil, if we accept that medieval Ohrid— one of

the two known centres producing Slavonic-language texts in the tenth century — was in some

transcendental sense ‘Macedonian’, despite being part of the Bulgarian polity at that time.

Figure 1. The Moscow Red Square on May 24" ‘Day of the Slavonic Alphabet and Culture’ in 2018,
(photo: mospat.ru)

Secondly, these readings, often as statements uttered on the political stage, also manifest as state- and
church-sponsored actions. For instance, every year on May 24", the pan-Orthodox Day of the Slavonic
Alphabet and Culture, celebrations of the two brothers are staged across the Orthodox world. This
international celebration is always already in tension with national interests and so each celebration
manifests in profoundly national ways. In 2018, the Red Square in Moscow was full for a free concert,
where an orchestra performed songs by Russian composers, sang by choirs dressed in Russian folk dress,

and the Patriarch of Moscow and all Russia addressed the audience under large posters of the two

renderings into English are my own. Life of Methodios (henceforth VM), 1-2. As with the VC, | have referred to both
the Grivec and Tomsi¢, and Angelov and Kodov’s editions. Once again, | use the morphology of Grivec and
Tomsi¢’s edition for ease, as well as the numbering of both sections and sentences. Kliment, Subrani, pp.185-192.
Grivec, Tomsi¢, Constantinus et Methodius, pp.145-167.
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brothers on stage.'®* Meanwhile a military band paraded through the streets of Sofia led by an icon of Cyril
and Methodios, concluding with a number of speeches by the president and major cultural figures, as well
as recitals of nationalist poetry in front of the Saints Cyril and Methodios National Library of Bulgaria.*

The claims to Cyril and Methodios in these ephemeral celebrations are sustained by more stable state
institutions. The university of ‘Saints Cyril and Methodios’ can be found in Skopje, Macedonia; Veliko
Turnovo, Bulgaria; Travne, Slovakia; and in Minsk, Belarus, where it is the name of the theology institute
of the main national university.™ These universities carry significant cultural weight, but national claims
to the Apostles to the Slavs are also sustained by countless smaller institutions and monuments. Cyril and
Methodios can be found: in the ‘Cyril and Methodios’ primary school in Belgrade, Serbia; another in
Bitola, Macedonia; the ‘Cyril and Methodios’ Cathedral in Prague, the Czech Republic; the ‘Cyril and
Methodios’ Library in Prijedor, Bosnia and Herzegovina; depicted on the modern Bulgarian passport page
and in countless statue monuments across the region, for instance in Tver’, Murmansk, Sevastopol’,
Kolomna, and Moscow in Russia alone.’® Cyril and Methodios as both Apostles to all Slavs on the one
hand, but as firmly nationally situated on the other, are nearly ubiquitous in Central and Eastern European

Slavonic-speaking countries.

13 The concert was organised in collaboration between the Russian Orthodox Church and the Russian Federation’s
Ministry of Culture. ‘Den slavianskoi pis’mennosti i kul’tury otmetiat na Krasnoi ploshadi’, 21 May 2018,
(https://www.mos.ru/news/item/40528073/ ), (last accessed: January, 2020).

14 The celebrations were organised entirely by the Bulgarian state. ‘24 mai — den na Bulgarskata prosveta i kultura i
den na slavianskata pismenost’, 23 May 2018, (http://mysofia.bg/whatwherewhen/24-may-den-na-slavyanskata-
pismenost-i-kultura/ ), (last accessed: January, 2020)

15 “Univerzitet Sv Kiril i Metodij vo Skopije’, (http://www.ukim.edu.mk/), (last accessed: January, 2020);
‘Univerzita sv. Cyrila a Metoda v Travne’, (https://www.ucm.sk/), (last accessed: January, 2020); ‘Veliko turnovski
universitet sv. sv. Kiril i Metodii’, (http://www.uni-vt.bg/bul/), (last accessed: January, 2020); ‘Institut teologii
imeni sviatykh Mefodiia i Kirilla’, (https://www.theology.bsu.by), (last accessed: January, 2020);

16 <Osnovna shkola Cirilo I Metodije, Beograd’, (http://www.oscirilo.edu.rs/index.php?jezik=sr&strana=naslovna)
(last accessed: January, 2020); ‘Osnovno uchilishte Sv. Kiril i Metodij, Bitola’, (https://oukimbt.webs.com/) (last
accessed: January, 2020); ‘Rimskokatolické farnost sv. Cyrila a Metodé&je, Praha’, (https:/farnost-karlin.cz/cz/ ) (last
accessed: January, 2020); ‘Narodna biblioteka Cirilo I Metodije, Prijedor’, (https://www.bibliotekaprijedor.com/)
(last accessed: January, 2020); ‘Pamiatniki Kirillu i Mefodiiu v Rossii’,
(https://moskray.livejournal.com/385302.html) (last accessed: January, 2020).
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Figure 2: St Cyril and Methodios University, Skopje, (image: portalb.mk)

-

Thirdly, in this dialectical cycle, the contemporary ubiquity of the brothers (although originally emerging
from particular readings of medieval texts) in turn shapes and conditions scholars’ preconceptions about
the Cyrillo-Methodian mission and thus feeds back into their (our) re-readings of these texts. This is the
context within we are always already embroiled when approaching Cyril as a man. Scholarship largely
accepts the first premise, that Cyril and Methodios were first and foremost apostles to the Slavs. The
second, the nationalisation of the brothers, then produces various scholarly disputes about their origins,
and the location of the authorship of texts about them (in Moravia, proposed by Czech scholars, or in
Bulgaria or Macedonia proposed by the respective academies).’’” This is not to say that scholars’
arguments are reducible entirely to national loyalties. National academies are always heterotopic spaces

which sustain various contradicting opinions, but there are always certain national-hegemonic opinions to

17 For Czech scholars locating the VC in an exclusively Moravian circle and set of aims, see for instance: V.
Vavtinek, Staroslovénské zivoty Konstantina a Metodéje (Prague, 1963), p.83 (VC), p.85 (VM). The Bulgarian
Academy of Science attributes the VC to the Cyrillo-Methodian disciple Clement of Ohrid who ultimately works
under the Bulgarian tsar. The most recent monograph on Clement from Bulgaria calls him a Slav ‘of the Bulgarian
type’. More recently still, a major edited volume calls him the founder of the ‘old Bulgarian language.” Kliment,
Subrani, p.8-9; I. lliev, Kliment Okhridski: zhivot i delo (Plovdiv, 2010), pp.35-7; Kuiumdzieva, Totomanova eds.,
Sv. Kliment Okrhidski v kulturata na evropa, p.12. Clement is accepted as a Macedonian in the two most recent
volume from Macedonia, the second of which opens with an address from the president of Macedonia, which is
followed by an introduction by the mayor of Ohrid. The mayor describes Clement as ‘our forefather, the pillar of the
Macedonian people’. T. Stojanovski, ‘Za duhovnata dramaturgija vo pouchnite Slova Klimentovi’, in I. Zarov ed.,
Sveti Kliment Ohridski vo Umetnichkoto Tvoreshtvo (Skopje, 2012), pp.53-7; ‘Address of Mr Nikola Bakraceski,
Mayor of Ohrid’, in Fiti ed., Sveti Kliment Okhridski, 916-2016, p.36.
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be found in them. It is not the second conception, the nationalised Cyril and Methodios that concern us

here, however.

Rather | seek to take issue with the former, ubiquitous assumption that Cyril in particular was first and
foremost an apostle to the Slavs. I will deal with Methodios separately for reasons to be explained in the
introduction to Chapter 2. On Cyril, scholarship mostly concurs with institutions and monuments
discussed above: that he was an apostle to the Slavs, that his invention of the alphabet was his most
important achievement, and, less explicitly but nonetheless the case, that this invention was somehow at
odds with his Byzantine background. In the recent words of one of the most established scholars on the
VC and VM, Cyril’s idea to invent the alphabet ‘was unprecedented and revolutionary in its implications:
it was incomprehensible to his contemporaries in the West and to his peers in Byzantium, with their
arrogant conviction of cultural superiority towards everything non-Hellenic.’*® At the heart of this defence
of the revolutionary and un-Byzantine nature of Cyril is the acceptance of the invention of Slavonic as an
act of ethnic liberation for Slavs. The value of the Slavonic alphabet in modern political discourse has
projected immense value onto Cyril, its inventor, as a liberator, and basic assumptions about the
monolithic simplicity of identity have ensured that in order to liberate the Slavs, Cyril has had to turn

away from his own Byzantine background.®

The impact of this contemporary and politicised image of Cyril on the VC as a text has been profound. It
is assumed almost universally: that the text itself is primarily about Cyril’s invention of the Slavonic
alphabet, his greatest achievement; that it is primarily a defence of this act and, and finally that all other
activity in the text is in some way subordinated to this eventual invention. In the most thorough recent
study of the papal politics of Cyril and Methodios’ mission to Moravia published in 2014, Maddalena

Betti notes that the VC had two aims. The first was:

‘to define the holiness of Constantine by representing the life of this New Apostle who
participated in the process of redemption thus showing the Slavs the way to salvation through the

will of God. The second aim was to defend the Slavic alphabet, the Slavonic translation of the

18V, Vaviinek, ‘The Puzzle of the Cyrillo-Methodian Mission’, Byzantinoslavica, 75 (2017), p.78. See also: S.
Nikolova, ‘The Moravian Mission: a Successful and an Unsuccessful Result of the Activity of Sts. Cyril and
Methodius’, in A. Tachiaos ed., Cyril and Methodius: Byzantium and the World of the Slavs (Thessaloniki 2015), p.
74.

19 More nuanced assessments of Cyril as an explicitly Byzantine diplomat still recognise him as ‘completely
unique’, for believing that ‘all peoples were worthy of baptism and that all languages were created as equal’, or
highly unusual in his ‘spirit of friendliness.” S. Ivanov, ‘Cyril and Methodius among Byzantine Missionaries:
Common Features and Unique Reality’, in Koufil ed., The Cyril and Methodios Mission and Europe, p.201; I.
Sevéenko, ‘Three Paradoxes of the Cyrillo-Methodian Mission’, Slavic Review, 23 (1964), p.226.
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Holy Scriptures and the Slavonic liturgy. The Slavic language which was consecrated by the

saintliness of Constantine was the main theme of the Life of Constantine.’®

This hegemonic view is not too dissimilar from the conclusion of the Vladimir Vaviinek’s 1963
monograph and most thorough study to-date of the VC as a literary text.
‘Hlavnim cilem ZK bulo dokazat, 7e Konstantin byl bohem vyvoleny svétec, nadany od ného
mimotadnou ucenosti a moudrosti, ktery byl pfimo pfedurcen pro piisobeni na Morave, a ze proto
jeho dilo - zavedeni slovanského liturgického pisemnictvi - plné odpovidalo zajmum cirkve i

uéeni Pisma.’?

‘The main aim of the VC was to prove that Constantine was a saint by the will of God, and was
granted with extraordinary learning and wisdom by the him, and that he was predestined to work
in Moravia, and that his work - the introduction of Slavonic liturgical literature - fully

corresponded to the Church's interests and the teachings of Scripture.’

Both of these positions take it as a given, that even if we accept the VC as in some sense a Byzantine
hagiography in form and style, its purpose or argument was a Slavonic one, this is the ‘first original

written Slavonic text’ (‘prvni staroslovénsky napisané piivodni dilo’).?

This reading is totally obvious if viewed from the richly saturated landscape of Cyrillo-Methodian
memorabilia in Central and Eastern Europe. But it may appear somewhat startling to a reader approaching
the text with no prior knowledge of the subsequent spread of Slavonic. The VC is made up of roughly
twenty pages of A4 in a modern printed edition, of which a mere two deal with Slavonic, one page with
the Moravian ruler, Rastislav’s letter to Michael asking for a teacher and the invention, and another page
devoted to Cyril’s time in Moravia.?® As calculated by Vaviinek himself, over half (fifty four percent) of
the text is taken up by cited disputations between Cyril and Jews, Muslims, Latins, heretics or pagans.?
Eight full pages of the text discuss the invitation of the Khazar ruler, Cyril’s travels to Khazaria and his
disputation at the Khazar court with Jewish scholars and men said to know a lot about Islam.?® The
disputation alone covers six pages.? In sheer volume this section is clearly the centre piece of the text.
Another potential centre piece at least as prominent as the invention of the alphabet is the discovery and

translation of the relics of Pope Clement, which Cyril finds in the Crimea on his route to from Khazaria.

20 Betti, The Making of Christian Moravia, p.76.

2 Vaviinek, Staroslovénské Zivoty, p.81.

22 |bid., p.53.

2 Printed on A4 in Kliment, Subrani, pp.89-109, dealing with the alphabet: 14, pp.104-5. 15, pp.105-6.
2 Vavtinek, Staroslovénské Zivoty, p.66.

% Kliment, Subrani, pp.95-103.

% |bid., bottom of pp.96-103.
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The discovery, celebration of the relics in Rome and the decision to bury Cyril in the Basilica of St
Clement take up roughly a page of text altogether.?” After Cyril has taken the relics to Rome, he is buried
by the pope with all the Greeks and Romans processing in his honour, unlike his brother in the VM who is
celebrated in Latin, Greek and Slavonic.?®

It is by no means clear, on viewing its varied and disparate contents, that the text understands Cyril
primarily as an inventor of the Slavonic alphabet, or that it considers this his teleological destiny.?® Rather
it is clear, that Cyril is primarily an inventor of the Slavonic alphabet, for modern historians and national
institutions, to whom the Slavonic alphabet holds much more value than the relics of St Clement or a long
disputation treatise against Judaism.

As discussed in the introduction, contextualisation is a multi-faceted activity. Already assumed contexts
are hard to untangle from the contexts which emerge more organically from close investigations of texts.
This chapter will seek, as far as possible, to avoid superimposing the contemporary image of Cyril onto
the medieval texts. Moreover, it will refrain from commenting on Cyril’s own ethnicity, the historicity of
his deeds, or his personal character (‘his love of anonymity [...] and his love for adventure’).*® Rather, the
chapter offers a textual study of the VC. By withholding interest in illuminating Cyril as a man, this
chapter seeks to better illuminate the VC as a text and as an argument. | am interested in how authorial
agency organises and structures the ideological positions found in the text. | ask what the text is arguing

and who it is arguing with.

The starting point of this study is the work, amongst others, of Ihor Sevéenko who has insisted that, albeit
surviving in Slavonic, the lives of Cyril and Methodios ‘are Byzantine documents’, they ‘glorify two
Byzantines’ and which ‘rest in part on Byzantine texts written in Greek.”3! But, | wish to go further than

simply revealing the Greek sources for packages of information found in the VC or generic hagiographic

2 1bid., pp.96, 107-9.

8VC, 18.14. VM, 17.11.

2 He is only referred to as such in the very first introductory paragraph of the text, which differs significantly in
tone and voice from the rest of the VC. It uses the first-person plural ‘we’ and describes Cyril as a teacher sent to
enlighten ‘our language’ (‘esnriss mamr’). This is at odds with the third person narration, and general Byzantine
imperialism of the text, which others and caricatures Slavs and non-Romans. This imperialism will be discussed at
more length below. This opening paragraph is clearly a later addition. VC, 1.1-4.

30 T. Butler, ‘Saint Constantine-Cyril’s “Sermon on the Translation of the Relics of Saint Clement of Rome””,
Cyrillomethodianum, 17-18 (1993-4), p.21. See for instance the claim that the brothers were actually Bulgarian: A.
Margaritov-Hofer, et al, Za Kiril i Metodii (Sofia, 1999). The best summary of debates on the historicity of the text,
and of Cyril as a person: Floria, Skazaniia, pp.1-157.

31, Sevéenko, ‘Religious Missions Seen from Byzantium’, Harvard Ukrainian Studies, 12-13 (1988-9), p.13. Also
acknowledged in: Vaviinek, Staroslovénské Zivoty, pp.56-65. Ivanov, “Pearls before Swine”, p.91.
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tropes manifested in the text.3? | part with the bulk of scholarship by not assuming the text to be a
‘Slavonic’ text, in the sense that either it promotes a Slavonic agenda, is ‘imbued with a strong Slavic
patriotism’, or that it is in some ways written for the Slavs.®® Instead, | begin by assessing the text and the
authorial world view which it emerged from, by taking as given that the text unequivocally evokes a
world which centred around and sourced its legitimacy from Byzantium, and that it propagates a

Byzantine imperial agenda. **

As such, this chapter seeks to demonstrate how the text engages and argues with explicitly Byzantine
intellectual problems, and does so using Byzantine hagiographical, rhetorical, and grammatical texts. In
short, this chapter seeks to reveal how the author of the VC positions themselves within these intellectual
currents, and how by doing so the text presents an argument for certain kinds of education, and for their

use in certain kinds of missionary activity.

To make this argument, the chapter is divided in five parts in addition to this introduction. Part Il focuses
on the evidence for the integration of the VC in the corpus of Byzantine literature in general, and
Byzantine hagiography in particular. More specifically it highlights how the use of Byzantine materials is
not simply decorative, but crucial to the formation of the argument of the text. To do this I focus on the
authorial formation of a definition of philosophy, which stresses the use of philosophical understanding or

education, in the performance of ‘deeds’ or actions.

I then turn to how the text itself realises this definition in two ways. The first, Part 11, is a study of how
the text portrays Cyril as student, language learner and alphabet ‘creator’. The second, Part IV, explores
the consequences of this learning in the portrayal of his deeds, or actual disputations. | focus on three
major disputations in depth, exploring authorial rhetorical strategies, the controlled choice of content, and
more importantly, the over-arching structure of the arrangement of the disputes. I argue that Cyril’s three
phases of learning, and the three major disputations it prepares him for, form a significant and controlled
narrative structure. | also maintain that in all disputes, the author shows Cyril utilising his rhetorical
education in more subtle ways. The saint is seen ordering and structuring debates in different ways —

whether syllogistic, scriptural, or other — to suit different audiences. At times his statements contradict

% E.g. 1. Sevéenko, ‘The Greek Source of the Inscription on Solomon’s Chalice in the Vita Constantini’, in To
Honor Roman Jakobson on his Seventieth Birthday, 11 October 1966 (Paris, 1967), pp.1806-18. Tropes: Vaviinek,
Staroslovénské Zivoty, pp.56-65.

3 D. Obolensky, ‘Father Francis Dvornik’, Harvard Slavic Studies, 2 (1954), p.5.

34 This Byzantine agenda has already been noted but remains at odds with the commonplace understanding of what
the text is about, and so has not trickled into much of the scholarship. In the very same journal issue that Obolensky
asserts the lives are imbued with Slavonic patriotism we find an article arguing to the contrary, that the texts reveal
standard Byzantine thought about imperial rule. See: M. Anastos, ‘Political Theory in the Lives of the Slavic Saints
Constantine and Methodios’, Harvard Slavic Studies, 2 (1954), pp.11-38. Also noted in: L.E. Havlik, ‘Roman
Universalism and 9th-Century Moravia’, Cyrillomethodianum, 2 (1972-73), pp.14-22.
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each other, because different disputes occur in different phases of the history of Christianity rather than

simply in different stages of his life as presented in the VC.

Whilst debating with Jews, Muslims and Latins forms the performative and demonstrative aspect of the
text, it is only the pagans or the non-Abrahamic peoples that Cyril moves to conversion. Thus, even
though heathen peoples may not be given the opportunity to formulate argumentation, the VC leaves no
doubt as to the effectiveness of Cyril’s education in persuading them, and thus offers a strong defence of

‘outside’ knowledge in missionary activity.

Finally, in Part V and Part VI, I try to position the VC in its ninth-century intellectual and inter-textual
context. In the former, | argue that even though the V'C’s author was well versed in Latin offices, and
most probably writing in the West, the most relevant intellectual context for the textual argument comes
from Byzantium. This is most evident through the fundamental differences in the portrayal of Cyril in
surviving Latin-language materials, in particular, the overwhelming omission or concision of his elaborate

education and disputations.

Turning to Byzantium in Part VI, | locate two contemporary hagiographical types used by the author of
the VC and merged to form Cyril: the travelling (often ascetic) saint and the disputing patriarch. The fact
that these topoi were synthesised demonstrates the significance of education when travelling amongst
heathens and of travel for those with education in the Orthodox faith. Using the Life of Patriarch Ignatios
alongside other anti-Photian sources, and some of the lesser hagiographies of the ninth century, | show
that the position on education and mission presented by the VC engages with stories circulated about the
patriarch Photios, in both their positive and negative guises. Thus, the VC reveals a particular intellectual
stance in ninth-century Byzantium not reducible to Photios, but rather indicative of a particular social
stratum, a textual community subject to particular Constantinopolitan education, preoccupied not so much
with internal strife and schism, but looking outward to the fringes of the Christian world. Before | turn to
Part 11 of this chapter, I offer a brief summary of the text’s dating and narrative contents to guide the

reader.

The VC is earlier and longer than the VM, which clearly used the VC as a source.®® The text survives in
full in forty-eight Slavonic manuscripts of the (late) fifteenth century or later, which come from both East
Slavonic (modern day Russia and Ukraine) and South Slavonic (i.e. various Balkan) redactions.*® Despite

the late attestations, it seems clear that the VC is in fact a very old text. It records the death of Cyril as

35 This will be discussed in greater depth in Chapter 2.
3 Kliment, Subrani, pp.34-45.
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February 869, which acts as a terminus post quem.*” The terminus ante quem is defined by the VM.
Methodios is generally accepted as dying in 885, on the basis of evidence contained in a papal letter by
Stephen V to the Moravian Kniaz Sviatopluk concerning his death, but it is not explicitly stated in his
vita.® It is clear that the VM was composed before the expulsion of Methodios’ followers from Moravia.
This occurred not long after Methodios’ death but is not mentioned by the VM. The expulsion is itself not
dated specifically but most probably occurred around the time of the 890 papal ban of the Slavonic liturgy
by Stephen V and certainly by the time of arrival of the Hungarians and collapse of the Moravian polity
between 905-908.%° Thus, the VM must be written sometime between 885-905 at the latest. The VC
therefore was probably written sometime in the earlier half of the period spanning 869 to 905, and given
what | argue to be its profoundly Byzantine preoccupations perhaps as early as 869-870 in Rome, prior to

the arrival of Methodios as bishop to Moravia and the consolidation of papal patronage for the mission.*

At a total of twenty A4 pages, the text begins with the birth of Cyril in Thessaloniki, and some limited
details about his family’s rank.* It then turns to his move to Constantinople for education with Photios,
who is not mentioned as already Patriarch of Constantinople, and Leo the Grammarian, before his
peculiar ordination and appointment as librarian of the Patriarchal library.*> Cyril then runs away from
this position and disappears into a monastery. When he is found he returns to Constantinople and has a
short disputational encounter with iconoclast patriarch John V11.#3 After this the emperor sends him on his
first diplomatic mission to the Abbasid court to dispute with Muslim scholars who blaspheme against the
Trinity.* This dispute is given at length in the text, after which Cyril heads to Mount Olympus to visit his
brother, but the retreat is interrupted by his second mission.* The emperor sends Cyril to Khazaria, and
on his way Cyril learns a number of languages, and discovers the relics of Pope Clement in the Crimea.*®
At the Khazar court, a full dispute is performed and given between Cyril and some Jewish scholars, and
men who are said to know about Islam.%” After returning to Constantinople once again and deciphering a

message on a mysterious chalice, Cyril is immediately sent on a mission by the emperor again, this time

$7vC, 18.13.

3 For instance: G. Soulis, ‘The Legacy of Cyril and Methodius to the Southern Slavs’, Dumbarton Oak Papers, 19
(1965) p.21. F. Dvornik, Byzantine Missions Among the Slavs: SS Cyril and Methodios (New Brunswick, NJ, 1970),
p.187. Stephen V, Letters, 1, in Stephani V. papae epistolae, ed. G. Laehr, in MGH, Epp. VII, (Epistolae Karolini
Aevi, V), (Weidmann, 1974) pp.354-8.

39 Stephen V, Register, 33, in Fragmenta registri Stephani V. papae, ed. E. Caspar, in MGH, Epp. VII (Epistolae
Karolini Aevi V), (Weidmann, 1974), pp.352-3. Constantine Porphyrogennetos, De administrando imperii, 41.

0 Dvornik speculates that Methodios” appointment was as early as the end of 869, Byzantine Missions, p.151.
v, 1-2.

“2 |bid., 3-4.

3 1bid., 4-5.

4 1bid., 6.

% |bid., 8.

46 |bid.

47 1bid., 9-13
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to Moravia at the request of the local ruler Rastislav.® He invents the Slavonic alphabet and heads there.
After some time in Moravia, Cyril goes to Venice and has a dispute with Latin priests and bishops who
oppose the use of any non-sacred languages for scripture (namely not Greek, Latin or Hebrew).* Cyril is
then called to Rome where Pope Hadrian welcomes him, gladly receives the relics of Pope Clement and
blesses books in Slavonic. Not long after, the saint accepts Cyril as his monastic name and dies in Rome.

1.1l. THE LIFE OF CYRIL AS BYZANTINE LITERATURE

For all its ubiquity in Slavonic studies, the VC has largely been omitted from studies of Byzantine
hagiography in the ninth century.®® It has also not been discussed in other areas of Byzantine studies to
which it has much to contribute. As noted Cyril’s disputations with Jews, Muslims, Venetians, and the
like make up over half of the text (fifty six per cent), yet studies of rhetoric in the middle Byzantine
period leave Cyril unmentioned.®® Studies of the text by Slavists or Byzantino-Slavists have, to the
contrary, continued to illuminate the varied ways in which the text participates in Byzantine literary

norms and motifs.

I will only point to two moments in the text, which locate the VC firmly in the Byzantine literary
tradition, and in particular in a Constantinopolitan intellectual circle. The first is the discovery of a Greek
prototype text for the inscription Cyril deciphers on the so-called chalice of Solomon. When in
Constantinople, Cyril is said to decipher a chalice of precious stone found in the Hagia Sophia and written
in Jewish and Samaritan letters.5? An almost word-for-word Greek version of the lines on the chalice with
no reference to Cyril was found by Sevéenko in an eleventh-century manuscript.®® It is clear therefore

that the story of the Solomon chalice is a ‘borrowing’, coming into the VC ‘from a context which

“8 1bid., 14.

49 Ibid., 15 (Moravia) 16 (Venice).

50 Cyril is nowhere to be found in the Dumbarton Oaks Database of Byzantine Hagiography. No mention is made of
him in the chapter on ‘Hagiography from the “Dark Age” to the Age of Symeon Metaphrastes’, in S. Efthymiadis,
ed. Ashgate Research Companion to Byzantine Hagiography, vol.1: Periods and Places (Farnham, 2011), pp.95-
142. The only mention of Cyril in the two volumes of the Ashgate Companion is in I. Lunde’s short article on
‘Slavic hagiography’, ibid., pp.369-84. Somewhat ironically, Lunde stresses that early Slavic hagiography is better
considered within Byzantine conventions rather than as a unique phenomenon which originates ‘ex nihilo’, even
though the volume suggests the opposite by its separation into a ‘Slavic’ chapter. Also omitted in: A.-M. Talbot,
‘Hagiography’, in E. Jeffreys, et al eds., The Oxford Handbook of Byzantine Studies, (Oxford, 2008), pp.862-71; I.
Sevéenko, ‘Hagiography of the Iconoclast Period’, in A. Bryer, et al eds., Iconoclasm (Birmingham, 1977), pp.113-
3L

51V, Vaviinek, ‘Staroslovénské Zivoty Konstantina a Metodéje a panegyriky Rehote z Nazianzu’, Listy filologické
85 (1962), p. 111; M. Vinson, ‘Rhetoric and Writing Strategies in the Ninth Century’, in E. Jeffreys ed., Rhetoric in
Byzantium (Aldershot, 2003), pp.9-22. Averil Cameron notes a general absence of scholarship on disputation
material, especially that found in hagiographies in: Arguing it Out: Discussion in Twelfth-Century Byzantium
(Budapest, 2016), pp.10-13.

2VC, 12.

53 Sevéenko, ‘The Greek Source of the Inscription’, pp.1806-18.
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originally had nothing to do with its hero’, and used as ‘proof of Constantine’s superior intellectual
powers.”> This context, at least for the legend of this chalice, given Sevéenko’s description of the
manuscript and its contents was most probably a Constantinopolitan one.>®

The second passage under consideration is the encounter with the iconoclast patriarch, John VI11.% The
author shamelessly moulds the story of the council of the Restoration of Orthodoxy in 843 into a short
disputation between Cyril and John, which concludes with the latter being silenced and ‘feeling
ashamed.”®” Cyril, is impressed upon a story of Byzantine iconoclasm he has no part in, just as he is

assigned agency in deciphering of Solomon’s chalice, which had in fact already been deciphered.

Previous studies, however, have not gone much further than stating these motifs to be borrowings without
exploring their consequences. This has largely been due to the fact that these episodes have often been
studied as sources into the background of Cyril, as a historical individual, rather than sources into the
cultural and symbolic landscape available to authors of middle-Byzantine hagiography. Thus, there are
two sets of consequences related to considering the VC as Byzantine literature which | seek to highlight in
this section, and which inform my approach. The first is to argue that the text was originally written in
Greek. The second part seeks to argue that, language notwithstanding, the text is aimed at and engages
with Byzantine intellectual culture in more fundamental ways than previously acknowledged.

1.11.1 Language

The debate over the language of the text intertwines closely with questions about Cyril and his
commitment to the Slavs. The recognition of Cyril as an Apostle to the Slavs, has given weight to the
expectation that his life must therefore have been written in Slavonic. So, it has been proposed and
discarded that the text was originally written in Greek or that parts of it were in Greek and others
originally in Slavonic.%® It is evident however that the VC is steeped in Byzantine cultural symbols and
both alludes to and directly cites Greek-language texts. Greek permeates in the text in less dramatic ways
too. What is identified as a Greek turn of phrase is found in word-for-word translation, and Cyril is
recorded praying in Greek with Slavonic letters, ‘lord have mercy” (‘isypHe aenco’) rather than the

Slavonic translation (namely, ‘rocmoAn momuaoyw’).% Judging both from the Byzantine literary

54 |bid. p.1815.

%5 Ibid.

%VC,5.1.

YeTap' I h OYMARYA H nocpamn ce’, Ibid, 5.23.

8 A, Vaillant, Textes Vieux-Slaves, vol.2 (Paris, 1968), p.25; R. Picchio, ‘Compilazione e trama narrativa nelle
“Vite’ di Costantino e Metodio’, Ricerche Slavistiche, 8 (1960), pp.61-95; Kliment, Subrani, p.5 (introduction).
%¥‘rTo KTO MOXE¢TE NA BOAT E¢(KAS MHcATH’, ‘Who can write on water’, VC, 14.11. The proverb is
discussed in: Kliment, Subrani, p.145. VC, 8.24.
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motifs the text appeals to, and from the Greek-language sources used in the text like the chalice

inscription, it seems that the VC was most probably written by one or more Byzantine, Greek speakers.

Moreover, it was recently discovered that the earliest church service text for Cyril, datable to shortly after
his death, but formalised by the tenth century, was probably originally written in Greek.®® This in turn
strengthens the likelihood that that other early materials concerning Cyril, such as the VC, might also have
been written originally in Greek. The same is suggested by the letter of Anastasius the Librarian, a
contemporary papal bureaucrat, in which he retells the story of Cyril’s translation of the relics of St

Clement, translating the story (as he notes) from a Greek text.®!

On balance, and in light of the participation of the VC in Byzantine intellectual culture, | maintain that the
VC was originally written in Greek. In any case, as Anatolii Turilov notes, the fact that the service to
Cyril was ‘initially written in Greek, by no means excludes its early translation in Slavonic, but rather,
suggests it.”%2 The same is true for the VC. Regardless of the language, the VC is clearly targeted at an
audience which shares the author’s Byzantine education. This much suggests that even if translated into
Slavonic, it has preserved its particular, late-ninth-century Byzantine intellectual concerns, especially with
education and rhetoric.

1.11.2 Argument

As noted above, | seek to argue that the VC does not simply cut and paste Constantinopolitan
hagiographical motifs. Rather, Byzantine texts and ideas underpin the text in more fundamental ways.
The basis for this contention is the propagation, within the text, of a clear Byzantine imperial agenda
stressing both the territorial and cultural superiority of Byzantium over its neighbours. In Cyril’s debate
with Muslim scholars, he is asked why Christians do not pay taxes to the Arabs, given that Jesus paid his
taxes.®® His response is to insist that Jesus paid taxes to the Romans, and therefore the Arabs should not
judge him - ‘we all give taxes to the Romans.’®* Not long after, Cyril makes it clear that the Roman

Empire is also an intellectual leader - ‘all the arts came from us’, he notes to his Muslim audience.®

80 Translating the text back into Greek reveals the acrostic which is absent in the Slavonic: S. Temchin, ‘O
grecheskom proiskhozhdenii drevneishei sluzhby Kirillu Filosofu’, in H. Rothe, et al eds., Liturgische Hymnen nach
byzantinischem Ritus bei den Slaven in altester Zeit (Paderborn, 2007), pp.328-39.

51 For more on this see below: Parts VVI-V: Cyril as Ninth Century Argument.

82 ‘Pazymeercs, ToT akT, 4To Ciyx6a Koncrantuny-Kupusty Oblia IepBOHaYaIbHO HAMCAHA TO-TPEYECKH,
OTHIO/Ib HE MCKITFOUACT e€ paHHEro MepeBo/Ia Ha CIaBSHCKHUI, a CKopee, HAapoTHB, mpeamnoiaraer ero’, Turilov, ‘K
izucheniiu velikomoravskogo literaturnogo naslediia’, p.133.

83 VC, 6.40.

4 ‘VHMAMHNOME ER(H AAKME AAHNER’, Ibid., 6.47.

5‘A WTE NACE 0¥ Th BBR(A XOVAOKK(TEIA Hakwmaa’, Ibid., 6.53.
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The author propagates Roman universalism freely, even through the mouths of the foreign rulers.
Rastislav’s request for religious preachers in Slavonic was because, as the author has him say, ‘it is from
you [i.e. the Romans] that good law is given to all regions.” % It is made clear in the text therefore, that
‘we’ are the Romans, and all others, Slavs, Khazars, Saracens, Venetians are on the outside — like the
Moravians whose leader is informed by Emperor Michael that God ‘made letters in your language appear,
now in our times’ (my emphasis).” When it comes to finding a foundational text for a predestined
Apostle to the Slavs, the VC with its imperialism and caricaturing of others by no means strikes the reader

as a good candidate.

More fundamentally still, the text formulates its own positions through Byzantine language and literature
and locates itself within them. This is most evident in another section of the text for which Sevéenko has
successfully identified a Greek-language source: that is the definition of philosophy given by Cyril. Upon
completing his Constantinopolitan education Cyril is asked what philosophy is by the Logothete. He

answers:

‘EOXKIHMA H YAOBREKEYA(KBIMA Bél.l.leML PASUML ¢EAHISO0 MOXE¢Th
YAOBREKE ﬂPHEAH?KHTH (¢ BEOS'E, MMK0 XK¢ AEKTE(AHH OYYHTL YTAOBEKISA

M0 WEPA3G H NMN0 MOAOEHHK ERITH (ATRO LI H M 0 H’68
\(’

‘[Philosophy is] understanding (‘razoum’) divine and human affairs, as much as man is able to
approach God, since it teaches man in deeds to be in the image and likeness of the one, who

created him’

The first two clauses of this definition are almost exact citations from the definitions of philosophy found

in the Neoplatonist commentators on the Isagoge of Porphyry, Ammonius, David and Elias. % All three

66 ¢

WTh BACE EO0 NA K'c¢ (TPANBI AOEPE 3AKONE choAHTL’,Ibid.,14.5.
67 ¢

NRINIA B NAIIA AKTA MMEAL EOIS BRI B'A RAIIk K3kIk®’, Ibid.,14.16.

% Ibid., 4.8.

69 1. Sevéenko, ‘The Definition of Philosophy in the Life of Saint Constantine’, repr. in his Byzantium and the Slavs:
in Letters and Culture (Cambridge, MA, 1991), p.100; A. Busse, Ammonius in Porphyrii isagogen sive quinque
voces (Berlin, 1891) 3.2-3; 3.8-9 (cited below). David’s definitions are found in his introduction, although one of the
two definitions is also invoked in his commentary. Introduction: ‘ottm¢ odv kai TV Phocogioy 6p1ioueda dmd uev
70D VIOKEEVOD, MG dTav eimmpey ‘Priocogia £oti yvdoig Bginv e kol avBponivov Tpayudtov’, drd 6& 10D
TEAOVG ‘@LAOcOPi0 £0TIV OpOiMolg Be® Katd TO SLVOTOV AVOPOT®’, GO TOD CLVALPOTEPOL OE, (G OTav inmueY
‘prhocopia £otl Yvdo1G Beiov te Kol avBporivov Tpaypdtov opoimctg 0ed Kata 10 dvvatov avipong’, A. Busse,
Davidis prolegomena et in Porphyrii isagogen commentarium (Berlin, 1904), 18.7-11. Commentary: ‘olt® Kkoi 1
PrAoco@ia Gyyelog 0Tl TV Be®dv: avtn yop dmayyEAiel Huiv Ta O€ia, €i ye yvdoig Oeiwv € kol avOporivav
npaypdtov oti’, Busse, Davidis prolegomena et in Porphyrii, 96.7-9. Elias lists all seven after explaining their
types in his commentary to Porphyry, and the ones found in the VC come second and third: mp®dtoc 6 Aywv ‘yv@doig
TRV Svtov | Svia éoTi’, Se0TEpOg 6 Aéymv “yvdoic Bsimv Te kal avOpomivey Tpayudtov’, uet’ avtdv 6 Aéymv
‘nerétn Bavdrtov’, Tétaptog 0 Aéywv ‘Ouoinotg Bed kotd TO dSuvaTov AvOpdT®’, TEUTTOG O £K THiG VItepoyiig O Aymv
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authors offer both commentaries on the Isagoge and more general introductions to philosophy which
formed the backbone of Middle Byzantine philosophical, and in particular, logical education.” All of
these texts offer the same seven definitions of philosophy which they then categorise, comment on and
repeat, to cite Sevéenko, ‘ad nauseam’.’* To offer but one example on how closely two of these align with

the VC, here is Cyril’s definition alongside the text of Ammonius.

‘E0OKIHME H
YAOBREYhLC(SBIME B¢I¢Mb
PA3TME €AHISO MOXKE¢Th
YAOBREKE NMPHEAHXKHTH (¢
E0S'E, IAIS0 K¢ AKTE(AHH
OVYHTE YAOEEKIA IO
WEPA3T H M0 MOAOEHK
ELITH czTBoP’mHMO\( H’

VC, 4.8.

‘[Philosophy is] understanding
(‘razoum’) divine and human
things/affairs, as much as man is able
to approach God, since it teaches man
in deeds to be in the image and
likeness of he who created him’

‘Tveg 6 Opilovtal VTG “PraAocopia
€oTi Ol 1€ Kol avBporivov
TpAyLdTOV Yveo1s” [...]

£0T1 8¢ Kol To1oDTOC OPIoUOG ATO
ToD TéAOVG O Aéyav “prhocopia €0Ti
opoimoig Be@ Katd TO dvVVATOV
avOphr®.”’

Ammonius, 3.2-3, 3.8-9.

‘Some people define it thus:
“philosophy is knowledge (‘gnasis’) of
both divine and human affairs” [...]

And there is also such a definition
concerned with the final goal which
says: “philosophy is likeness to God to

the best of man’s ability’”

The textual community responsible for the VC, therefore, was clearly not just a Roman universalist, but a
Byzantine intellectual community, where it was not unusual to proceed to the upper echelons of

Byzantine education, beyond mere grammar and rhetoric and into philosophy.”

It is notable therefore that the last phrase of the definition, ‘since it teaches man in deeds to be in the
image and likeness of the one, who created him’, which is probably an allusion to Genesis, does not have
an exact parallel in the philosophical materials. Due to this, Sevéenko concludes that ‘it is not necessary

to consider this quotation [of Genesis] as a third part of Constantine’s definition’ and that two Byzantine

“TEXVN TEXVAOVKAL EMOTAUN EMoTNU®V’, EKTOG 0 €K Thg £TupoAoyiog O Aéymv ‘@iha cogiag’, A. Busse, Eliae in
Porphyrii isagogen et Aristotelis categorias commentaria (Berlin,1900), 8.8-13.

70 Sevéenko, ‘The Definition of Philosophy” p.100; G. Kustas, ‘Commentators on Aristotle’s Categories and the
Isagoge of Porphyry’, in his Studies in Byzantine Rhetoric (Thessaloniki, 1973), pp.101-118; Porphyry,
Introduction, trans. J. Barnes (Oxford, 2003).

" Sevéenko, ‘The Definition of Philosophy’, p.101. Both Ammonius and David divide the definitions into three
kinds. They are either ‘dmo 100 vmokeyévov’ or concerned with definitions and meaning, and “dno tod téhovg’, or
concerned with the end goal or purpose of philosophy, or they are concerned with both. For David see above. For
Elias, Busse, Eliae in Prophyry, 7.25 onwards.

2 Unlike, for instance, military literate elites like the eleventh-century general Kekaumenos. See: C. Roueché, ‘The
Rhetoric of Kekaumenos’, in E. Jeffreys ed., Rhetoric in Byzantium (Aldershot, 2003), pp.28, 33-7.
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definitions of philosophy can be crystallized in the Middle Byzantine period and loosely labelled the
‘Christian philosopher-scholar’ and the ‘philosopher of the monkish ascetic kind’ of which Cyril is the
former.” Yet, this dismissal seems unwarranted. It is difficult to imagine that while one segment of the
text offers a chosen, controlled, and close citation of a philosophical definition, what follows is simply
accidental.

Rather, the definition of philosophy offered shortly after Cyril’s education in the Hellenic arts plays a key
role in the formation of the argument of the VC — that is an argument for the close relationship between
understanding (‘razoum’) through education in ‘outside’ knowledge, and deeds. The VC is framed,
crucially, in a way to illuminate the Christian deeds which follow from appropriate education and as such
it seeks to dissolve precisely the kind of binary definition Sevéenko proposes.

Thus, the VC is not simply Byzantine literature because it alludes to Byzantine matters and motifs, but
because it communicates its agenda through the language and framework of a Byzantine education, and
because this agenda is about the purpose of (Byzantine) education in the Christian realm. In turn I offer a
close study of the realisation of the definition through the representation of Cyril’s education, and the

deeds or disputations that follow it.
1.1I1 CYRIL’S EDUCATION: LEARNING PERFECTING GRACE

It has long been acknowledged that the VC is made up of disputations. As noted above, Vaviinek has
demonstrated that over half of the text cites direct speech in Cyril’s disputations. But the dominance of
debates is even more significant than its direct quotations alone. When broken down, after Cyril’s
childhood education, thirteen of the remaining seventeen pages of the VC either directly quote a debate,
summarise in brief an episode in which Cyril persuaded someone, or set up the context for a disputation.

It is hard to argue that this is not, fundamentally, a text about argument.

The most thorough study of the disputations was made by Vaviinek. In it, he identifies four of these
disputations and interprets them as a range of ways of depicting Cyril’s sanctity leading up to the
invention of Slavonic, and thus ultimately defends the idea that the text was ‘primarily to be the
theoretical basis of the Slavic Church in Moravia.”” Whilst Vaviinek also mentions Cyril’s education,
mostly to refer to it as a hagiographic trope, he does not pay particular attention to the cumulative nature
of the learning episodes in the VC.” | seek to argue that learning and disputing are deeply intertwined. In

particular, | identify three phases of learning in the text, which | argue serve to set-up three major

73 Sevéenko, ‘The Definition of Philosophy’, pp.96, 106.
4 ‘mgl byt predevsim teoretickym zakladem slovanksé circke na Moravé’, Vaviinek, Staroslovénské Zivoty, p.82.
5 1bid., p.57.
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disputations in the life: Hellenic learning, evoked in the dispute with Arabs, Old Testament languages
evoked in the dispute with Jews, and what | propose to be an act of learning the Slavonic letters from
God, evoked and defended in the dispute with priests in Venice. The first disputation in the text, with the
iconoclast patriarch John VII is here omitted, not because it is not important but rather because it stands
aside from this wider framework which forms the backbone of the text, and serves a much more specific
purpose.’ It asserts the saint’s orthodoxy on the matter of iconoclasm, in a brief and simple way. It
reveals that to assert a saint was an iconodule was still considered essential, to maximise their chances of
successfully solidifying their sanctity in the latter parts of the ninth century. By contrast, the three
disputations under consideration, take up significantly more room in the text, and represent symbolically
different moments in the history of Christianity.”” These will be discussed in Part IV. Naturally, however,
to understand the role of the arguments performed by Cyril in the text, it is crucial to begin with an
understanding of the author’s portrayal of Cyril’s learning — to understand the emulation of God ‘in
deeds’, we must first understand the process of acquisition of ‘understanding of divine and human

affairs’.
L.111.1 Cyril as Learner of Arts: Hellenism

The VC presents Cyril as a devoted learner. The way it does so is central to the arguments proposed by
presenting Cyril as a philosopher and saint. In his youth, the text makes clear, Cyril is not a churchman.
S0, Gregory of Nazianzus is used to legitimise the first phase of Cyril’s education: the study of Hellenic

arts.

In the first mention of Cyril’s education, and therefore first phrase thereof, Cyril sits at home where ‘he
was learning by heart the books of the holy Gregory the theologian.’”® Cyril then makes a sign of a cross
on the wall, and writes a panegyric to Gregory of Nazianzus in which he asks him to become his ‘teacher
and enlightener’ (‘oyvHTear H npocesTHTean’).” Yet he soon finds himself struggling with

Gregory’s works.

8VC, 5.

" Iconoclasm takes up only a page, the Arab debate takes up two, the Khazar six, and the Latin another two. In the
A4 edition of Kliment, Subrani, pp.93, 93-5, 95-103, 106-7 respectively.

8 ‘C’BA'BAGIJ.IE RE AOMGT (MOKMBE, OYYG (¢ H3b OYCTBL KNHIrAMH (R¢TArO0 I‘PHFOPIA
Eorocaosa’, VC, 3.17. The ‘Theologian’ became the standard epithet of Gregory of Nazianzus by the mid-fifth
century, see: R. Lim, Public Disputation, Power, and Social Order in Late Antiquity (Berkeley, CA, 1995), p.159.
®VC, 3.20.
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‘[] BAINEAER XKé¢ BB MHNOICBRIH EéCEALKI H OYML B¢éAH, HNH¢ MOIABBI

PABOYM’BTH F'ABRBEHHNLABLE B O\('HL]HIG B¢EAHIS0 B'LHAAG’SO

‘[...] Delving into many orations and into their greatness in meaning, not being able to

understand (‘razoumieti’) their depth, he was deeply disheartened’

The VC offers the simple solution of grammatical education. Cyril finds an old grammarian in
Thessaloniki and begs him on his knees: ‘Teach me the art of grammar well!’8 The man refuses, but God
soon grants it that Cyril is called to Constantinople, where he pursues a full education in the so-called
‘earthly wisdoms’. He first turns to grammar, and then to Homer and geometry under Leo, and all
‘philosophical teachings’ (‘pHaocopHHISBIME oven1emn’) from Photios, including rhetoric and

282

arithmetic, astronomy, music and ‘all other Hellenic arts.’®” The very use of the phrase ‘Hellenic arts’ in a

non-derogatory manner is striking.

The portrayal of classical education as a necessary prerequisite to the comprehension of holy Christian
writings is not unusual. In this, the VC shares the view of Basil of Caesarea in his influential treatise on
Greek literature, where we find Christian writings similarly portrayed as complex problems, demanding a

depth of understanding lacking in youth.

‘glg o1 TobToV dyovot eV igpoi Adyol, U amopprtOv NUAG EKTdEVOVTES. £G YE UMV VIO THG
Niog énoxovey Tod Bédovg thig dtavoiog odTdv ovy oldv Te, &v ETépolg od ThvTn S1EGTNKOGLY,

Homep &v oKI0dg TIoL Koi KaTOTTPOIS, T@ THS Wuxfig Spupatt téme mpoyvuvalopedo s

‘Now to this [other life] the Holy Scriptures lead the way, teaching us through mysteries. Yet so
long as, by reason of your age, it is impossible for you to understand the depth of the meaning of
these, in the meantime, by means of other analogies which are not entirely different, we give, as it

were in shadows and reflections, a preliminary training to the eye of the soul’®

% 1bid., 3.21. In some MS variations we see ‘“u B oy mb Eearn’ Which better explains the meaning. Kliment,
Subrani, p.111.

81 ‘AOEpE NAOYYH M¢ XTAOKL(TES FPAMATHYRISOME’, VC, 3.23.

H BCEMB MNPOTYIHME ¢AHN CISBIME X0V AOXKECTEOME, Ibid., 4.2.

8 A text search of the TLG database for ‘téyvn’ and ‘EAAnviky’ within fifteen words, which would be the most
likely Greek translation of the phrase, finds only three attestations, all in Christian texts, and only two pre-date the
VC: John Chrysostom’s sermon on the holy Pascha, and Didymus Caecus’ fragments of a commentary on the
psalms. TLG, (http://stephanus.tlg.uci.edu) (last accessed: January, 2020)

8 Basil of Caesarea, Letters, vol.4: Letters 249-368. On Greek Literature, eds., trans. R. Deferrari, M. McGuire,
(Cambridge, MA, 1934), 11.6-10.

% |bid. trans. Deferrari, McGuire.

82 «¢
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For Basil, as for the VC, the young mind is ‘unable to understand the depth’ (‘m¢ mor=zmi
PA3OYMETH TFABEHHNBR’, ‘€n0Kodewv 100 Bdbovg [...] ovy 0i6v 1¢’) of Christian teaching, and
therefore requires training in the Hellenic arts.®® Basil’s treatise remained significant in the middle
Byzantine period. It was cited and excerpted by John Damascene, as well as in the collection of maxims
from St. Basil ascribed to Symeon Metaphrastes.®” It is this kind of dissemination, rather than some direct
textual connection or clear attribution of a unit-idea to Basil himself, which may most easily explain the

allusion in the VC.

Gregory of Nazianzus is mentioned in the text as the primary reason why Cyril was interested in Hellenic
arts. Thus, Cyril’s education in grammar, rhetoric and philosophy was only to assist his understanding
(‘razoum’) of divine affairs. Gregory, arguably the ‘most important figure in the synthesis of Greek
rhetoric and Christianity’ is a solid rock to base such an argument on, given that his own career also
started in classical education before he was baptised and later made Bishop of Constantinople.®
Moreover, interest in him was resurgent in ninth-century Byzantium, making him a pertinent example to a

contemporary Byzantine audience.?®

That excuses are made for Cyril’s education in the Hellenic arts is important, and Gregory of Nazianzus is
not the only one. Both Cyril’s intentions in learning philosophy and the deeds he chooses to do with this
education are shown to be pious in this early section of the VC. Upon completing his education, the
Logothete, of whom nothing else is known in the narrative, tempts Cyril to put his education to worldly
rewards, offering him plenty of gold and an illustrious wife, but Cyril refuses this invitation or temptation

(‘prosklgsis’).

Instead, the author rounds off the section dealing with Cyril’s education in grammar and philosophy with
harmony between faith and outside education. He is tonsured and made librarian of the patriarchate in
Hagia Sophia.”* The text is very vague about this tonsure. Cyril is tonsured again at the end of the text to
become a monk (and adopt the name Cyril in place of Constantine) shortly before his death, and at this

early stage of the narrative he is probably a little too young to be ordained, as the canonical age was

8 The Slavonic term for ‘depth’ here, (‘r an EHHNH’), is commonly used to translate precisely the Greek (‘Bébog’).
LPGL, p.130.

87 Basil of Caesarea, Letters, p.371.

8 G. Kennedy, A New History of Classical Rhetoric (Princeton, NJ, 1994), pp.261-3.

8 See: L. Brubaker. Vision and Meaning in Ninth-Century Byzantium: Image as Exegesis in the Homilies of
Gregory of Nazianzus (Cambridge, 1999).

% Logothetes were usually high officials, at the head of departments with primarily but not exclusively fiscal
functions. VC, 4.11-20. How typical this motif is, also features in: Vaviinek, Staroslovénské Zivoty, pp.58-9.

1VC, 4.15-20.
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thirty. ° The tonsure is best read therefore, together with the invocation of Gregory of Nazianzus, as a
narrative attempt to harmonise Cyril’s learning with his piety, and resolve the tensions between ‘monkish

ascetics’ and ‘Christian philosophers’.
1.111.2 Cyril as Learner of Language: the Old Testament

Cyril’s classical education sufficed for his dispute with the Muslims which will be discussed below. The
trip to the Khazars which followed shortly after his return from the Caliphate, however, necessitated a
second wave of education in the VC. This next phase is made up of three new languages or books,
Hebrew, Samaritan and an unknown language surviving as ‘ros’sky’. The textual accounts of Cyril
acquiring each of these languages, once again craft a careful balance between piety and ‘outside

education’.

After Cyril sets out to Kherson, the text notes, ‘he taught himself Jewish orations and books, translated
the grammar in eight parts and from this, he received understanding (‘razoum’).”®® The terminology used
clearly invokes an earlier passage in the text, when Cyril learned the orations of Gregory by heart, but
feared he did not understand (‘razoumieti’) their depth, and so turned to grammatical instruction. In the
case of Hebrew, too, understanding is only acquired after grammatical education. The ‘orations and

books’ referred to here are most probably Old Testament texts.

It is unclear whether the text is suggesting that Cyril translated Hebrew grammar into Greek or vice versa.
But it seems the act of translation is here symbolic rather than literal. The ‘eight parts of grammar’,
probably refers to the eight parts of speech which ‘became standard in Alexandrian and Byzantine
grammar books’ and emerge from Dionysius Thrax’s second-to-first century BC textbook, the Art of

Grammatr, or Techné Grammatiké.>*

‘Aoyoc 0é ot melfc MéEewm obvbeoic didvolay avtoteds] niodca. Tod 8¢ Adyov uépm Eotiv

oKt dvopa, piipa, petoyn, Epdpov, dvtovopio, Tpddesic, énippnua, covdeouog.’®

92 |bid., 4.17, 7.1-5. Noted in: I. Sev&enko, ‘Constantine-Cyril, Apostle of the Slavs, as “Bibliothecary”, or how
Byzantine was the Author of Constantine’s Vita?’, in B. Nagy, et al eds., The Man of Many Devices Who Wandered
Full Many Ways: Festschrift in Honour of Janos M. Bak (Budapest, 1999), p.214.

9% ‘NAO\(’YH (43 TO\(’ KHAOBC(ISOH E¢(CEAE H KNHIrAME, 0C(6M TYECTH HP’BAO}KH
FrPAMATHISIK H WTE TOr0 pA3SME BRA(NpHEME’, VC, 8.10.

% R. Robins, The Byzantine Grammarians: their Place in History (Berlin, 1993), pp.58-9. This text will be
discussed at greater length in Chapter 3 Part I11.

% Dionysios Thrax, The Art of Grammar, in Grammatici Graeci, ed. G. Uhlig, vol. 1.1 (Leipzig, 1883; repr.
Hildesheim, 1965), 23.
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‘Speech is a combination of words in prose or verse expressing a complete thought. There are
eight parts of speech: noun, verb, participle, article, pronoun, preposition, adverb and

conjunction.’%

The VC may be implying not so much that Cyril ‘translated” Hebrew grammar into Greek, but rather that
he ‘transferred’ the conceptual structures of Greek grammatical study, namely its division into eight parts,
to the study of another language.®” This grammatical education assisted understanding (‘razoum’) of
Gregory of Nazianzus in Greek, now its transferral into Hebrew, helps Cyril gain understanding of the
‘orations and books’ in that language. The lesson therefore seems to be less about the language of the
words, and more about the transferability and usefulness of grammatical constructs outside of the Greek

language they emerge from — a sort of grammatical fundamentalism.

The process of learning entirely through grammar is balanced with a pious alternative, in the second stage
of learning Cyril undertakes in Kherson.

‘CAMLP-BNHN’ K¢ HNEIKOH TOY XKHEEAI¢ H TMPHX0A¢ KBE HEMOY
¢Te3AmE¢ ¢ (B HNHMB H TPHHNEE KHHIRI cAMAP-BH‘cKLue H MN0KA3A K
emoy. Hempome ¥ oy HKEro ¢pHA0OPE, 3ATEOPH (¢ BE XPAMHNE H Ha
MOAHTEDS (¢ HAAOKH H WTh EOFA pA3SME HNPHKMB, Y TATH HAY¢(TE

IKNHIEI Eé&¢ nopomA’g8

‘And a Samaritan who was living there, went to him [Cyril], he [the Samaritan] was arguing with
him, and he brought Samaritan books and showed them to him. The philosopher asked for them
from him [the Samaritan], shut himself in a temple and committed himself to prayer, and he

received understanding (‘razoum’) from God, he began to read the books without error’

Unlike the first wave of education Cyril receives, in which grammatical education sufficed to achieve
understanding of the works of Gregory of Nazianzus, and then again of Hebrew, here Cyril learns to read

Samaritan books entirely through prayer. Yet he ultimately achieves the same understanding (‘razoum’).

The final act of learning, of a language whose name is unclear, synthesises these two approaches.

% Amended from: Robins, The Byzantine Grammarians, p.57.

¥" Although translators of the VC have opted for ‘translated’, the verb Slavonic verb (‘mpsaoxr’) itself has a
broader meaning. It can render the Greek ‘to change’ or ‘to substitute’ (‘petafdiim’) and ‘to transfer’ or ‘to place
differently’ (‘petatiOnu’). See: LLP, p.451-2; LPGL, p.734; H. Lunt, ‘On interpreting the Russian Primary
Chronicle; the year 1037°, Slavic and East European Journal, 32 (1988), pp.251-64.

%8 VC, 8.10.
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‘I...] =n ospvs'r’ XKe TOYy ETATreale H W(AATH), POCI:.CKLIQQ MH(MENE
NMHCANO, H YAOBEIKA O0EPETHE, TAAT0AKIIA TOKW E€EAOKW H
E¢CEAOBAER (kR HNHMB H (HAOY pPEYH TMPpHEME, (BOKH E(EAE
NPHISAAAAK, PASAHYHE IMH(MENL, TAACNAA H (ERFAACHAA, H K& EOrsS

MOAHTRT AP'L?KG H B'LCKOP’B HAYATB YH(TH H CIiASATH’lOO

‘[...] and he found a Gospel and a psalter, written in ‘ros’sky’ letters, and he found a man, who
spoke with this speech (‘beseda’) and he spoke with him, and having received the force of the
words (‘rech’) comparing the different letters (‘pismen’), vowels and consonants, with his own

speech, and having addressed a prayer to God, he soon began to read and speak.’'%

This description of learning can be divided into two stages. In the first, Cyril receives the ‘force of
words’, i.e. their meaning, by comparing his own letters, namely the vowels and consonants, with those of
the speaker of ‘ros’sky’. 1% In light of the allusion to the eight parts of grammar in the section about
Hebrew, the reference to vowels and consonants is also best understood as part of a grammatical approach
to learning.!®® Cyril receives the ‘meaning’ or significance of the words through a study of their
grammatical components. The latter statement, and second part of the process of achieving meaning in
language is entirely due to divine intervention. Through simple prayer Cyril begins to ‘read and speak’.

Thus, in the third consecutive passage describing Cyril’s learning of languages, we find a harmony
between the previous two. He learned Hebrew using the art of grammar alone. He learned to read
Samaritan books using only prayer. But he learned the ‘ros’sky’ under question here through both the use

of grammatical concepts from Greek grammatical textbooks and through prayer.

What language ‘ros’sky’ is meant to be has remained a matter of contention.’** Generally scholars accept

that a consonantal flip has occurred in the process of transmission and the original language was meant to

9 There are variants of this word proposed by different editions. The Bulgarian Academy proposes:

‘po \('m’K w1’ Kliment, Subrani, p.96. Christiano Diddi’s edition of the South Slavonic testimony groups of the
text proposes: ‘pw ¢’cisur’ C. Diddi, ‘Materiali e Richerche per I’Edizione Critica di Vita Constantini: I11.
Edizione del Gruppo dei Testimoni Serbi’, Ricerche Slavistiche, 48 (2004), p.150.

10y, 8.15.

101 | am grateful to Prof. Catherine Mary MacRobert for her assistance with this passage.

102 The “force of words’ is clearly meant in the New Testament way: ‘If then I do not grasp the meaning of what
someone is saying, | am a foreigner to the speaker, and the speaker is a foreigner to me.” (‘4&v obv pn &idé v
dovapy TG eovilg, Ecopat @ Aaiodvtt BapPapog kail 0 AaAdv &v éuoi BapPapog.’) 1 Corinthians 14:11.

103 Only the short sub section on syllables separates the explanation of vowels and consonants from that of the eight
parts of speech in: Dionysios Thrax, The Art of Grammar, 6-11.

104 A good summary of the debates can be found in Tachiaos’s article, which nonetheless posits a rather implausible
case for the Slavonic language of early Rus, see: A. Tachiaos, ‘Some Controversial Points Relating to the Life and
Activity of Cyril and Methodios’, Cyrillomethodianum, 17-18 (1993-4), pp.45-70.
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be Syriac, although some insist the language is in fact some form of Slavonic written by the early Rus.
In the framework of my argument, Syriac makes good sense, as a language associated with the early
history of Christianity. In medieval sources Syriac was used loosely as referring to all Aramaic, and it is
sometimes considered to have been the language Jesus is likely to have spoken. % This at least puts it in a
similar category to Hebrew and to Samaritan books. It is possible however, that the fifteenth-century
manuscripts are too corrupt for the reconstitution of the original text to be feasible, or even that the

similarity with the word Rus is an intentional late medieval correction by East Slavic scribes.

Regardless of this ambiguity, Cyril as a learner is not simply represented as a harmoniser of worldly
wisdom and pious learning. His classical education is built upon by his education in the Old Testament
languages and assists it. This process of acquiring ‘outside knowledge’, guided by divine intervention, is

also performed to a particular end, a pious telos: the refutation of heathens.
1.111.3 Slavonic and Creation: The New Testament

The extremely brief account of the creation of the Slavonic alphabet, ought to be considered within this
broader narrative trajectory of Cyril’s acts of learning, and the ways in which those acts prepared him for
different audiences and different stages in his disputations. The two sets of learning described so far, of
grammar, rhetoric and philosophy, and of Hebrew, Samaritan and ‘ros’sky’ have been mostly passive in
nature. They have described processes through which Cyril acquired or received understanding, before
enacting his knowledge ‘in deeds’ through disputation. Cyril learns orations by Gregory and then is
taught ‘all Hellenic arts’ (‘BesmMB [...] ¢AHN(SBIMB X0y AOXKBCTEOMBE’) to acquire better
understanding of Gregory.” He learns the Hebrew ‘orations and books’, and then learns to ‘read’ the
books of the Samaritans. With the assistance of grammar and prayer, he begins to ‘read and speak’ in the
‘ros’sky’ language. However, besides an invocation to Gregory of Nazianzus to become his teacher at the
very start of the text, there is no mention of Cyril writing, actively, or creating anything anew throughout

this process.

It is rather unsurprising therefore, upon a closer look at the passages regarding the Slavonic alphabet, that
Cyril himself is not credited with its creation. The Slavonic letters are only made to appear to Cyril by

God, in what is undoubtedly best considered a third act of learning, presented here in the form of pure

195 |id. p.61.

106 | am grateful to Dr Jack Tannous for letting me see his working paper entitled, ‘What is Syriac? Explorations in
the History of a Name’, in K. Akalin, et al eds., Syriac Identity: Receptions and Interpretations/Siiryani Kimligi:
Kabul ve Yorumlama, (forthcoming).

07 yC, 4.14.
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divine revelation. This is the full explanation of the creation of the Slavonic alphabet in the life, and it

follows Cyril’s customary withdrawal to prayer.

T...] ER(KOPE K¢ K ¢MOY EOF'R MBH, MOCAOYVIIAK MOAHTER (BOHXh
PAER, H AEHK (A0KH TMNH(M(NA H HNAYAThE E¢EAT IH(ATH
¢VATTEACST. HCMPREA EE (AOK0 H (AOBO Ek 0y EOFA H EOI'RE EE (AOKO

H nPoYe}e’log

‘[...] and soon, God made them [the letters] appear to him, having listened to the prayer of his
servant, and he immediately put together the letters and began to write the words of the
evangelist: in the beginning was the Word and the Word was with God and the Word was God
and so forth’

Rather than an act of creation, God reveals the letters for Cyril to learn and put together. This clearly
alludes to the same the divine agency of prayers exposed in the case of the Samaritan books and ‘ros’ky’
letters. In all three cases, prayer alone can bring access to knowledge or understanding. Here, in this final

act of learning it grants access to the Gospel itself.

The same divine agency alone is credited in the only other time in the VC when the invention of the letters
is described. The emperor Michael supposedly sends a letter to Rastislav, ruler of the Moravians, to
announce the success, by stating that ‘God [...] having seen your faith [...] made letters in your language
appear now in our times.’*%® Cyril is described only subsequently as the man sent by Michael, ‘to whom
God made them [the letters] known’ (‘rmov ke K Eors mieH’).1 On a number of occasions

therefore, the author of the VC explicitly avoids granting Cyril creative agency.

It becomes clear that in the narrative of the VC, Cyril is not sent to Moravia because he invents the
Slavonic alphabet. He invents it after the emperor decides to send him to Central Europe. Nor is he sent
explicitly due to his knowledge of Slavonic. Scholars have often assumed this from the emperor
Michael’s assertion to Cyril prior to the mission to Moravia that ‘no one else can carry this out like
you.’1! But Slavonic is not mentioned here, the ability to speak Slavonic is only given as a reason for
Cyril’s appointment to the mission in the VM and the reasons for this sudden stress on Slavonic in the VM

will be discussed in greater depth in the next chapter.!? Michael addresses Cyril with nearly the same

108 1pid., 14.13.

¥ ‘gore [...] BHA BER EEPS TEOK [...] NBINHIA B HAIIA AKTA MAEAL EUIK'BRI RBh
BAIIk K3kIKkk’, Ibid., 14.16.

10 1pjd., 14.16.

"YMe MOKEeTH HNB NHISTOXK¢ HCMPAEHTH mIsoxe Tol', Ibid, 148

12 yM, 5.8; see: Chapter 2 Part IV.
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words prior to his mission to the Khazars, even though at this point in the narrative, he does not know

Hebrew: ‘no one else can carry this out adequately.’**3

He is sent, rather, because he is best educated in the method of debate as both a grammarian and a
rhetorician and in the content of faith, as ‘monkish ascetic’, to emulate his maker ‘in deeds’ and use
words to refute the opponents of the orthodox faith. As such the mission to Moravia, does not stand apart
from Cyril’s encounter with Jews, Samaritans and speakers of ‘ros’sky’. Nor does his preaching in

Slavonic seem particularly unusual to the author, who insists:

‘[..] MBI Xx¢ POARI 3NAKME IKNHNHIRI OYMERII¢ H KOOy (AAED
EE3AAKII¢ (KROHM ¢3RIKOMB KEXAO. FABRE X¢ (Oy'T CIH: APMENH,
neP‘CH, ARA3'THI, HE(PH, CO\(F‘AH FOAH, WEpH, TWPCH, K03ApH,

AAPABAI'AHG, Gl"\('l'I‘TH H HHNIHN MHWSLI’J’M

‘[...] for we know peoples who have knowledge of books and praise God each in their own
language. It is known that these are: Armenians, Persians, Abkhazians, Georgians, Sogdian Goths

and Avars, Turks, Khazars, Arabs, Egyptians and many others.’

Cyril’s final stage of education demonstrates a difference of degree rather than kind. This difference is the
total omission of the role of rhetorical or grammatical education in the account of his acquisition of
Slavonic letters. This difference can only be explained when the tri-partite disputational cycle for which

Cyril’s education prepares him is explored as one cumulative whole.
1.1V CYRIL’S DISPUTATIONS: WORDS AND DEEDS

There is no doubt that, as represented in the VC, Cyril is persuasive. In addition to Vaviinek’s
monograph, Cyril’s individual speeches have received plenty of scholarly attention, including a full

monograph on his dispute with the Khazars.*> Nonetheless, scholars have sought to analyse speeches

I8 ‘HHE B0 MHISTOXKE HEé MOKETE AOCTOHNO CEr0 TospuTH’,VC, 8.7.

14 vC, 16.7.

15 Vaviinek, Staroslovénské Zivoty, pp.53-84. On his dispute with the Muslims: Vaviinek, ‘A Byzantine Polemic
against Islam’; with the Venetians: Y. Velikov, “Venetsianskiiat disput” na Sveti Kiril Filosof v svetlinata na
antichnata ritorika’, in Starobulgarska rukopisna kniga: sudba i missiia. V pamet na prof. Kuio Kuev — 100 godini ot
rozhdenieto mu (Sofia, 2012), pp.113-26; S. Sivriev, ‘Oratorskoto umenie na venetsianskata rech na Konstantin-
Kiril’, Palaeobulgarica, 17 (1993) pp.48-51; with the Iconoclast patriarch: P. Balcarek, ‘Some Remarks to the
Response to Iconoclasm in the Old Slavonic Vita Constantini’, Studia patristica, 48 (2010), pp.355-9; and on the
Khazars: T. Moriasu, ‘Khazarskaia missiia Konstantina (ee znachenie v ZHK)’, Starobulgarska literatura, 10
(1981), pp.39-51; H. Trendafilov, Khazarskata polemika na Konstantin-Kiril (Sofia, 1999).
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attributed to Cyril, as actual speeches he gave or as direct citations from his (no longer extant) works.!
In short, here as elsewhere, the preoccupation has been with Cyril as a historical individual and with the
words he may have said. This chapter seeks to offer a comprehensive study of the rhetoric of the
disputations as a connected, cumulative whole which formulates a particular argument. Contrary to
Vavtinek, and for reasons outlined in the introduction of this chapter, | posit that this argument is not
reducible to an apology for Slavonic but concerned more broadly with education and orthodoxy in

Byzantium.

Through these major disputations, the VC is divided into three temporal spheres which require three
different types of education, and three different methods of argumentation. The text maintains that the
third phase, of the indisputable New Testament, is the final and most perfect, but it also insists that the
former two, of classical and Old Testament education, and of disputation with other Abrahamic religions’
representatives, are crucial to its achievement. This section addresses the disputes in the order in which
they occur in the text, before turning to the consequences this structure has for missionary activity. To
assist the reader, | provide some tables which summarise the contents of each major disputation (Tables
1-3).

116 For the Khazars, Trendafilov in particular tries to reconcile the text of the dispute with a mention in Chapter Ten
of the VC, that Methodios translated the works of his brother into eight parts. Trendafilov spends much of his book
dividing this dispute into eight parts to show that it was excerpted from Cyril’s own work. See: Khazarskata
polemika, pp.34-76. For a similar study arguing for the authenticity of a prayer by Cyril in the text see: A. Tachiaos,
‘Neskol'ko zamechanii otnositel'no konchiny Konstantina-Kirilla v Rime’, Vspomogatel'nye istoricheskie distsipliny,
30 (2007), pp.160-8.
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Lines of Dispute | Topic of Dispute

6.1-4 Saracens challenge Holy Trinity, ask for a man to dispute with

6.4-9 The emperor sends Cyril

6.10-13 Cyril sees demons on the doors of Christians, they challenge him to understand them
6.14-25 Accused that Christians do not follow Christ’s laws, whilst Muslims do
6.26-32 Challenge of the Holy Trinity

6.33-39 Accused that Christians do not follow Christ’s precept to turn the other check
6.40-47 Accused that Jesus paid his taxes, but Christians do not pay to the Arabs
6.48-53 Asked how he knows so much

6.54 He explains how the Caliph’s garden grows by itself

6.54-55 Cyril is unimpressed by the wealth and palaces of the Caliph

6.57 They try to poison him

Table. 1: Disputation at the Caliph’s Court

Lines of Dispute | Topic of Dispute

8.1-10 Khazar invitation, the emperor dispatches Cyril

8.10-25 Journey: learns Hebrew, Samaritan, Ros’sky, discovers the relics of Clement
9.1-3 Upon arrival, Khazars send a ‘cunning’ man to dispute with him

9.3-4 Asked why the Romans appoint leaders from different families

9.5-9 Asked why Christians use the bible, rather than have their beliefs memorised
9.10-14 Arrives at the Khagan’s court

9.15-22 Challenge of the Holy Trinity by Khagan

9.23-35 Challenge of Mary’s ability to give birth to God

10.1-2 Cyril invites more debate at second sitting

10.2-35 Which is the oldest law — Noah or Moses?

10.36-63 Has the holy kingdom of Christians come yet?

10.64-67 Jews are blessed descendants of Shem, but the Christians of Japheth (Gen.9.26-7)
10.68-74 Are Christians blessed for putting their faith in a man, Jesus?

10.75-81 Why do Christians turn away from circumcision when Jesus did not denounce it?
10.82-88 Why do Christians worship idols?

10.89-94 Why do Christians eat pork and rabbit?

10.95-96 This is abbreviated from Cyril’s discussions, translated by Methodios in 8 parts
11.1-20 Third siting: Khazars ask why Christianity is the holiest religion

10.21-29 An advisor who knows Islam asks: Why do Christians not respect Muhammad?
10.30-46 Advisor tells Jews and Muslims Cyril has refuted them, many promise to convert

Table 2: Disputation en route to and at the Khazar Court with Jews and those who know Islam

Lines of Dispute Topic of Dispute

16.1-58 Why do you preach in Slavonic when there are only three holy languages?

16.59 Ashamed, the Latins went on their way

Table 3: Debate with the Venetian Bishops, Priests and Monks
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1.1V.1 The Caliph’s Court

As Vaviinek has noted, the anti-Islamic polemic in the treatise is not particularly extraordinary, nor does
it demonstrate deep knowledge of Muslim doctrine.*'” Rather than addressing Cyril’s Muslim
interlocutors on their own terms, therefore, the author integrates them in the world of Roman education,
stressing that he debated with ‘wise men, learned in the books of geometry and astronomy and other such
teachings.’!!® Framing the Muslim scholars thus is a clear allusion to a Hellenic education, of the sort
Cyril himself receives earlier in the text.

The categorisation of Muslim scholars and their particular interest in astronomy aligns with the current
historiographical consensus that the revival of various Byzantine philosophical pursuits, especially with
respect to astronomy and astrology, in the last quarter of the eighth century, was influenced by the
flourishing of intellectual output at the Abbasid court.!*® Cyril sits comfortably amid a number of
narratives about Byzantine intellectuals engaging with Hellenic learning, and moving between the

imperial and caliphal courts.*?

A significant part of Cyril’s encounter with the Muslims is spent not addressing doctrine in any great
detail but demonstrating his rhetorical abilities and his education. This demonstration reveals that the core
of Cyril’s case for Byzantine superiority is intellectual, on the one hand, and state-territorial on the other.
The natural conclusion to this superiority is that the Christian religion is itself superior, for its longevity

has made it more sophisticated and intellectually challenging.

The first argument concerning intellectual superiority is asserted most clearly when the Muslim scholars

ask Cyril how he has answers to all their questions. He notes:

‘YAOB'BKL NH'EISOH l'lOYPLl'lL BA MOPH BOAO\(’, Bh M'BH.IH‘L[H HOIIAII¢E H
H FPLA‘BH]E (6, TAATOAK IS&B CTPAH‘HHKU}MLI BHAHTE¢ AH BOAT , HXE
NHKTO0X¢ HN¢ HMATE PASE'B MENE? nPHH.ILAL Keé¢ HKAHNB MO\(’)KL

HOMOP‘HHKL PEYE K& NHMO\(’: NH¢ (CTRIAHIOIH AH (¢, (IA TAATO0AK, XBAAG

17 Vaviinek, ‘A Byzantine Polemic against Islam’, p.538.

118 ‘MO\(’APAA TY¢ABL, KNHIE HA\(’YGNA I"GWMETPIH H ACTPONOM]H H HPOYIHML
OX'YGHIGML’, VC, 6.14.

19 P Magdalino, ‘Astrology’, in A. Kaldellis, et al eds., The Cambridge Intellectual History of Byzantium,
(Cambridge, 2017), p.203.

120 p, Magdalino, ‘The Road to Baghdad in the Thought World of Ninth Century Byzantium’, in Brubaker ed.,
Byzantium in the Ninth Century, pp.195-213. The work of Dmitry Gutas has revealed this cultural transmission
process at length, see: Greek Thought Arabic Culture: the Graeco Arabic Translation Movement in Baghdad in
Early ‘Abbasid Society (2nd-4th/5th-10thc.) (London, 1998).
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(¢ THRIKMO CMPLA'BH.I.I'HML, A MBKI (¢ro NMEYHHNG HMAMKI TAIK0 H BH

AETE A WTh HACK (OVTER BEC(A 0 AO)KLCTB.I-A HSLI].IAA’121
¥ ¥

‘A certain man having drawn some water from the sea, was carrying it in a skin, and was
boasting, saying to strangers: ‘Do you see the water, which no one has but me?’ But a man came
who was a sailor, and he said to him: Are you not ashamed to speak like this, bragging with only
this stinking skin? While we have the whole sea. And you do the same, when all arts came from

)

us

It is clear, that the arts that ‘came from us’ are the same arts which the VC notes the Muslim scholars are
trained in, namely astronomy and other Hellenic arts. Thus, the text makes an explicit association between
the Middle Byzantine polity and its people, and the intellectual tradition of Hellenic education. This
association is used to argue against the Caliphate. Muslim scholars can only receive from outside,
something that is internal to the history of Byzantine culture, and thus they cannot match Cyril in
learning. That the VC protests so much about the sea of Hellenic education available in middle
Byzantium, clearly reveals the intensity of Byzantine intellectual insecurity with respect to the Caliphate.

The second strand of Byzantine superiority is the claim to state-territorial historical continuity. As noted
earlier, when accused that Christians do not follow Christ’s precepts, because Jesus paid his taxes and
they do not, Cyril argues that they do, because ‘we all pay taxes to the Romans.’*?? This statement
wrongly implies that Christians under Arab rule pay taxes to the Byzantine state. It also associates the
medieval Byzantine polity directly with the Roman state which controlled the land Jesus lived upon. Once
again, the argument against the Muslim scholars and their polity is to do with its youth. The Caliphate
inherited land that is ‘Roman’, and arts that are ‘Hellenic’, both of which the VC presents as internal to, or

integral aspects of the identity of the contemporary Byzantine polity.

These two historic continuities, according to the VC, result in the intellectual superiority of Christianity as
a religion. When Cyril is accused that Christians only follow Christ’s law when it suits them, whilst
Muslims follow Mohammed more loyally, his reply insists that ‘our God is like the depths of the sea’ and

many will dive into these depths to find him.!23

1...] H <(HAHRIH VYMOME MOMOIIHK KF0 EOFATR(TE0 PA3TMHMOK
l'lPHl'GMAl‘O].l.IG HP‘BHAABAI'OTL H B'LBBPA].]JA]‘OTL e, A CAAEII-H MIK0 H R

CLFHHA'BXL KOPAEAHXL l'lOliO\('lJ.lAl'OTL ce HP‘BHHTH, ORH

121y/C, 6.51-3.
122  hHMIAMMHNOME EEC(H AAKMLE AANR’, Ibid. 6.40
128 ‘Rore HNam IS0 H MOV YHHA K(Th MOP’CKA’,Ibid.,G.lT
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H(TAIIARKTLR, A WEBH (& TPKAOML KABA UJTLAI:.IXA}OTL, NGMO].I.INO]'O

ABHOCTHH EAAKIE ce'1

‘[...] and those strong in mind, receiving with his [God’s] help a treasure of understanding
(‘razumnoe bogatstvo’) swim through and return, but the weak ones are trying to tame the sea
with rotten ships, and some sink, while others with great efforts can barely rest, dragging

themselves with helpless lethargy’

This is an allusion to the kind of interventions God makes elsewhere in the VC, assisting Cyril with
understanding (‘razoum’). Such interventions only come to those strong in mind. This clearly points to
the view expressed by the VC and Basil of Caesarea, that the mysteries of divine writings require
intellectual training and education. The idea of ‘depth’ of understanding, both in Cyril failing to
understand Gregory of Nazianzus’ homilies prior to his education (‘rassnuH’), and in Basil of
Caesarea’s advice to young men (‘Baboc’) is realised in this metaphor of God as the ‘depths’ of the sea.
Christianity therefore is for those strong in mind, and as made clear through the education of the saint,
this strength comes through Hellenic education in youth for the individual. Equally as is made clear from
the debate with the Muslims, it comes through the historic continuity of the inheritance of Hellenic
education for the whole Christian culture of Byzantium.

What is notable about the framing of these arguments, is that they reflect Cyril’s education not only
through their form — he presents gnome-esque sayings, and syllogistic question-and-answer arguments to
persuade his interlocutors - but they also do so through their content. The debate covers issues which are
less rigidly dogmatic. In these cases, the Muslim scholars question Cyril in an attempt to trick him, but
this simply permits him to impress with his abilities: they ask him to interpret the demonic signs, how he
knows so much or to explain the caliph’s miraculous garden. It also covers more explicitly doctrinal
guestions, whether that be questioning Christians’ general loyalty to Christ, their commitment to the
trinity, or their specific failure to emulate Christ and pay their taxes (to the Arabs).

Throughout Cyril’s disputations with Muslim scholars the author barely resorts to scripture. Cyril uses
one short citation from the Old Testament to further his case that God is like the depth of the sea (Isaiah,
53:8).1% His only use of the New Testament is prompted by the Muslim scholars’ accusation that

Christians do not turn the other cheek, in which they quote from Luke 6.27-9.1% His response is rather

124 1bid., 6.19.
125 1bid., 6.17-8.
126 1hid., 6.34.
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unpersuasive, but cites two short passages from Luke (6.28) and John (15.13).1%" The contrast between
this and his more liberal use of scriptural quotations or close allusions at the Khazar court and against the
Venetians is striking. In both cases, interspersed citation dominates Cyril’s words. These citations number
forty in the prolonged Khazar disputes and sixteen in the long speech against the Venetians, some of

which are over ten lines long.'?

In short, the authorial organisation of Cyril’s rhetoric against the Muslims at the Caliph’s court is marked
by its defence of the heritage of the Roman state, as tax collector, and Hellenic education, all coming
from ‘us’. Thus, the arguments put forth by the text stress that the Byzantine empire’s superiority comes
from the fact, that the empire pre-dates Islam and the Caliphate both in its claims to Roman territory and
in its older Hellenic educational models. The consequences of this are intellectual and concern the
‘depths’ of the Byzantines’ religious superiority. Namely, in inheriting education in Hellenic arts from
‘us’ (the very education Cyril himself received prior to arriving at the court of the Caliph), Muslims have

not developed the necessary strength ‘in mind’.
1.1V.2 The Khazar Debates

The debates at the Khazar court are not only the longest but also the broadest and most wide-ranging in
content, (see Table 2). They occur not long after the second wave of Cyril’s education — in Hebrew and
Samaritan speech and books. Although the Khagan speaks along with others identified as knowing a lot
about the Muslim faith but not explicitly as Muslims, the bulk of this debate is with Jewish scholars.

It seems clear that contemporary literature and tensions within the Byzantine polity influenced the length
and centrality of this dispute in the VC. The ninth century saw both the failed mission to convert the
Khazars, and a surge in anti-Jewish writing, made sharper by the association between Jews and
iconoclasm.'?® The supposedly official Letter of the Three Patriarchs to Emperor Theophilos dated to

around 836, for instance, records four tales ‘at that time being disseminated in Constantinople’ about Jews

127 1bid., 6.38.

128 These are identified by Angelov and Kodov in their edition, see: Kliment, Subrani, pp.120-41.

129 The Khazars’ conversion to Judaism is generally dated to 861, so within Cyril’s lifetime. On the nature of this
conversion see: Shepard, ‘The Khazars’ Formal Adoption of Judaism’, pp.11-34; C. Zuckerman, ‘On the Date of the
Khazars’ Conversion to Judaism and the Chronology of the Kings of the Rus Oleg and Igor’, Revue des études
Byzantines, 53 (1995), pp.201-30. More generally on anti-Jewish writing: C. Mango, The Homilies of Photius
Patriarch of Constantinople, (Washington, DC, 1958), p.15; R. Bonfil, ‘Continuity and Discontinuity (641-1204)’,
in R. Bonfil, et al eds., Jews in Byzantium: Dialects of Minority and Majority Cultures, (Leiden, 2014), p.76; A.
Cameron, ‘Disputations, Polemical Literature and the Formation of Opinion in the Early Byzantine Period’, in G.
Reinink, et al eds., Dispute Poems and Dialogues in the Ancient and Medieval Near East: Forms and Types of
Literary Debates in Semitic and Related Literatures, (Leuven, 1991), p.107; K. Aron-Beller, ‘Byzantine Tales of
Jewish Image Desecration: Tracing a Narrative’, Jewish Culture and History, 18 (2017), pp.1-26. And more
specifically on the use of Old Testament scripture to claim Byzantium as the true elect in the ninth century: S. Eshel,
The Concept of Elect Nation in Byzantium (Leiden, 2018), pp.86-138, esp. pp.89-91.
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attacking Christian images.*® This may well explain the passage in the VC dispute (10.82-88) in which
the Jews ask about Christians’ idol worship, in a way rather reminiscent of the treatment of the iconoclast
Patriarch John VIII, only a few pages earlier in the text (5.17-24).

Khristo Trendafilov’s aforementioned monograph devoted to the Khazar polemic sought to illuminate the
sources of the disputations and concluded that no clear and direct sources are identifiable.’® | take the
disputation, therefore, as an original authorial composition of otherwise standard anti-Jewish tropes and
works in Byzantine literature. | leave open the possibility that (Greek) sources for parts of the text can be
found and that, as the VC notes, some of these may come from Cyril’s own writings.'*? But even so, this
section ought to be considered as collated, compiled and ordered, by the author of the VC. Thus, I seek to
elevate the author at the expense of Cyril and focus on the rhetorical framing and structure of the dispute
as it stands within the VC.

The dispute at the Khazar court, with Jewish scholars in particular, engages broadly in two types of
question. The first are dogmatic disagreements on specific issues like the Trinity (9.15-22), pork and
rabbit (10.89-94), and idol-worship (10.82-88). The second are debates, more fundamentally, about the
validity of the New Testament, and the legitimacy of Christians as the inheritors of the true religion. In all
these matters, and in the dispute as a whole, Cyril does not use any citations from the New Testament.
Instead, his materials come precisely from the Hebrew and Samaritan books he acquired in the second

phase of his education.

The argument concerning the Trinity occurs in the same two-fold fashion both at the Caliph’s court and at
the Khazar court: the first question is to do with the worship of more than one entity and therefore more
than one God, and the second, is to do with the belief that Mary, a woman, could not have given birth to
God.

130 Aron-Beller, ‘Byzantine Tales of Jewish Image Desecration: Tracing a Narrative’, p.13. Some of the editors of
the letter make more of its authenticity than Aron-Beller. See: The Letter of the Three Patriarchs to Emperor
Theophilos and Related Texts, eds. J.A. Munitiz, et al, (Camberley, 1997), p.xvii-xxxviii. The stories of Jewish
image desecration are found in: p.46.

181 <This search for more or less likely parallels with Christian hagiographical literature can continue, but it seems to
us, its results are unlikely to go beyond the near coincidence of individual scenes, recurrent formulae and analogous
themes.” (‘ToBa n3gupBaHe Ha MIOBEYE WIIH ITO-MAJIKO BEPOSTHH Mapajeii ¢ XPUCTHSIHCKATA )KUTHIHA KHIDKHAHA
MOXE Ia NpoABbJKH, HO, CTPYBA HU CC, HETOBUTE PEIYJITATH €1Ba JIN 1€ HAABPHPIIAT l'lpI/I6J'[I/ISI/ITCJ'IHOTO CBHBIIaICHUEC
Ha OTJEHHU CLIEHH, YCTOWYMBY GopMyJIH U aHajornuHa tremaruka.’), Trendafilov, Khazarskata Polemika, p.104.

132 “from these many [refutations], we, having shortened them, laid a few here [...] whoever wishes to find these
complete and holy refutations, will find them in his books, which our Archbishop Methodios translated having
divided them into eight parts.” (‘W Th MHNOra XK¢ ¢¢ MBI OYIPAIIRIIE BR MAAE MOAOKHXWME
[...]. & Bx¢ XOIfe Th C'LBPLmeH’HLIHXL (HXh E¢CEARR H(KATH H (E¢ThIXh, E&
KHHI'AXL KIro LJEP'BI.[JGTL K, ¢eAHKO HP'BAAO)KIH OYYHTEAL NHAIIB APX[GI‘IHCKO\(’HL
Me¢poAalc pASAEAR K HA W(MBb caorecn’), VC, 10.95-6.
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When the question is raised by the Muslim scholars at the Caliph’s court, Cyril’s answer is short on

evidence, simply pointing generically to the Chalcedonian position.

‘MBI OYEO AOEP'B K(MBI HABBIKAH WTB HPOPOKLL H WThb OTLL[L H
W Thb OYYHTGALL TPOHL[O\(' C(AABHTH, OT]:.L[L H (AOBO H AO\(’XL, TP[H

HINO(TA(H BE KAHNOMB COYI.]JLCTB'B’BS

‘We are taught well from the prophets and (Church) fathers and teachers to praise the Trinity,

Father, and Word and Spirit, three hypostases in one essence’

At the Khazar court on the other hand, Cyril turns to the Old Testament prophet Isaiah to find allusions

justifying the Trinity.

‘THEMB K¢ MBI EOAII¢K THEOPHME BEII'MH (KA3AKIf¢ H TMPOPOKBE
CATWAKIE, peve K0 Heam: “cAO\(l.uAHTe MeNe, IaiswEee, I3paHAW, KroxXe
A3k 30K0Y, A3k KC(MB MPEERIH, A3k K(Mh KL EEKBI, HRINFA TOC(HOAR

MocAA Mé H AOYXE o3

‘In this way, we do better, by demonstrating this [i.e. the legitimacy of the Trinity] with
examples, listening to the prophets. For Isaiah said: “Hear me, Jacob, and Israel, whom | have
called, I am the first, | endure in the ages (48.12), and God now sent me and his Spirit (48.16)"”

When speaking to the Arabs an allusion to evidence suffices, but it becomes a necessity to provide
examples when speaking to the Jews. Different epistemological standards for proof can be taken in
different circumstances, as different audiences and their level of knowledge require different methods of
argumentation. And furthermore, these different audiences necessitate Cyril’s education, he cannot argue

with Old Testament scripture until he has learned the Old Testament languages.

The second question, of Mary’s legitimacy, also offers two very different responses. As Mary features in

the Qur’an, all Cyril has to do when debating with Muslims is refer to her. Namely:

‘CAOBRO0 K¢ TO REINARTH (¢ BA AKRE H POAH (¢ HALIEI0 PAAH

C(AMMACENIRA, IAKO0XKE¢ H MAX’MGTL BAIIb HPOPOKL (R RAEKTEACTROKTE,

133 1hid., 6.30.
134 1bid., 9.21-2.
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NATIMHC(ABER (HIJ¢: “I'IOCAA WME A0 B HAINIE KB A EB'EH H3RO0A ¢ AA
g Y ,

POAH TR

‘The word that he [Christ] became flesh in the virgin and was born on account of our salvation, is
also witnessed by your prophet Muhammad, who has written thus: “we have sent our Spirit to the
Virgin (alludes to: Sura 19.17), having willed that she give birth (alludes to: Sura 19.19)°13¢

As Vaviinek has noted, the Sura 19, which deals with the story of Mary is the most commonly cited text
in Byzantine anti-Islamic literature, and by no means reveals knowledge of Arabic.**” To Jewish scholars,
however, whose scripture has no direct mention of the holiness of Mary, Cyril has to deduce the

possibility of God becoming a man from the first principles of creation set out in Genesis.

The argument has three logical stages. First, the Jews are asked ‘what is the most worthy of all visible
things?’, and they establish that it is man.® Second, the argument asserts that it is possible for God to
reveal himself through clouds, storms, thunder, and smoke as he did to Moses and Job.*® And thirdly, it
follows necessarily that God can also reveal himself through man who is superior to clouds, storms,
thunder. Finally, the argument concludes with a quotation, compiled from statements by Moses in
Exodus, alluding to the realisation of this possibility. Namely, God not only can, but also will reveal

himself.

“RA FPOM'E IKAMENIH H TAACE TP'b'E’N-sML” H¢ RKABARH HNKI (¢ Is
TOMOVY, FO(MOAH II¢APRIH, NE “RceAH (¢ BEE HNAIIE OV TPOERI W THME

H A LI ¢ rp-kxm”’“o

‘Do not appear to us any longer, merciful God, in a “stone thunder and a trumpet voice” (alludes
to: Exodus, 19.16), but “instil yourself in our wombs, taking away our sins” (alludes to; Exodus,
34.9

15vC, 6.31.

136 The actual Sura 19.17-22 reads: ‘then We sent unto her Our Spirit that presented himself to her a man without
fault. She said, 'l take refuge in the All-merciful from thee! If thou fearest God... He said, 'l am but a messenger
come from thy Lord, to give thee a boy most pure. She said, 'How shall I have a son whom no mortal has touched,
neither have | been unchaste?’” He said, 'Even so thy Lord has said: "Easy is that for Me; and that We may appoint
him a sign unto men and a mercy from Us; it is a thing decreed.™ So, she conceived him, and withdrew with him to
a distant place’, The Qur’an, (http://tanzil.net/#trans/en.arberry), (last accessed: January, 2020).

137 Vaviinek, ‘A Byzantine Polemic against Islam’, p.538.

138 ‘0 KCTE WThE EHAHMEIK TEAPRI ¥ECTHNEHIIH EL(EXR?, VC, 9.26-7.

139 |bid., 9.28.

140 1bid., 9.33.
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The author is using the words of Moses very loosely, as the Septuagint simply notes ‘let my Lord go with

us’ (‘ovpmopevdfiTem 6 Kopiog pov ped” fuav’) and does not mentioned being instilled in a womb.*4

In any case, the text reveals varied argumentative styles, with different standards of evidence when
discussing the same issues with different people. From logical deduction, to the use of examples the
audience is familiar with, to the complete absence of examples, the argumentative style of Cyril clearly
demonstrates a range of rhetorical techniques. The text is, thus, in itself, an argument for Hellenic

education.

Whilst questions such as the one discussed above take up some of the debate with the Jews, as noted at
the start of this section, the second type of questions about the legitimacy of Christianity as inheritor of
the true religion are more prominent. These questions cover a series of topics — the Jews’ claim that they
follow the oldest law of God (10.2-35) and the question of whether the kingdom of God has come yet
(10.36-63) take up the most space in the discussion. But whether Jews as the people of Shem, will inherit
the kingdom (10.64-67) and whether it is right to abandon circumcision (10.75-81) are also a part of the
debate.

This section in the text is extremely significant, as Cyril’s disputation has to be framed completely
differently from that with the Muslims. He can no longer rely on historic legitimacy through former
territorial control, an older Hellenic educational system and therefore a precursor religion with intellectual
superiority due to its historicity. Rather, in this section, Cyril is left to defend the younger religion,
advocating change over time and the adoption of customs which pre-date the people adopting them. In the

VC, Christianity’s relationship to Islam, runs parallel to Judaism’s relationship to Christianity.

Ultimately, as Bonfil notes, ‘issued from Judaism, Christianity never succeeded in denying such
filiation.”**? Thus, Cyril’s disputation is largely concerned with the legitimisation of Christianity as a
successor. In a similar way to the Islamic scholars who had learned the Hellenic arts from the Greeks in
order to question him, Cyril speaks only in terms of Old Testament scripture to refute the Jews. Thus, he
is enabled by his Hellenic education on the one hand to formulate syllogistic argumentation, and by his
education in Hebrew and Samaritan, to do this with the Old Testament text.

This defence of inheritance and change is clearest in the two most central issues of the dispute: firstly, the

question of which is the oldest law and whether the people of God ought to follow that one; and secondly,

141 Septuagint: the Greek Old Testament, Exodus, 34.9, (https://www.ellopos.net/elpenor/greek-
texts/septuagint/chapter.asp?book=43&page=66 ), (Last accessed, January, 2020).
142 Bonfil, ‘Continuity and Discontinuity’, p.74.
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whether the kingdom of God has come or not. On the first issue, Cyril engages with the Jews’ argument

that the law of Moses is the first law of God and that the Christian one is later and so less legitimate.'4®

Rather than defend the New Testament or the words of Christ, however, the author argues that there are in
fact older laws, and that the Jews have themselves chosen a newer one.'** In particular, they claim that
God first gave law to Noah, after the fall.* The Jews offer the refutation that God gave a ‘testament’
(‘sag=TR’, ‘0wONKN’ ) rather than a ‘law’ (‘saxonr’, ‘vopog’ ) to Noah, but gave an actual law to
Moses.!*®  Cyril responds with a series of scriptural quotations in which the words are used
interchangeably, so as to demonstrate that a testament is a law. '*” The whole exercise moves toward a
defence of succession.

‘AOEP'B AEKM, Al.l.lé E0O EB&I ABPAML H¢ KA (¢ IO WEPG‘BSAHIG, NH&
AP)KAAL NoOKER 3ABETL, H¢ ERI (¢ EO0OXIH APU[‘A HAPGKAL H MW\(’(H
XKeé¢, MMOCAEAH IMAISEKI HAIMH(ABLE 3AIKO0NHB HPLBAFO HNH¢ APL?KA. TaAKOXKA¢E
H MLIH II10 CHXL OEPA38 XOAHML H WTBR EOA 3AKONB HPHHMIHG

APL}KHML’MB

‘And we do well, since if Abraham had not accepted circumcision, but held on to the testament of
Noah, he would not be called God’s friend, and Moses to0, later when he wrote a law again, did
not hold on to the previous one, and in this way, we, following his example, having received a

law from God, we follow it.’

Thus, even though God did not say that he will give another law in future to Noah, it ought to be
understood that when he does the succeeding law is the most pleasing to God.*® Christians therefore,

through this succession, have received the most worthy law.

As noted above, this position is ideologically at odds with the position taken in the VC against Muslims.
This becomes most obvious on the question of whether the kingdom of God has already come. As

Trendafilov has noted, albeit not within the framework this chapter seeks to develop, in answering this

143 VC, 10.4.

144 1bid., 10.11.

195 bid.

146 1bid., 10.16.

147 1bid., 10.17-18.
148 1bid., 10.20-21.
149 1bid., 10.22-34.
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question Cyril’s rhetoric in dispute with the Khazars offers a direct contradiction of the argument made

against Muslims.!*

Namely, to the Muslims, Cyril defended the Christian practice of not paying taxes to the Arabs by
insisting that, as noted, ‘we all pay taxes to the Romans.’**! Thus, the legitimacy of the Christians comes
from their association with the Roman empire and its historic continuity. Here at the Khazar court
however, this identification of the Christians with the Roman state to which Jesus paid taxes is now
abandoned altogether. Rather, Cyril argues that ‘Jerusalem has fallen and that the animal sacrifices have
ceased, and all that the prophets prophesised about you has come to be.”*? The Jews ask: if this is true,

‘how is it that the Roman kingdom (‘tsarstvo’) holds power till now?’%

3

H¢ APRKHTE (¢, MHMO IIAO0 EO0 K(Th R0 H MpoYaa [...] Hame¢ EO
APCTEO HNE(TH PHM‘:I«:O HE ](PHcTocono [...] PHMAMHE HAOAEXE
NPHACKAXT, (IH K¢ 0Bh WTh (¢r0 0Bh 0Th HNOI0 ¢3hIKA H MMACMENE

BE HC(TORO0 HME¢ LADCTEGH T
Xp qap

‘It does not, for it has passed as the former ones [...] our kingdom (‘tsarstvo’) is not Roman, but
Christian, [...] The Romans worshiped idols, but now, one from one, and one from another

people and tribe, rule in the name of Christ’

This statement, equating Byzantium with the fifth monarchy, or kingdom without end, was not an
uncommon rendering of the Old Testament prophesy of Daniel.*® But paired with a direct claim to
Roman continuity against the Muslims only a few pages prior in the narrative, Cyril’s rhetoric once again
shows flexibility — not only in method as above, but in content too. It is possible to make contradictory
statements, therefore, in order to make the most persuasive argument for Christianity, as the truth of

Christianity operates beyond the truth or consistency of individual statements made by Christians.

This aligns with Kustas’s assessment of the development of Christian rhetoric after late antiquity. The
Christian rhetor, no longer dealing with what is possible or feasible, was dealing with divine truth.*% This

allowed the rhetor the use of both clarity and obscurity at different times for different purposes, because

10 Trendafilov, Khazarskata polemika, p.62.

Bl HMAMHNOME EEC(H AAKMLE AANL’, VC, 6.47.

152 ‘IepOCAAHME CRISPTUIEHNE KC(Th H XKPLTEBRI MPECTAAH (O Th H BECE (¢ (¢ K(Th
¢CEERIAO, KXKE OV Th TPOPOLH MPOPEISAH W Bacr’, Ibid., 10.36-37.

153 ‘a0 PHM'CISOK L{APCTEO AOCEAT APRKHT EAAABIY(TEO?, Ibid., 10.51.

154 |bid., 10.52-56.

155 See: Anastos, ‘Political Theory in the Lives of the Slavic Saints’, pp.17-29; P. Magdalino, R. Nelson,
‘Introduction’, in their eds., The Old Testament in Byzantium (Washington, DC, 2006), pp.14, 20-24, 28.

156 Kustas, Studies in Byzantine Rhetoric, pp.27-8.
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both were ultimately revealing the same.’® As such, Christianity supplemented rhetorical skill with
metaphysical certainty, which in turn afforded the use of divergent information at different times, in order
to confirm or further prove God as in the case above.

But there is more to this statement than inconsistency. As noted at the start of this section, this chapter
seeks to demonstrate that the order of these disputes, and the information they utilise, whether scriptural
or not, is not random. Rather, in the wider narrative of Cyril’s education and the disputations it prepares
him to perform, the order realises a more universal Christian history. Cyril moves from an argument
based on Hellenistic education and Roman territorialism, through to an argument entirely concerned with
the prophesies of the Old Testament. It is no surprise that in the very same section he also encounters the
Old Testament Ful tribe.® In these different phases of Christian history, or different Christian
temporalities, it is not simply the content of his argumentation that changes — in different Christian

temporalities, different things stand true.

These two strands also represent Cyril’s two acts of learning — an education in the Hellenic arts, and an
education in Hebrew letters and Samaritan books. As such, the trajectory of the disputations itself
progresses in time. It is in line with Cyril’s lifetime, as he meets the Muslim scholars after his
Constantinopolitan education, and the Jewish ones after he learns Hebrew and Samaritan books. But it
also follows, a more universal Christian historical time - from the state of the Romans in his dispute with
the Muslims, to the successor state of the Christians which came to realise the prophesies of the Old
Testament in his disputation with the Jews. According to this logic, the final dispute, inevitably, must be
with New Testament Christians: a move from what Kustas aptly describes as the ‘obscurity’ of the Old
Testament, whose events were both real and immediate, and also ‘veiled foreshadowings’, to the ‘clear
and revealed light’ of the New Testament to come.'®® This final stage in Cyril’s geographical, rhetorical

and temporal journey is addressed below.
1.1V.3 The Latin Debate

There is an almost comical disparity between the breadth of topics Cyril disputes with Jews and Muslims,
and the narrowness of those discussed with Latins, above all the issue of trilingualism (see table 3).1%° In
some senses, this is not obvious given that the VC’s compilation dates to a period of papal schism over

Photios and the conversion of Bulgaria, and the formalisation of anti-Latin literature in the ninth

157 |bid., p.95.

158 This tribe will be discussed at greater length below.
159 Kustas, Studies in Byzantine Rhetoric, p.95.

160 See tables 1, 2 and 3 above.
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century.®! In some ways, the late ninth century is as good a time for anti-Latin literature as it is for anti-
Jewish literature in Byzantium. Yet, the VC is silent on the filioque, even though the papal letters of John
VIII may imply that this was a real issue in the bishopric of Methodios himself.1®2 And the text is well
disposed toward the pope.

There are two possible reasons for this narrowness of focus. The first is to do with the relics of St
Clement which the VC notes, Cyril brought to Rome. The translation of the relics is amongst the only
events in the VC which finds contemporary confirmation in a Latin letter of Anastasius the Librarian.?%
The event was clearly well received and resulted in Cyril’s recognition in the Latin church.’®® More
pertinently, the second reason may be to do with the possible profile of the author of the VC. After his
education in Constantinople, Cyril is given the title ‘librarian’ (‘BHBEAOTHISAPE’). As Sevéenko has
shown, the word is otherwise unattested in Slavonic, and only attested in Byzantine Greek in the ninth
century with reference to Latin officials in the curia of the pope in Rome, like Anastasius the Librarian
(‘bibliothecarus’).’® This, Sev¢enko argues, offers some insight into the kind of Greek-speaking, but at
least at some point Rome-dwelling intellectual circles responsible for the compilation of the VC — deeply
acquainted not only with Byzantine court culture, like imperial bride shows, but also with Roman official
hierarchies.’®” Certainly, if the life was composed shortly after Cyril’s death (ca.869) as seems most
likely, it was therefore most probably composed either in Rome or the very earliest phases of the

Moravian mission.

Perhaps even more peculiar than the pope’s presentation as a protagonist, is the idiosyncrasy of Cyril’s
stand against the Latins. As Francis Thomson has demonstrated, tri-lingualism was in some sense an

invented heresy.’® It is only referred to in other later Greek sources completely unrelated to the

161 See: F. Dvornik, The Photian Schism, History and Legend (Cambridge, 1948); L. Simeonova, Diplomacy of the
Letter and the Cross, Photios, Bulgaria and the Papacy, 860s-880s (Amsterdam, 1998); Kolbaba, Inventing Latin
Heretics.

162 Kolbaba, Inventing, pp.51-2. In one letter, John V111 calls Methodios to Rome as he has found that he is not
preaching ‘the things which the Holy Roman church learned from the first apostles and preaches daily’ (‘que sancta
Romana ecclesia ab ipso apostolorum principe dedicit et cottidie predicat’). Given that the letter later addresses the
fact Methodios is preaching in Slavonic as a separate issue, it seems possible that the disagreement is to do with the
creed. John VIII, Letters, 201, pp.160-1.

183 In the VC, the pope invites Cyril and Methodios to Rome, and welcomes a liturgy in Slavonic. He also insists that
Cyril is buried in the Vatican. VC, 17-18. Although as Tia Kolbaba has shown this kind of respect for the pope is not
entirely unusual even early anti-Latin, filioque-related literature. Kolbaba, Inventing, p.153.

184 Anastasius the Librarian, Letters, 15, in: Anastasius Bibliothecarius, Epistolae sive Praefationes, ed. E. Caspar,
(Berlin, 1912-28), pp.436-8.

185 For more on this see Part V of this chapter.

166 Seveenko, ‘Constantine-Cyril, Apostle of the Slavs, as “Bibliothecary””, pp.214-221.

167 1bid., pp.218-9.

168 F, J. Thomson, ‘SS. Cyril and Methodios and a Mythical Western Heresy: Trilingualism. A Contribution to the
Study of Patristic and Mediaeval Theories of Sacred Languages’, Analecta Bollandiana, 110 (1992), pp.67-122.
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mission.’® In the west the situation is more complex, and while popes changed their minds about
Slavonic in particular in the few decades after Cyril’s death, there is no evidence that the pope explicitly
objected to Slavonic at the time of the VC’s composition, and the use of other vernacular languages in the
liturgy in the West is attested.'’® In short, it seems difficult to imagine that this was a matter of
contemporary widespread and fervent dispute, rather than a textual construction, not least because of its

peculiar narrowness.

The question of the dispute and its topic’s historicity, however, ought not to distract from its significance
in the structure of Cyril’s disputations as they are presented in the VC. As noted above, a discourse with
Christians is the natural conclusion to Cyril’s spatial and temporal transition from Hellenic arts and pagan
imperialism, through Old Testament prophesies and peoples. The style and method of disputation is key,
therefore, to expressing this.

First and foremost, as noted above, only one issue is under discussion in the VC, and that is whether or
not there should be only three holy languages. The audience, the aforementioned ‘bishops, priests and
monks’ in Venice, only offer one accusation and do not intervene or respond again. As ever, Cyril’s

method of argumentation is not random. At first, he resorts to contemporary reality.

‘MBI K¢ POARI SHAKME KKNHIEI OYVMEHRII¢ H EOF0Y (AART ER3AARII¢
(EOHM ¢3RIKOME KEXKAO FABE Xe¢ <Oy T (IH! ApMEeNH, nep‘cH, ABRA3THI,
HECPH, cO\(r‘AH FOAH, WEpPH, TOpCH, KO03APH, AAPAEARNE, Gl"\(’l‘l"‘l"H H

HNIHN MHW3KRI '}

‘for we know many peoples who have knowledge of books and praise God in their own language,
it is known that these are: Armenians, Persians, Abkhazians, Iberians, Sogdian Goths, Avars,

Turks, Khazars, Arabs, Egyptians and many others.’

This is the first instance in the VC where Cyril tries to use the current state of affairs as an argument.
Against the Muslims, his legitimacy comes from what used to be; against the Jews he tried to argue

through interpreting past prophesy that the Kingdom of God they believe is yet to come has in fact come

189 1bid., pp.71, 94-5.

170 The best account of the shifting papal position in the 880s-90s is: Betti, The Making of Christian Moravia,
pp.109- 206. On the use of vernaculars see for instance: M. Garrison, et al eds., Spoken and Written Language:
Relations between Latin and the Vernacular Languages in the Earlier Middle Ages (Turnhout, 2013). And in the
liturgy in particular, the work of Helen Gittos on Anglo-Saxon England in the forthcoming volume: H. Gittos, et al
eds., Vernacular Languages in the Long Ninth Century (forthcoming). The changing papal position on the use of
Slavonic will be discussed in greater depth in Chapter 2 Part V1.

nyc, 16.7.
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already. It is only once arguing with the Latins, in this third stage of his disputational cycle, that he is

truly in the present.

This kind of category of evidence, however, Cyril fears is wasted on his interlocutors, and so he notes: ‘If
you do not wish to understand from these (examples), then at least know (God’s) judgement from the
(holy) writing.”1"2

What follows are two full pages of scriptural citations concerned with the significance of the spreading of

faith. The citations are simply connected by the phrases ‘and again’, or ‘also Mark says’.

Lines of quote Source of Quote!’
16.10 Psalm 95.1

16.11 Psalm 97.4

16.12 Psalm 65.4

16.13 Psalm 116.1, 150.6
16.14 John 1.12

16.15 John 17.20-1
16.16 Matthew, 28.18-20
16.17 Mark, 16.15-17
16.18 Matthew 23.13
16.19 Luke, 11.52
16.21-57 1 Corinthians 14.4-40

Table 4: Scriptural quotations in the Venetian Speech

As is evident, this is in no way like the method of disputation Cyril uses against Muslims and Jews.
Rather, Cyril turns to another standard method of theological argumentation. There are no logical, or
syllogistic steps, no argumentative structure, no induction or interpretation, and no opposition from his
interlocutors. Rather, this is an argument entirely based on accumulation of evidence. As Cyril shares the
holy texts with his audience, he does not need to persuade them, but rather simply points them to the
revealed truth. There is a sense therefore, that scriptural proof is given because it is indisputable. It is no
surprise that the education Cyril receives prior to this argument is unequivocally one of divine
intervention — God reveals Slavonic letters to him, and with them Cyril himself writes the Gospel of John.

The dominance of the New Testament, and specifically the Gospels, suggests that just as his education

"2Ale AH He¢ XOIIETE¢ WTh (HXh PASCME, MONE WTh KHHICL MO3HAHTE coy Air’, VC,

16.9.
173 As identified in: Kliment, Subrani, pp.138-9.
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needs no assistance from grammar or rhetoric, their clarity also requires no additional comment or
explanation. As such, Cyril’s education in Hellenic arts or the Old Testament languages is not relevant
when arguing with Christians. Because in this final stage, both geographically and temporally, one has
arrived in the kingdom of God, and there is essentially no possibility to refute or disagree with the words
of the Bible.

In some sense this in itself contradicts the earlier charge made by Cyril against his Muslim audience, that
the teachings of their religion are ‘easy and accessible’ in contrast with those of Christianity. But the
structure of the VC does not permit direct ascension to divine revelation. The VC makes clear that the path
toward revealed truth is one through Hellenic and Old Testament education, and through the
confrontation with heathens against whom a defence of the Christian faith needs to be formulated in
intellectually varied ways. Thus, it is not ‘easy and accessible’ to receive the gospel from God, as what

must come before is the intellectual preparation of education and disputation.

The stance of the scriptural quotations chosen in the VC confirms this too. They all in one way or another
promote the expansion of Christianity, and reprimand those who oppose it. They insist that all people
glorify God, in all lands and all languages, and they encourage apostolic activity: ‘go unto the whole
world and preach the gospel to all living things’ (Mark 23.13).1* More than a third of the speech, and its
conclusion, is a passage on the intelligibility and good order in worship from the Epistle of Paul to the
Corinthians, 14-40. The significance of languages, learning languages, and travelling to the ends of the
world to spread the words of God is key in the passage. This clearly alludes to Cyril’s own education in
Hebrew, ‘ros’sky’ and Samaritan. The manifesto for missionary activity in the Epistle, therefore, is a
reflection upon the first two stages of Cyril’s life and disputations — his transitions through non-Christian
lands. In a sense, the VC argues that it is not possible to achieve the third phase, of indisputable clarity in
Christian truth, without acknowledging, educating and debating through the former two. However, once
such a status is achieved, ‘outside’ education and missionary activity still remains the responsibility of
Christians. This final section of Part IV of this chapter explores the kind of missionary activity

promulgated by the VC.
1.1V.4 Converting the Silent

The VC is a manifesto for the utility of ‘outside’ education in the process of consolidating the orthodox
faith. Yet despite the evidence for the significance of outside education in successfully formulating
arguments against representatives of other Abrahamic religions, no Muslim, Jew or Latin Christian in the

narrative ever converts.

114 vC, 16.17.
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More generally, there is a notable difference between the kinds of opponents Cyril argues with for which
an actual account of the dispute is given, and the kinds of opponents with whom Cyril’s persuasiveness is
merely summarized. The VC offers full accounts of disputations between Cyril and the patriarch John VI,
Muslims, Jews, and Latins. More specifically, the audience for Cyril’s disputation comes from a
particular social profile. In the caliphate, as noted above, he speaks to ‘wise men, learned in the books of
geometry and astronomy and other such teachings.’*”® At the Khazar court, Cyril is once again arguing
with the learned bookmen of Judaism and Islam — the khagan asks specifically for a ‘bookish man’
(‘msxa HHXHNA’) to dispute with the other religious representatives at his court.!”® Those who
speak at court are only the Jews, Saracens, Cyril and the Khagan himself. Lastly, in Venice, Cyril
explicitly argues with: ‘bishops, priests and monks’ (‘emHcIsonmH HOOMOEe H YpBHOpH3 ).

Thus, the only opponents warranting the possibility for a full disputation, are those of the other

Abrahamic religions, with some — either more or less explicitly invoked — education.

There are no attempts to offer accounts of Cyril’s words with the lesser, local Khazar general (‘voivoda’)
threatening to besiege a Christian city, the ‘Ougri’ (likely Hungarians) threatening to murder Cyril, or in
fact, the Slavs in Moravia who practise a mixture of old pagan beliefs alongside the trilingual heresy.’® In
all these instances, Cyril speaks, whether ‘didactic’ words or with the ‘fire of the words’, but his audience

remains silent or at best utters a question, or a short response.

In part, of course, the author of the VC had no Byzantine ammunition against tribes whose very
identification and existence is disputed. Unlike the standard tropes available to be deployed against Jews
and Muslims, the VC reveals a struggle to imagine the ways in which unknown people may conduct
themselves or engage with religious discourse. Nonetheless, their silence suggests a more general
association between paganism, or pagans, and silence or speechlessness. If, as George Kustas argues,
Christianity used pagan literature and rhetoric to forge a ‘conception of the living power of the logos with
which words are now invested and the function of which they aim to serve’ as inherently expressing
God’s genius and his divine plan, then it is perhaps unsurprising that those who have no God have little to

say. 17

175 ‘MO APAA Y¢ABL, KNHIB HA\(’YEHA FEWMGTPIH H ACTPOHOM]H H HPOYIHML
ovreniemne’, lbid., 6.14.

178 1bid., 8.5.

7 |bid., 16.1.

178 Ruler: VC, 8.19-22; Ougri: 8.22-25; Slavs: 15.10-17.

179 Kustas, Studies in Byzantine Rhetoric, p.55.
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The people of Ful, found en route to the Khazar court, are the only exception to this scheme. They offer
some refutation in defence of their tree worship.® The interaction is unique in other ways which may
explain this exceptionality. Cyril reproaches the tribe for turning away from God, even though they are
spoken of in scripture. To make this point, the saint cites Isaiah 66.18-9 which notes that God will go
among all peoples, including ‘Tharsis, and Ful, and Lud, and Mosoch, and to Thobel, and to Greece. 8!
The author thus clearly identifies the people Cyril meets, perhaps the people of the attested city of Ful in
the Crimea, with a biblical tribe mentioned in the Old Testament, named ‘Phud’ in the Septuagent or ‘Ful’
in the Hebrew Old Testament traditions, and now commonly identified with the Lybians.'®? Locating the
people of Ful in the Old Testament, strengthens Cyril’s apostolic character. Cyril is the realisation of the
prophesy that God will send men to the people of Ful. Perhaps it is this prophetic role, that warrants the

people of Ful the ability to speak, albeit only once.

Despite the short exchange with the people of Ful, the division between long set-piece disputes with
representatives of other Abrahamic-religions, and short summaries of the conversion or taming of lesser
known pagans stands. Aside from the silence of the godless, this reveals an interesting paradox. Cyril’s
words are most successful when he is speaking to pagans. In the case of the Ful for instance, the text
notes, that ‘having spoken soft words to them he persuaded them to cut the tree and burn it.’*8® Failing
immediate conversion, Cyril secures the promise of conversion from others, like the local Khazar general

attempting to besiege a Christian city. This too, he does with his words.

180 They insist that they are not worshipping idols, for they did not themselves create the tree. VC, 12.13-15.

1Bl D aAphen SABL H AO\(’AL H Mocoxe H 0B¢AL H Bh EAAAO\(",Ibid.,].Z.l?.

182 On the location of the city and the bishopric of Ful: A. L. Yakobskon, ‘K Voprosu o lokalizatsii
srednovekovnogo goroda Fuully’, Sovetskaia arheologiia, 29-30 (1959), pp.108-14.; C. Zuckerman, ‘Byzantium’s
Pontic Policy in the Notitiae Episcopatuum?’, in his ed., La Crimee entre Byzance et le Khaganat Khazar (Paris,
2006). On Ful as a biblical people: I. M Mogarichev, ‘K voprosu o prebyvanii Konstantina Filosofa v Krymu’, in his
ed. Problemy istorii i arkheologii Ukrainy. Materialy X Mezhdunarodnoi nauchnoi konferencii, posviashchennoi
125-letiiu professora K. E. Grinevicha, 4-5 noiabria 2016 goda, (Kharkiv, 2016), p.61. Dimitur Angelov has argued
that the fact the text opts for Ful rather than Phud suggests that Cyril truly knew Hebrew and is citing the Hebrew
Old Testament. However, it is clear from the rendering of the other names in the list, the text cited is the Greek. The
VC replaces the people of Javan in the Hebrew old testament with those of Greece (EALGdac) and adds the people of
Mosoch (Moc0y) who are absent from the Hebrew. The rigidity of the Septuagint’s tradition, especially with regards
to proper names makes the most likely explanation either the ease of misreading the capital A and A or the author’s
ingenious manipulation of the Old Testament tribal name from Fud to Ful, in order to match the Crimean city of the
same name. I am grateful to Prof. Sebastian Brock for his help with this question. Angelov’s case is found in:
Kliment, Subrani, p.153.

183 AIS0 K¢ TAAAISRIMH (AOBECH OYFAAT0AABL HXh MOBEAE HMB MOCKHIH APEEO H

¢wxepn’, VC, 12.20-24.
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‘[...] B¢¢EAOBAR XK¢ ¢ NHME H OYYHTEAHAA C(AOBECA MPEAAOKH H
OYKPOTH KIo0 H OEEIIAER (¢ KMOY HNHA KphII¢cNH¢ ER3EPATH XKe (¢

$HAOCOPE BEE C(KOH noYTL’184

‘[...] and having spoken with him and offered him didactic words, he tamed him and when [the

ruler] promised him that he will be baptised, the philosopher went on his way’

The same promises are made at the Khazar court. After seven pages of disputation with Jews and men
who know about Islam, a large group is introduced: ‘nearly two hundred of them were converted’ and, the
Khazar elite promised, the rest will be converted over time too.'®® This large but previously unmentioned

audience has been sat silent all along.

In short, the author is not always able to conjure up the sorts of words Cyril may have said to these people
and is even less capable of conjuring up the sorts of words they may have said to him. But there is no
doubt in the text that these largely silent audiences are able to comprehend his words and be persuaded by

them. The VC is unwavering in its certainty that those with the right education are able to spread the faith.

The firmness of the text’s position on missionary activity was by no means ubiquitous in Middle
Byzantine intellectual circles. As shown by Sergei lvanov, positions on the need for mission were ever
shifting, and there was a case made against spreading the Gospel in the ninth century, as putting pearls
before swine. ¥ Perhaps the contrast between the embarrassed but unchanged Muslims, Jews and Latins,
and the largely silent but converted pagans, reveals resignation to the existence of alternative Religions of
the Book. Thus, the Abrahamic opponents are left as frozen rhetorical positions to be disputed with,
guiding a narrative trajectory through the three phases of Christian temporality. To turn to pagans instead

is, as far as the text is concerned, a good and necessary compromise.
1.V THE LIFE OF CYRIL AS A NINTH-CENTURY ARGUMENT: THE WEST?

The next two sections seek to position the VC’s representation of learning and missionary activity in a
ninth-century intellectual context. This part assesses and broadly dismisses the possibility for a Latinate

audience for the VC as it survives.

In some ways Cyril is an unusual Byzantine saint. Unlike the local ascetics or Constantinopolitan court
projects of middle Byzantine hagiography, stories about Cyril were transmitted in contemporary Latin

sources. A positive light hangs over him in Latin documents despite contemporary tensions between the

184 |hid., 8.20.
185 ‘ARCTH XK¢ (6 WTh NHXE A0 AROH ¢Ts’, VC, 11.40.
186 |vanov, “Pearls before Swine”, pp.89-90.
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papacy and Constantinople. This transcendence of geo-political problems is largely due to his association
with the translation of the relics of St Clement from the Crimea to Rome. This translation is described in
the VC, as well as in a contemporary letter by Anastasius the Librarian.’®” It is also depicted in an
eleventh-century fresco found in the remains of the fourth-century basilica of St Clement, not far from
Cyril’s alleged tomb.' It is clear, as far as our texts and images from the West indicate, that Cyril was
believed to have brought the relics of St Clement to Rome. Due to the interest in Pope Clement in Rome
and the Carolingian polities, the Cyril that emerges from these materials is strikingly different from that
of the VC.1#°

The earliest dated material concerning Cyril from Latin texts is a mention of him in a letter of Anastasius
the Librarian to pope Hadrian IlI, reporting on the proceedings of the 869/70 church council at
Constantinople.’®® The second, and more thorough account of Cyril is in another letter by Anastasius
mentioned earlier in the chapter, dated to ca. 875-6, and addressed to Bishop Gauderic of Velletri, who
was involved in the foundation of the chapel to St Clement, where the pope’s relics were placed.!® The
letter also reveals that Gauderic was collecting materials on the Life and Miracles of St Clement, and had
tasked Anastasius with finding additional materials from Greek sources. Anastasius proceeds to give
Gauderic what he describes as a translation from a work written in Greek by Constantine-Cyril himself;
this describes the finding of the relics. Alongside, Anastasius gives what claims to be a first person
account of the relic discovery from Metrophanes of Smyrna, a bishop who was an exile in Kherson at the
time of the discovery.'®? In places, the text in this letter has some content-based similarities with the VC —
so it seems possible that either Anastasius may be using the VC (and simply not saying that he is), or
more likely that both he and the VC share a Greek source. For instance, Anastasius reports an account by
Metrophanes. The account records how Cyril found out that no one in Kherson knew where the relics of
St Clement were, and he offered a prayer to God to try and find them, encouraging the local Christians to

do the same. Some of these events are also reported in the VC.

187 Anastasius the Librarian, Letters, 15, pp.436-8.

188 C. Fillipini, ‘The Image of the Titular Saint in the Eleventh-century Frescoes in San Clemente, Rome’, A Journal
of Verbal/Visual Enquiry, 22 (2006), pp.243-250; C. Filippini, The Eleventh-Century Frescoes of San Clemente in
Rome (PhD dissertation, Baltimore, Johns Hopkins University, 1999), pp.125-46.

189 Writings attributed to Clement in Latin were circulated widely throughout the ninth century, with early
manuscripts from Verona, Rome, Gaul. In the 830-50s in particular, new texts ascribed to him continued to emerge.
I am grateful to Conrad Leyser for sharing a handout with a catalogue of manuscripts pertaining to Clement from the
early middle ages, entitled ‘In Search of a Past: Canon Law, the Cult of the Saints, and the Roman Church, 860-
960°.

190 Anastasius the Librarian, Letters, 5, p.407; M. Betti, The Making of Christian Moravia, p.92.

191 Anastasius the Librarian, Letters, 15, pp.436-8.

192 1pid.
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‘Super quo stupefactus philosophus se in
orationem multo tempore dedit, Deum
revelare, sanctum vero revelari corpus
deposcens. [...] omnes ad illa litora fodienda
et tam pretiosas reliquias sancti martyris et
apostolici inquirendas ordine, quem ipse
philosophus in hystorica narratione
descripsit, penitus animavit. Huc usque
praedictus Metrophanes.’

Anastasius, Letters,15, p.437

‘CABIIIAB ¢, M0 (B¢ThIH
ISAHMENBETE ¢Ii¢ B MOPH AECKHTH,
MOMOAHE' ¢ peve: EEPOYH KL EOra
(R¢ETEMEB KAHMENBTE NNAAEKHK (¢,
MmISo LJEP'BCTH KIro HMAME H
H3N6CTH HS3 MOPA. O\('E'B}KAL
APXIGHHCI{OYHA H (B IYAHPOCOML
ERBR(EME H IFOBRB'‘REHHNKI MO\(’?KH H
EBCEAINC BB ISOPAEAK HACHIE HA
MECTO oYTHm‘mU ¢¢ MOPE BE¢A'MH, H
,
AMBEALRIIE NAYEIIE ISOITATH.

VC, 8.16-17

“The philosopher was stunned by this and
dedicated himself to a long prayer so that
God reveals [this], that the holy relics are
revealed to him. [...] He strongly roused
everyone to dig up the shores and search for
the precious relics of the holy martyr and
pope, in a way in turn the philosopher
himself described in his historical narrative.
Thus, reports the aforementioned
Metrophanes.’

‘and having heard that the holy Clement still
lay in the sea, he prayed, saying: ‘I believe in
God and | have hope in saint Clement, that |
will be able to find him and take him out of
the sea.” And having persuaded the bishop,
and with all the clergy and leading men, he
boarded a ship and arrived at the place, while
the sea became very calm, and having come
they began to dig’

A number of the textual complexities of the Latin transmission are revealed in this passage. Anastasius
claims to use a Greek oral report to summarise the events, which he notes confirms a textual account
written by Cyril himself. Neither the report nor Cyril’s account survive, yet in the VC the prayer which
Anastasius summarises is given in the first person, and the events of the digging are confirmed — so it
seems possible the VC shares a Greek source with Anastasius, which describes these events at more

length.

This already complicated textual picture is further nuanced by the Life and Miracles of St Clement, begun
by John Immonides but finished by Gauderic of Velletri, which only survives in fragments but is
dedicated to Pope John VIII, who died in 883. So we can place the compilation of this Life and Miracles
of St Clement shortly after Cyril’s death in ca.869 and between the letters of 874/5 and 883. 3 In the

same dedication, Gauderic makes it clear that his work is divided in three parts, the last of which

193 A, Milev, ‘Italianskata legenda v nova svetlina’, Istoricheski pregled, 12 (1956), p.77. On the authorship of John
Immonides: L. Castaldi, ‘Le dediche di Giovanni Immonide’, Filologia mediolatina, 17 (2010), p.47. The text of
Gauderic of Velletri and John Immonides is found in: The Life and Miracles of Saint Clement, in loannis
Hymmonidis et Gauderici Veliterni, Leonis Ostiensis, Excerpta ex Clementinis Recognitionibus a Tyrannio Rufini
Translatis, ed. G. Orlandi, (Milan, 1968), pp.1-165.
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supposedly includes Clement’s exile and martyrdom, and the return of his relics to Rome.*** This third
part of Gauderic’s work does not survive, but it is suspected to be the Italian Legend, a text entitled Vita
Constantini Cyrilli cum translatione S. Clementis in a twelfth-century manuscript under the name of Leo
of Ostia, an Italian cardinal famous for his Montecassino Chronicle.!*® The reason for the attribution to
Gauderic is to do with similarities in content between the Italian Legend, Anastasius’ letter to Gauderic
and the VC. In a later manuscript however, it seems that Leo’s text mentions a Greek source, but does not
mention Gauderic, and the Italian Legend is textually much closer to the VC than to the letter of
Anastasius.!®® To resolve these numerous problems would require close examination of the two Leo of
Ostia manuscripts, the Gauderic fragments, the VC and Anastasius’ works. This is beyond the scope of
this study and may be addressed more thoroughly in Diddi’s forthcoming critical edition of the VC.
Rather, | take these Latin sources, and the Italian legend in particular, as texts in discourse with and as
receivers of a story about a philosopher called Constantine-Cyril. The way they formulate his character
and side-line his education and disputations, is fundamentally different to the emphasis of the VC. This in
turn points to the fact that despite engagement with Latin culture, the VC sought to engage predominantly

with Byzantine intellectual problems.

The Legend opens with a summary of Cyril’s youth, and covers the basic information found in the VC,
with none of the details of his education. In short, it simply says that thanks to his abilities from youth
Constantine ‘deserved to be called a philosopher’.?®” His parents, rather than God’s will, take him to
Constantinople, and with no mention of Photios, Leo or the Hellenic arts, Constantine is ordained by the
will of God.'®® After an embassy from the Khazars, whose demands and concerns are textually extremely
close to the wording in the VC, he is sent to Khazaria.'® The story of the discovery of the relics follows
that of the VC very closely, but Cyril’s seven-page discussion with the Khazars is represented here simply
by a single sentence noting his successful refutations with the power of his elogquence.?®® The narrative of

Clement is followed by the Moravian mission, where once again, an extremely close re-telling of the

194 <reversionis eius ad propriam sedem miracula’, Gauderic of Velletri, John Immonides, The Life and Miracles of

Saint Clement, p.2.

19 The only thing that does survive are fragments from parts one and two. Leo of Ostia’s authorship was resolved
through another fourteenth-century MS coming to light. Betti, The Making of Christian Moravia, p.97. |. Duichev,
‘La Solution de quelques enigmes Cyrillo-Methodiennes’, Byzantion, 23 (1954), p.203.

19 <partim vero ex relatione inventoris eiusdem corporis, de Graecis fastidioso stilo translate’, Betti, The Making of
Christian Moravia, p.99.

197 ¢veraci agnomine Philosophus est appellatus’, The Italian Legend, ed., trans. in FLHB, vol. 2., p.295.

198 ‘honorem quoque sacerdotii ibidem, ordinante Deo, est adeptus’, Ibid.

199 |bid. Compare with: VC, 8.1-5.

200 <predicationibus et rationibus eloquiorum’, The Italian Legend, p.298.
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demands made by the Moravian ruler. What follows omits the creation of the alphabet altogether and of

the subsequent dispute with the Latins.?%

The complete absence of the overwhelming body of argumentative materials and the totality of Cyril’s
three-fold education is important, precisely because a very different Cyril emerges from the pages of the
Italian Legend. This Latin-Constantine-Cyril is a philosopher too, but one whose life is emplotted entirely
around the translation of the relics of Clement which is both his main achievement and his teleological
purpose. The disputing, missionary Cyril of the VC therefore, appears very different from the Latin relic-
translator. The VC also stands aside from the Latin tradition of missionary hagiography, which will be
discussed in greater depth in Chapter 2.2°2 Thus, although it was most probably written in Rome, or in
Moravia under Roman patronage, the Cyril of the VC is formulated within and through ninth-century
Byzantine intellectual discourse.

1.VI THE LIFE OF CYRIL AS NINTH-CENTURY ARGUMENT: BYZANTIUM

In what follows, the analysis moves away from the kind of contextualisation offered at the very beginning
of this chapter (Part Il), which focused exclusively on texts that are cited in the VC. Instead | turn to the
ideological positions and textual materials which, | argue, form the discursive milieu within which the
text was composed even though they are not explicitly cited by it. This discursive milieu is proposed and
established, through two kinds of contextualisation: amid contemporary hagiography, on the one hand,
and amid the so-called ‘anti-Photian’ corpus of texts on the other. Once this has been proposed, this
section will seek to locate the position of the VC within this field and offer some comments on the type of

textual community most likely to have produced it.

Part VI of this chapter is therefore divided into two parts. The first part focuses on how the VC structures
Cyril’s sanctity by combining two types of Byzantine hagiographies: travelling ascetics, and disputing
patriarchs. Although plenty of work has pointed to specific hagiographic tropes within the VC, no study
of the text has thus far sought to integrate its more overall structure within contemporary ninth-century
Byzantine hagiography.?® This has permitted scholars to maintain that the text is in some sense unique in
its Slavonic purpose, quite unlike Byzantine hagiographies which, in their least charitable reading, ‘are

nothing but a sequence of topical places, miracles, visions, supernatural phenomena, and interventions,

201 |bid. p.299. Compare with: VC, 14.1-5.

202 gee: Chapter 2.VI.1.

23 E.g. Vaviinek, Staroslovénské Zivoty, pp.56-65; V. Vulchanov, ‘The Conversion of the Saint — a Traditional
Hagiographic Element in the Structure of the Life of Saint Constantine-Cyril’, Kirilo-Metodievski Studii, 17 (2007),
pp.148-52; Dvornik, Byzantine Missions, p.54; M. van Esbroeck, ‘Le substrat hagiograpfique de la mission khazare
de Constantin-Cyrille’, Analecta Bollandiana, 104 (1986), esp. pp.347-8.
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which are usually arranged behind one another without any concept or focus.”?** After identifying this
generic structure, 1 move to study a group of Byzantine texts of various genres, loosely under the
umbrella of the ‘Anti-Photian dossier’, which form the discursive milieu within which the VC is best

positioned.
1.VI1.1 The Life of Cyril as Byzantine Hagiography

Both to acquire his learning and to use it in argument, Cyril travels great distances. His journeys start in
Thessaloniki, and move through to Constantinople, the Caliphate, Mount Olympus, the Crimea and
Khazaria, Moravia, Venice and Rome. These two phenomena, travel, and a concern with education and
disputation, occur frequently enough in ninth-century Byzantine hagiography, but do not, to my
knowledge, elsewhere occur together.

There is a significant body of ninth-century hagiography concerned with saints who travel, and many of
them visit places also visited by Cyril. The Life of Gregory of Dekapolis (ca.797-840/1) (BHG 711),
written by Ignatios the Deacon at around 843, offers an account of his divinely inspired travels to
Ephesus, Ainos, Christoupolis, Thessaloniki, Corinth, Sicily, Rome, Syracuse and, via Thessaloniki once
again, to Constantinople and Mount Olympus.?®® The ninth-century Life of Joseph the Hymnographer
(ca.812/3-886) (BHG 944), Gregory’s spiritual son, was written by Joseph’s successor Theophanes and
recounts that Joseph was born in Sicily, raised in the Peloponnese, fled to Thessaloniki, then went to
Constantinople, was sent on mission to Rome by Gregory, and was exiled in the Crimea.?®® The life of
Euthymios the Younger of Thessaloniki (ca.823-898) (BHG 655) records that he was born in Galatia, but
travelled a number of times between Athos, Mount Olympus, Thessaloniki and to the islands of Neoi and
eventually Hera.?” A shorter journey is recorded in the Life of Peter Bishop of Argos (ca.850-920) (BHG
1504) who travels from Constantinople to the Peloponnese, Corinth and eventually Argos.?%® And finally,

204 *nejsou ni¢im jinym nez sledem topickych mist, zazrakd, vizi, nadpiirozenych ukazli a zasaht, které jsou

vétsinou bez b&jaké koncepce a ideového zaméteni sefaeny za sebou’, Vaviinek, Staroslovenské Zivoty, p.65.

205 |gnatios the Deacon, The Life of Gregory of Dekapolis, in Ignatios Diakonos und die Vita des HI. Gregorios
Dekapolites, ed. G. Makris (Stuttgart, 1997), pp.56-152; C. Mango, ‘On Re-reading the Life of St Gregory the
Dekapolite’, Byzantina, 13 (1985), p.635.

206 The Life of Joseph the Hymnographer, in Shornik grecheskih i latinskih pamiatnikov, kasaiushtihsia Fotiia
patriarha, ed. A. Papadoupolos-Keramenus, (St Petersburg, 1901), pp.1-14; D. Stiernon, ‘La vie et l'ceuvre de S.
Joseph I'Hymnographe. A propos d'une publication récente’, Revue des études Byzantines, 31 (1973), pp.244-52.
207 The Life of Euthymios the Younger, in L. Petit, ‘Vie et Office de Saint Euthyme le Jeune’, Revue de [’Orient
Chrétien, 8 (1903), pp.168-205; The Life of Euthymios the Younger, trans. A.-M Talbot, in A.-M. Talbot, R.
Greenfield, eds., Holy Men of Mount Athos (Washington, DC. 2016), pp.1-165. D. Papachryssanthou, ‘La Vie de
saint Euthyme le Jeune et la métropole de Thessalonique a la fin du [Xe et au début du Xe siécle’, Revue des études
Byzantines, 34 (1974), pp.241-2.

208 Theodore of Nicea, The Life of Peter of Argos, eds., trans. A. Kaldellis, I. Polemis, in Saints of Ninth and Tenth
Century Greece (Washington, DC., 2019), pp.117-62. | am profoundly grateful to Prof Antony Kaldellis and the
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Epiphanios’ attempt to avoid communion with iconoclasts by following in the footsteps of the Apostle
Andrew offers a journey around the Black Sea through Heraclea, Sinope, Trebizond and Sebastopolis
amongst others, before arriving in the Crimea.?® It is not clear whether Epiphanios actually went to
Kherson, but he does refer to its people as having ‘wavered in their faith’, perhaps a reference to

iconoclasm.?0

It seems, therefore, that Thessaloniki, Mount Olympus, Rome, and the Crimea, in particular, served as
nodal points for the travelling holy man in the ninth century and - Peter, Bishop of Argos aside - this holy
man was usually a monk or ascetic. Travel to the Arab world, on the other hand, especially Baghdad,
served as a nodal point for Byzantine scholars of the same period.?** The locations Cyril is represented as
visiting alone demonstrate the fusion, in the VC, of ascetic Orthodox practice with Hellenic learning.

None of the aforementioned texts, however, pay particular attention to their saint’s learning, or accounts
of any disputations of comparable length. In this, the VC stands apart. But it does find parallels in a
number of Byzantine patriarchal saints’ lives. The combination of these two hagiographical motifs —
travelling ascetic, and educated rhetor, frame the VC’s case for Hellenic and other outside knowledge, and

its usefulness in missionary activity.

The paradigmatic example of an educated, disputing saint is found in the Life of Patriarch Nikephoros
(ca.750-825) (henceforth VN), written also by Ignatios the Deacon.?*2 In her introduction to the translation
of the text, E. Fisher describes Nikephoros as ‘by no means the typical Byzantine holy man who attained
sanctity by enduring great physical privations, performing notable miracles, or suffering painful
martyrdom,” but rather one whose ‘feats of Christian achievement were intellectual’ in nature.?® This
sounds rather familiar. So too does the defence of Hellenic learning in the text. The account of
Nikephoros’ education in rhetoric and philosophy is much more elaborate than what we find in the VC.
But much like the VC, which draws its definition of philosophy from a logic textbook, the VN’s section

series editor Dr Alice Mary-Talbot for granting me access to proofs of this book prior to publication. A. Vasiliev,
‘The “Life” of St. Peter of Argos and its Historical Significance’, Traditio, 5 (1947) pp.163-90.

209 For a full list of the places he visits see: C. Mango, ‘A Journey Around the Coast of the Black Sea in the Ninth
Century’, Palaeoslavica, 10 (2002) pp.255-64; The Life of Apostle Andrew, in: Grecheskie predaniia o apostole
Andre, vol.1: Zhitiia, ed. A. Vinogradov, (St Petersburg, 2005).

210 Mango, ‘A Journey’, p.263.

211 Magdalino, ‘The Road to Baghdad’, pp.195-213.

212 |gnatios the Deacon, The Life of Patriarch Nikephoros, in C. de Boor ed., Nicephori archiepiscopi
Constantinopolitani opuscula historica, (Leipzig, 1880); Ignatios the Deacon, ‘The Life of Patriarch Nikephoros | of
Constantinople’, trans. E. A. Fisher, in Talbot ed., Byzantine Defenders of Images, pp.25-142.

23 E. Fisher, ‘Introduction’ to Ignatios, The Life of Patriarch Nikephoros, in Talbot, Byzantine Defenders of Images,
p.34.
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on the education of Nikephoros copies over a page of text from a textbook on syllogisms.?* Such learning

once again needs to be justified.

‘[...] mpog yap tij tdv Belwv Aoyimv perétn kol v Tiig¢ BVpabev [naideiag] eicemomoaro
uEBeEV: TN pev 10 v ddayaic Katamiovticol 0E @V meldnviov, Ti 8¢ TO Tig TAGVNG dlEAEYYEV

anifavov’?®

‘[...] and in addition to study of the divine scriptures, he also acquired familiarity with secular
[rhetorical education} partly out of a desire to enhance the persuasive [quality] of his [own]

teaching and partly out of a desire to expose the implausibility of [heretical] error’?t

This sentiment is shared in the VC: learning rhetorical arts, or ‘outside knowledge’ (“tnv tijg BVpabdev
<moudeiog>’) gives form and structure to pious content. The VC is never as eloquent nor as explicit in this
matter. It shows rather than tells. But both lives offer a staged rhetorical disputation. Nikephoros performs
a dispute with the emperor at his court, against iconoclasm. The emperor convenes this, giving the

following reason:

‘[...] Toic odv mepi tovTOV Srap@BéAiovct mhong dtep GvaPorflc Vudc Sodeydijvar
mpotpémopey, kol meicewv §| mesbijvar kekpikapev, ¢ Gv kol MUElg td Sikaimg &yvOKOTEG

Aeyopevo, petd tod dikaiov yevoipeba kai TovTm TV pomny yopioaipedo’?t

‘[...] therefore, we urge you to engage without any delay in discussion with those who have
doubts concerning these matters, and we have decided that [you] shall convince [them] or be
convinced [by them], so that we who have come to understand what is justly expressed might

stand [together] with justice and weigh out our judgements in its favour’?8

The VN'’s dispute mirrors the Khazar Khagan’s choice to convene Cyril, Jewish and Muslims scholars at
his court.?’® Both fundamentally believe that disputation is a reliable method of achieving a correct

judgement on faith.??

214 See: O. Goncharko, D.N. Goncharko, ‘A Byzantine Logician’s “Image” within the Second Iconoclastic
Controversy. Nikephoros of Constantinople’, Scrinium, 13 (2017), pp.291-308.

215 |gnatios, Life of Patriarch Nikephoros, 149.5-8.

216 [hjd., trans. Fisher.

217 |bid., 170.9-12.

218 |pjd., trans. Fisher.

29y, 8.1-5.

220 The Khazar Khagan explicitly says to the emperor, that ‘if [your messenger] refutes the Jews and Saracens, then
we will receive your faith’, “Aa Arpge MpENPHTE KEPEK H (PAIHNHRI, TO MO BEAWIT (¢ EEPT
HMmemn', Ibid. 8.5.
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As noted above, the author of the VC lacks the eloquence and sophistication of Ignatios. The rendering of
Cyril’s short debate with the iconoclast patriarch shows no textual connection with that of Ignatios.??! But
in a sense this is even more useful, as it demonstrates the dissemination of such positions on Hellenic and
other outside learning in the ninth century. Nikephoros and Cyril are not so much ‘unusual’ as they are
consecutive. In a post-iconoclast Byzantine intellectual sphere, heretical beliefs and heathens were no
longer debated with from within as in the VN. Iconoclasm and the patriarch John VI are quite marginal in
the VC’s narrative. Rather, heathens had to be sought out from beyond the imperial borders. It is precisely
due to the ‘outside’ nature of the peoples therefore, that ‘outside’ education is even more essential. The

travelling, disputing saint is the natural conclusion to the successful disputing saint at home.
1.V1.2 The Case Against ‘Outside Education’

The VC’s argument for the use of ‘outside’ education in missionary activity, which fuses these two types
of Byzantine saint, is not made on the offensive. The text does not formulate a position against the
ascetic, static, holy man educated only in scripture and contained within the cloisters of monastic life.
Rather, as this chapter has demonstrated, the VC goes to some lengths to dissolve the tension between the
so-called ‘monkish ascetic’ and ‘Christian philosopher’ of Sevéenko. However, it is clear that in ninth-
and tenth-century Byzantium, there was a fully articulated position against the mixing of Hellenic
education with Orthodox piety, and for ascetic monastic life.

This position was by no means new. Tension between outside knowledge and piety dates to the very
beginnings of Christianity.??> However in the ninth century this position emerged most clearly and in
most extreme terms from the so-called ‘Anti-Photian’ dossier, and it has been the reason for the
supposition, in modern historiography, that monastic piety and classical learning are broadly
incompatible.?® In the texts which make up what scholars have come to call a ‘dossier’, these two
positions are not simply formulated as abstract ideologies however, but remain inseparable from the
characters who embody them — namely, Patriarch Ignatios and Patriarch Photios. These texts compiled by
various followers of patriarch Ignatios seek to defame Photios both for his uncanonical ordination, and for
his general unsuitability for the post. Patriarch Ignatios clashed with regent Caesar Bardas and was

deposed in 858, which resulted in Photios’ snap elevation from a layman to the highest ecclesiastical rank

221 Compare: VC, 5.1-24, with Ignatios, Life of Patriarch Nikephoros, trans. Fisher, pp.81-106.

222 For the attempt to replace outside knowledge with divine simplicity to maintain social and religious order, see:
Lim, Public Disputation, Power, and Social Order in Late Antiquity, esp. pp.123-158.

223 See the language of both: Sevéenko, ‘The Definition of Philosophy’, p.93-4; A. Kaldellis, ‘Byzantine Philosophy
Inside and Out: Orthodoxy and Dissidence in Counterpoint’, in K. lerodiakonou, et al eds., The Many Faces of
Byzantine Philosophy (Athens, 2012), pp.129-151.
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in just a week.??* This was considered uncanonical by Ignatian followers who appealed to the papacy, and
found a willing supporter in Pope Nicholas |, who was eager to assert the influence of the papacy into
Constantinopolitan affairs.?® In 867, however, Bardas was murdered, and the new emperor, Basil,
removed Photios from office, reinstating Ignatios. A council followed in 869-70 which restored the unity
of the two churches and condemned Photios.??® After Ignatios’ death in 877, Photios was reinstated until
his death (886) and the council of 869-70 was delegitimised. Nonetheless, the majority of the Anti-
Photian dossier survives in later ninth- and early tenth-century sources suggesting that opposition to

Photios did not disappear.

In what follows, | reveal what | argue to be the two main characteristics of the argument proposed by the
Anti-Photian texts: firstly, the separation of an education in grammar, rhetoric and philosophy into
‘outside’ knowledge, to be distinguished from scriptural learning; and secondly, the association of such
knowledge with deception, the obscuring of signs, and access to inaccessible information which is either
‘forged’, or meaningless. | then position the argument of the VC against the two principal elements of the

anti-Photian position.

The most explicit articulation of the case against ‘outside’ knowledge is found in the Life of Patriarch
Ignatios (BHG, 817) (henceforth, VI), written by Niketas the Paphlagonian.??” Although the text was most
probably compiled in the early tenth century, there is no reason to assume that its arguments are original,
or unique to the early tenth century and absent from the ninth. As Martha Vinson notes, the VI presents
Photios and Ignatios as two ‘polarized and polarizing symbols of their age.’??® Vinson insists that albeit
rhetorically constructed, these two symbols are ‘useful in revealing the issues and tensions that were
perceived to be at the forefront of contemporary concern.’??® That which separated Photios and Ignatios

more than dynasty, religious experience, gender or piety, ‘was the issue of education’.?*

224 For a detailed narrative account of these events see: Simeonova, Diplomacy of the Letter and the Cross, Dvornik,
The Photian Schism.

225 The objections of the Ignatians can be seen for example in the ‘anti-Photian’ synopses of the ecumenical
councils: The Synodicon Vetus, eds., trans. J. Duffy, J. Parker (Washington, DC., 1979). For a discussion of the
arguments used by Nicholas and their often-forged sources, see: E. Chrysos, ‘Rome and Constantinople in
Confrontation: the Quarrel over the Validity of Photius’ Ordination’, in D. Slootjes, et al eds., Byzantium in
Dialogue with the Mediterranean: History and Heritage (Leiden, 2019), pp.24-46. For Photios’ own defence, see
his letter of 860 to Pope Nicholas I: Photios, Letters, 290, in Photii patriarchae Constantinopolitani Epistulae et
Amphilochia, eds. B. Laourdas, L.G. Westerink, vol. 1 (Leipzig, 1983), 290.1-140; pp.123-138.

226 The proceedings of the Fourth Council of Constantinople only survive in Latin fragments. See: H. Schroeder,
Disciplinary Decrees of the General Councils: Text, Translation and Commentary (St. Louis, MO, 1937). pp.157-
176.

227 Nicetas David, The Life of Patriarch Ignatius, ed., trans. A. Smithies, (Washington, DC., 2013).

228 Vinson. ‘Rhetoric and Writing Strategies’, p.11.

229 | bid.

230 | bid.
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It is useful to compare the description of the education of Photios and Ignatios with that of Cyril and
Nikephoros. The ‘synkrisis’, or comparison between Photios and Ignatios, offers an irreconcilable binary
between two sorts of knowledge.

‘I...] Teprpavdv copig e KOGLUKT) Kol GUVEGEL TAV €V Ti] TOMTEIY GTPEPOUEV®Y EVSOKIUMTATOG
movTov évopileto. I'papoTikig HEV YOp Kol TOUCEMSG PNTOPIKTG T€ Kal PIA0copiog val o Kol
loTpikhic kal mhomng dAiyov delv EmoTung T@V BOpabev T0GODTOV ODTG TO TEPLOV MG YN LOVOV
oXE00V PAVOL TMV KOTA TV aTOD YEVEAV TAVI®OV OEVEYKETY, 01 0 Kol TPOC TOVG TAAALOVG

aOTOV SlopAAdcOar. *2t

‘[...] [Photios] was considered to have the best reputation of anyone in worldly wisdom and
political acumen. In fact, so great was his mastery of literary criticism (‘grammatikg’), poetry,
rhetoric, philosophy, even medicine, and almost every kind of knowledge in the secular realm
(“epistémées ton thyrathen”) that he not only surpassed all his own generation, but, one might

almost say, he even rivalled the ancients.’?%

In contrast with Photios’ grammatical, rhetorical and philosophical education, Ignatios has no knowledge
of what Smithies translates as the ‘secular realm’ (‘émotiung t@v 60pabev’), but literally means

knowledge of ‘outside affairs’, the very same ‘outside’ (‘00pabdev’) which the VN defends.?*®

*6 kai Tyvatioc ol Tic evyevéotatog Spmné &v 1@ oikm Tod Ogod PuTevdeic Kkoi 8v Taig aviaig THC
povadikilg morteiog EEnvinkag [...] ol wdooav pev IMoioadv Awbnkny, ndoav 6¢& Néav
EKUEAET®V, TAGL 68 AdYOoIC TV 1ep®dV TTatépmv PAoTOVOC E6Y0MUK®OG Kol TOVTOV TV TE TPAEY

ppovpevog koi v Oswpiov dvodeydpevog >

‘Ignatios like a noble sapling planted in the House of the Lord and brought to full bloom amid the
cloisters of monastic life [...] by closely studying the whole of both the Old and the New
Testaments, by devoting himself zealously to all the writings of the Holy Fathers, imitating their

actions and taking up their spiritual contemplations’#*

Ignatios comes to full bloom inside the cloisters not engaging with ‘outside knowledge’. Such knowledge,

as represented by Photios” worldly wisdom (‘tfj koopti copia’) is definitively ‘not in accordance with

231 Nicetas, Life of Ignatius, 21.30-5.

232 |pid., trans. Smithies.

233 |gnatios, Life of Patriarch Nikephoros, 149.5-8.
234 Nicetas, Life of Ignatius, 9.7-16.

235 |pid., trans. Smithies
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Christ’s precepts.’?*® The absolute juxtaposition to the outside and inside occurs again, when Niketas
reproaches Photios directly, asking if it was ‘the Old and New Testament’ or the ‘advice of pagan sages’
‘ol @V EEwbev copdv yvduor’ literally, the knowledge of ‘outside wisdoms’) that incited him to

persecute Ignatios.?*’

This fully articulated position against ‘outside’ education in clear opposition to scriptural learning, also
reveals the second major attribute associated with learned rhetors: that those with ‘outside’ knowledge use
this knowledge to obscure rather than to reveal truth. The assumption exposed is that there is no hidden
Christian truth to be revealed through grammatical or rhetorical education. The VI notes that Theophanes,
later bishop of Caesarea, deposited a forged book in the imperial library and then showed it to the
emperor, Basil. He insisted that ‘no-one other than Photios could decipher this book’ (‘ové’éAlog Tic,
onotv, avBporov ij Potioc TodTo Sraryvéver dvvorr’ &v’).2%® The emperor calls on Photios, who in turn

reveals its secrets, and their friendship is resumed henceforth.

This story reveals the belief, in Middle Byzantium, that access to particular kinds of ‘outside’ education
can give access to obscured information, which is hard to access as a result of being in another language
or using non-linguistic symbols. But the VI seeks to challenge this common-sense: the book was forged,
and all knowledge learned men like Photios claim to reveal is fraudulent. ‘Outside’ knowledge does not

and cannot reveal any new truth.

The same distinction between inside and out, and association between outside knowledge and deception is
evident in the ninth century. In his letter to Pope Hadrian Il, dated to 869/70, concerned with the
proceedings of the council at Constantinople, Anastasius the Librarian offers a fascinating story about the
recently anathemised Photios and Constantine-Cyril.?° The story, which he must have heard in
Constantinople, clearly emerges from the temporarily victorious anti-Photian milieu. Anastasius notes
that Photios is said to be teaching his students that man has two souls. *° Once again, outside knowledge
is used to mislead and misinform. He is asked why he would do such a thing by Constantine, a ‘man of
great sanctity and a strong friend of his’ (‘magnae sanctitatis viro fortissimo eius amico’).?! Photios’

response is as follows:

236 |bid., 21.34.

237 |bid. 48.9. Inside and outside knowledge as categories recur in Byzantine disputes about philosophy see for
instance the letters of Psellos: A. Kaldellis, I. Polemis, Psellos and the Patriarchs: Letters and Funeral Orations for
Keroullarios, Leichoudes, and Xiphilinos (South Bend, IN, 2015).

238 Nicetas, Life of Ignatius, 90.9-10.

239 Anastasius the Librarian, Letters, 5, pp.407-415.

240 “pPhotios duarum unumquenque hominem animarum consistere praedicabat’, lbid., p.407.

241 1bid.
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“Non studio quenquam laedendi talia” inquit “dicta proposui, sed probandi, quid patriarcha
Ignatius ageret, si suo tempore quaelibet heresis per syllogismos philosophorum exorta

patesceret, qui scilicet viros exterioris sapientiae reppulisset’?42

““I didn't propose such things with the desire to hurt someone”, he said “but to test what patriarch
Ignatios would do, if in his time some heresy would arise and circulate from the syllogisms of the
philosophers, the very man who undoubtedly pushed away the men of exterior wisdom.”

The purpose of Photios’ misinformation, or dangerous obscuring of the truth, is petty and personal: to
challenge Ignatios. This challenge relies on the same distinctions made in the VI, between ‘outside
knowledge’ and Photios, on the one hand, and Ignatios, as its antithesis or the one who ‘pushed away the
men of exterior wisdom’ on the other. The phrase ‘exterior wisdom’ (‘exterioris sapientiae’) clearly
comes directly from the kinds of phrases we see in the VI, ‘worldly wisdom’ (‘tf] koouij copig’) or
‘outside knowledge’ (‘émiotiung td®v 00pabev’). The story in Athanasius’ letter concludes with

Constantine reproaching Photios for his greed and jealousy.?*

The purpose of this tale in Anastasius’ letter is clearly to distance Cyril, presumably already buried in
Rome at the time of writing, from the denounced patriarch and thus secure the legitimacy of the relics he
brought to Rome. But what the letter reveals is the striking consistency of the discourse concerning
Photios which was circulating in Constantinople in the ninth-to-tenth centuries, and within this discourse,
of the ideological positions on education and the attributes associated with ‘outside’ knowledge. This
consistency is further illuminated by the appearance of the same accusation that Photios was preaching
that man has two souls found in the Chronographia of Pseudo-Symeon, a tenth-century chronicle which

clearly incorporates a ninth-century anti-Photian text within its narrative.?*

“Ev wd vokti ouvéPn yevécOal celopol peydior kai ovtog 6 dmtiog dvapag Emi 100 dupwvog
dnunyopficon einev H11 0i GEIGHOL 0VK 8k TAO0VG GuapTidV GAL’ &k TAnGpoviig Bdatoc yivovtan,

Kol Ekaotog avOpmmog 300 Yyuydg Exet, kol 1 pév pia dpaptdvet, 1| 82 tépa ody auoptéver’?®

‘And in one night there came to be great earthquakes, and this Photios went up onto the ambo to
preach, and said that the earthquakes were not due to the multitudes of [our] sins, but that they
had happened because of the overaccumulation of water, and that each man has two souls, one

which sins, and the other which does not.’

242 |bid.

23 |bid.

244 ‘Pseudo-Symeon Magistros’, in A. Kazhdan ed., Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium (Oxford, 1991).

245 pseudo-Symeon Magister, Chronicle, in Theophanes Continuatus, loannes Cameniata, Symeon Magister,
Georgius Monachus, ed. I. Bekker, (Bonn, 1838), 673.9-13.
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The story told here differs in its specifics from that of Anastasius, making clear that Anastsius’ insertion
of Cyril to try to distance him from Photios was probably original. This re-framed story, about an
earthquake reveals the same basic tenets, however. Outside knowledge is once again placed in opposition
to divine revelation. Photios offers a scientific explanation of an earthquake, rather than a theological one.
The number of souls is only a secondary concern here. And rather than Cyril, it is the emperor himself

who calls Photios to reproach him.

‘koi 0 Paciiedg yeldoog einev “obtoc doypatilel 6 Xalapompdonnoc;” Tpockalsitar ovv e0OdC
TOV TTATPIAPYMV, Kai movOdveton o¢ fifev Bupodusvoc “obtmg Soypariles, @ paplovka, dHo oV

avOpwmov Exev yoydc;” 248

‘And the emperor, having laughed said: “Is it thus that the Khazar-face preaches?”, and he
immediately called upon the patriarch and asked him, since he was truly angry: “Is it thus that

you preach, o0 ‘marzouka’, that man has two souls?””’

Rather than an assault on Ignatios, as in the Anastasius’ letter, Photios’ justification for this preaching is
pure distraction and deception. He ‘treacherously’ persuades Michael that he was ‘speaking about other
matters, and not thus.”??” Like Emperor Basil with the forged book in the VI, Michael seems temporarily
persuaded. But then the previously unintroduced, Gregory, bishop of Syracuse, asks ‘that man’ (‘tovt®”)

what the word ‘marzouka’ means.

Scholarship has taken the man who is asked and who answers the question with a bizarre etymology of
the word ‘marzouka’ to be the emperor, Michael.?® But in the context of the anti-Photian materials
discussed here, and in particular their preoccupation with deciphering the obscure, | argue ‘that man’
(‘todtw’) to whom the question is asked is Photios. The question is a challenge, to Photios, to decipher a
foreign word, through attempting to understand its etymology. The grammar also permits this.

In the text, the emperor first asks the Photios whether he truly preaches that man has two souls. The
patriarch’s treacherous response opens with a grammatical change of subject clearly indicated with a ‘but

he’ (‘0 8¢”). It is immediately after the patriarch’s response that the following text occurs:

246 1bid., 673.18-22.

247 <5ohepde’, ‘®O¢ mepl dAoV Dmobécemy einely, ovyl 8¢ obtwe.’, ibid., 673-4.1-2.

248 Shepard, ‘Photios’ Sermons on the Rus Attack’, pp.113-4; J. Gouillard, ‘Le Photios du Pseudo-Syméon
magistros. Les sous-entendus d’un pamphlet’, Revue des études sud-est européennes, 9 (1971), pp.398-9.
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“tovT® [pNyodplog 6 Tupakodong NpdTnoe “ti 1o paplodkag onuaivet;” 6 8& einev “10 pép KOOV,

10 {00 6Dpe, 1O KlG KAGoLA: TOVTESTL KDV EAKoV déppa.’ 24

‘Gregory of Syracuse asked this man: ‘“What does ‘marzoukas’ mean?’, and he replied ‘The ‘mar’
[means] dog, the ‘zou’ [means] skin and the ‘kas’ [means] dragging, therefore this is: a dog

dragging [its] skin’

It seems most likely that the ‘and he’ (‘0 8¢’) of this question is the very same ‘and he’ (‘0 6¢”), who
answered the previous question, namely Photios. Given that this is an interrogation of Photios for his
unorthodox beliefs, a dialogue of clarification between the two interrogators seems unnecessary. Rather,

the joke is on Photios for trying to decipher a clearly foreign word through Greek etymological parts.

The VI made the point that ‘outside knowledge’ cannot reveal truth by stressing that the book was forged.
In this tale, the same point is stressed by challenging Photios to decipher something which is actually not
decipherable with his grammatical skills. The etymology Photios derives is embarrassing. The phrase
which roughly translates to a ‘dog dragging its skin’ may have sexual connotations, as one of the specific
meanings of ‘k0wv’ is foreskin, or it may allude to an ancient proverb, literally ‘to skin a skinned dog’

(‘kova Sépetv dedappévnv’), meaning ‘to flog a dead horse.?%°

The actual word ‘marzoukas’ is elsewhere unattested in Greek, and Jonathan Shepard has suggested it is a
personal name, that has connotations of foreign-ness, and particularly with the people of the Eurasian
steppe.?! As such, that its purpose is to stress the other-ness implied by ‘Khazar-face’, which may be a
comment on Photios’ family background.?? However, if as | propose, the purpose of asking Photios the
meaning of the word is to demonstrate his knowledge and etymological deductions have no value, then it

may be the case that the word itself does have real meaning which is intentionally being obscured.

It is unsurprising therefore that the word ‘marzoukas’ does very closely resemble an actual word in
Arabic, derived from the verb ‘razaga’ (‘GJ.’) meaning to provide someone with the means of
subsistence or spiritual possessions, an act often associated with God.?® The noun, ‘marziq’ (‘3sJ.<"), is

the passive participle form of ‘razaga’ and means someone ‘blessed (by God), fortunate, prosperous or

249 pseudo-Symeon, Chronicle, 674.2-4.

250 | am grateful to Professor Marc Lauxtermann for this suggestion. His proposed translation for the phrase was
‘flogging the dolphin.’

21 Shepard, ‘Photios” Sermons’, pp.113-4.

252 |bid, p.115.

253 J, Cowan, et al eds., A Dictionary of Modern Written Arabic (Urbana, 1994), p.336. | am grateful to Dr Phil
Booth for pointing me in this direction.
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successful’.?** The emperor is othering Photios, by calling him blessed in a language associated with a
competing religion and polity. More specifically, it may be an attempt to associate Photios’ heretical
teaching with his interaction with non-Christian peoples, by using an Arabic word, and thus perhaps
alluding to Photios’ embassy to the middle east.”®> But even if the real meaning of the word was not
necessarily known to Byzantine readers, the text makes clear that Photios, using to his training in ‘outside

knowledge’, can only deduce nonsense from a symbol endowed with real meaning.

In short, a position against ‘outside knowledge’ can be solidified across a range of texts and cannot be
separated in them from the figures of Photios and Ignatios. This position has two major attributes, the first
the incompatibility and distinctness of ‘outside knowledge’ and of scriptural learning. The second, is the
association of ‘outside knowledge’ with deception and obfuscation, and therefore the belief that such
knowledge cannot reveal any meaningful hidden truth. A third and smaller point, only evident in pseudo-
Symeon, is the potential connection between distorted dogma and the Caucasus (as the emperor calls
Photios ‘Khazar-face’) and the Caliphate (given the Arabic source for ‘marzoukas’). The implication is
that contact with foreign peoples can lead to using one’s knowledge to mislead. The attributes of this
position have clear consequences for missionary activity. Focusing on learning within the cloisters of the
monastery, eliminates the possibility of looking outwards. As Cyril Mango has noted, the VI, the most
elaborate articulation of this position, has very little to say about Ignatios’ actual achievements — there is
no iconoclast that Ignatios persuades, as Nikephoros does, and no pagan or heathen that he converts.?5®

Thus, suspicion hangs over both ‘outside knowledge’, and outside peoples.

This is the debate in ninth-century Byzantine discourse with which the VC engages. It does so neither by
attacking asceticism nor by an outright defence of Hellenism. Rather it does so by seeking to reinterpret

the categories of analysis.

First and foremost, as | have argued throughout, the VC much like the VN does not accept the charge that
‘outside knowledge’ is incompatible with the learning of a monastic ascetic. The representation of Cyril’s
education ensures that divine revelation and scriptural study go hand in hand with the uses of grammatical
education. In the VC, ‘outside knowledge’ is used to organise and structure scriptural knowledge, and to

deduce Christian truths, logically, from Old Testament.

Secondly, the VC also engages with the idea of inaccessible knowledge, which requires specific skills in

order to be deciphered. The statement in the VI that ‘no-one other than Photios could decipher this book’

254 |bid. p.337.

2% Mentioned in the preface of the Bibliotheca, see: N. Wilson, Photios: the Bibliotheca (Bristol, 2013), pp.25-6.
2% C, Mango, ‘The Liquidation of Iconoclasm and the Patriarch Photios’ in A. Bryer, et al eds., Iconoclasm
(Aldershot, 1977), p.139.
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is echoed by the VC’s encounter between Cyril and the Chalice of Solomon, ‘which [letters on the
chalice], no one was able to read or understand.”?>" Cyril deciphers this chalice text because, the VC
claims, it was in Hebrew and Samaritan letters. As noted above, in reality the chalice text was clearly
already circulating in Greek.?%® This insistence on Hebrew and Samaritan, is an original addition by the
VC to refer back to Cyril’s acts of learning. As discussed above, Cyril acquired the ability to read Hebrew
and Samaritan books through the harmony between grammatical education and divine intervention.
Thanks to this harmony, Cyril was able to decipher the chalice. Rather than a forged text, or a misdirected
etymology, the information concealed in Hebrew and Samaritan is a ‘prophesy about Christ’ (‘¢¢ r¢TH
MpoOPOYBCTEO 0 )(thT-ls’), described by Sevéenko as a ‘cramming of all the main events in

Christ’s life into a slightly enlarged text of the inscription.’?*

The story of the chalice does not simply stand as ‘proof of Constantine’s superior intellectual powers’
therefore.?®® The case it is making is more subtle. What it suggests, rather, is that there are legitimate,
orthodox, truths which lay obscured and inaccessible to those without the appropriate education to
decipher them. Where the case against outside education showed Photios unable to deduce the meaning of
the word ‘marzoukas’ through Greek etymology, the VC shows to the contrary that Cyril is able to use the
eight parts of Greek grammar and to compare vowels and consonants, to attain understanding of Hebrew

and Samaritan books. From this, he is then able to decipher a prophesy about Christ.

Thirdly, the VC somewhat rehabilitates the Crimea and the Caucasus. Cyril successfully converts all those
who threaten to attack him, including the local Khazar leader (‘voivoda’), and the group of Hungarians.
He corrects the faith of those who have gone astray, like the Ful tribe. He discovers holy relics, performs

two miracles and secures the promise of conversion from the ruler of the Khazars.

The Crimea and the Caucasus are lands of biblical peoples and miracles rather than exile, and lands of
possibility rather than heresy. This was already possible in Byzantine discourse. In the Life of Stephen the
Younger (early ninth century), the author seeks to legitimise the return of iconophile exiles to
Constantinople, by representing outposts of exile, including Kherson, as strongholds of orthodoxy during

the conflict.®®* But rather than engaging with iconoclasm, or simply accepting the unorthodox

257‘Hx‘xe H¢ MOXKAIN¢ NHISTOX¢ NH MNPOYH(TH NH (kasaThH’, VC, 13.3.

258 Ibid.; Sevéenko, ‘The Greek Source of the Inscription’, p.1812.

29 \/C, 13.10; Sevéenko, ‘The Greek Source of the Inscription’, p.1815.

260 |hid., p.1816.

21 N, Evans, Mountains, Steppes and Empires: Approaches to the North Caucasus in the Early Middle Ages (DPhil
Thesis, University of Oxford, 2016), p.185; Stephen the Deacon, The Life of Stephen the Younger, in La vie
d'Etienne le Jeune par Etienne le Diacre, ed., trans. M.-F. Auzépy (Aldershot, 1997), pp.85-276; M.-F. Auzépy,
L’Hagiographie et Iiconoclasme byzantine: le cas de la Vie d’Etienne le Jeune (Birmingham, 1999), p.125.
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connotations of a region, as found in Pseudo-Symeon, the VC argues for possibilities in the Crimea and

the Caucasus through missionary activity.

In short, whilst it is possible to trace the outlines of the anti-Photian position in the VC, it is clear that the
premises which form this position are re-interpreted in the text. Learning and its relationship to piety was
contested and malleable, not reducible to two binary Photian and anti-Photian intellectual positions. The
flexibility of ‘outside learning’ as a symbol, shown in the VC, can also be glimpsed in some of the lesser
hagiographies of the ninth century, which are not explicitly engaged with the Photian schism.

The Life of Joseph the Hymnographer, which recalls the saint’s exile to the Crimea under Bardas (and

therefore probably due to his Ignatian sympathies), recalls the transition between patriarchs as follows.

“Tyvatiov nAadn tod Oeiov dpylepémg 061G TOTPLOPYODVTOG Kol TOV Bpovov Tiig Paciioog
neyoAomoreng e0oePdc olaxilovioc. o petd TV PO KVpov Skdnuioy kai DPOTIOC O
aeipvnoovtog maTplapyns T Tig ExiAnoiog dvadedeypévog mnddAlov, TOv avtov pakapitnv
loonew éotepyé 1€ kol €Eebeiale Kol TV €keivov KaAdV Emavétng kabiotato TV GAAGV
VYNAOTEPOY Te Elvan Koi Vmepkeinevoy - OC T 6oQ@H TAOLTAY TNV GyldTNTo. Kol ApeThv HoN

Kpivewv koi Blov Soxwuale vmép Gmovtog doporéotepov’ 262

‘In that time Ignatios the divine arch-priest held the patriarch’s office in a godly manner and
adorned piously the [patriarchal] throne of the great imperial city. But after Ignatios’ departure to
the Lord, also Photios the patriarch of eternal memory, when he was elected to the helm of the
church, both felt much affection for the same Joseph of blessed memory, and extolled him, and
became the proclaimer of Joseph’s virtues, and [regarded him] as both higher than the others and
above the rest. [Photios] being rich in wisdom, knew [how] to judge holiness and virtue most

accurately and how to assess one’s way of life more reliably than anybody else.’

Within their positive epithets one still finds glimpses of the differences that the anti-Photian dossier
makes so extreme. Ignatios holds the patriarchal throne in a ‘holy’ (‘6ciwg’) and ‘pious’ (‘evoefdg’)
manner, whilst Photios is rich in ‘wisdom’ (‘t®d cop® mAovt®dv’). These qualities could easily, as in the
VI, be portrayed as contradictory or competing, by simply specifying whether Photios’ wisdom was
‘worldly’ and ‘outside’ or not. Rather than specify this, the text discusses his ability to 'judge’ (‘kpivewv’)
both ‘holiness’ (“trv ayiotnta’) and ‘virtue’ (‘apetrv’), both piety and the more loosely classical concept

of virtue, or valour. When wisdom is undefined therefore no contradiction or competition emerges

262 |_ife of Joseph the Hymnographer, p.10-1, 12.25-33.
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between Ignatios and Photios, or their educational positions. And so it was perfectly possible for authors

to refuse to engage with the extreme terms of the anti-Photian case, both here and in the VC.

The same flexibility is seen in the Life of Euthymios the Younger, which also recounts the resignation of
Ignatios in passing. The author acknowledges that Igntaios, struggled with a ‘terrible sedition by those
ruling the empire at the time’ (‘tavtng iBVVag ToV¢ olakag Kol deV®G VIO TOV TOTE SLVAUCTELOVIMV Ti)
Baoiieig oxevalouevoc’), and that he stepped down ‘partly voluntarily and partly coerced’ (‘10 p&v éxadv,
10 8¢ Praldpevoc’.?% But there is no attack on Ignatios himself, nor on Photios who is once again subtly

commended for his intellect.

‘DAOTIOC YAP NV O LAKAPLOG, O POTOS AKTIGL PEPMVOLME TOD OVOpaTOG TAOEL SidacKaldY

KATOAGYOG TO TépaTa 28

‘That was namely the blessed Photios: the man who illuminated the ends [of the world] with rays

of light, after the meaning of his name, by the multitude of his teachings’

Once again, Photios’ multitude of teachings (‘nAn0e1 Sidackatdv’) are not defined as either ‘outside’ or
inside. Thus conflict or tension is avoided. The passage also reveals an association between Photios and
‘the ends [of the world]” (‘ta népata’). This may well be the very same association we find inverted in
Pseudo-Symeon, where he is derided for his associations with the Khazar lands, and it is certainly an idea
pertinent to the VC, preoccupied as it is with the spreading of Christian argumentation to the Caucasus,
Middle East and Latin West.

The component parts of the anti-Photian position were clearly available in the discursive milieu of ninth-
century hagiography. Different texts and their authors chose to engage or not engage with these by
choosing to define or not to define different kinds of education. The VC goes further than the Life of
Joseph and the Life of Efthymios the Younger by choosing to engage with questions of learning and piety,
rather than bypass them through vagueness. It makes evident the possibility of acquiring ‘outside’
knowledge in a pious manner, and to use this outside knowledge to pious ends, whether deciphering a
prophesy about Christ, or syllogistically structuring an argument about the Old Testament to embarrass
Jewish scholars. The very act of formulating this is a challenge to the anti-Photian position which creates
an ‘outside-inside’ boundary and asserts that ‘outside’ knowledge cannot decipher or deduce meaning,

without forgery or deception.

263 |_jfe of Euthymios the Younger, 12.18-9, 22.
264 |bid., 12.31-2.
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This challenge is formulated neither through hostile polemic, nor through the persons of Ignatios and
Photios. And it goes further than just asserting the utility of ‘outside’ knowledge to Christian
understanding. Rather it stresses the significance of action, namely missionary activity, or converting
‘outside’ peoples. This pragmatic objective perhaps explains the decision not to engage with inter-
patriarchal conflict, and only mention Photios in passing as a teacher.

1.V1.3 Conclusions

I argue that the portrayal of Cyril in the VC as a ‘third way’ candidate, through his carefully crafted
learning and education, points to a textual community that was aware of, and engaged with the intellectual
debates of the Constantinopolitan court but reluctant to engage in internal, personal conflict. To this
outward looking intellectual sphere of classically educated, but clearly self-identifying pious Christians,
writing more probably in Rome or less probably in Moravia, inter-personal defamation likely seemed
futile, in the grand scheme of Abbasid intellectual competition, and the failure of the conversion of the
Khazars signalled in the text. The VC is therefore very much an elite text, authored by a person or group
with access to the highest levels of Byzantine education, intended for an audience with at the very least
some such education, and engaging with an intellectual problem, pertaining to the most hegemonic spaces
of Byzantine intellectual activity, namely the Constantinopolitan centre.

The content of the VC, as | have proposed it, appears somewhat at odds with the fact the text survives in
Slavonic alone, and that there is no Greek-language evidence for a cult of Cyril. There is no entry in the
Synaxarion, no surviving life, homily or hymn. This points to some failure, some moment when the
connection between this elite Byzantine milieu, in Rome and later Moravia, severed links with the
Byzantine intellectual sphere. The VC never made it back to Byzantium. Instead, this Byzantine clerical
elite responsible for this text settled into a local Moravian diocese, embroiled in local political problems.
The VC was not fit for purpose in this context, and the legend of Constantine-Cyril was recast to cope
with a new set of uniquely Central European, Latinate concerns. This re-framing, as it survives in the Life

of Methodios, is what | turn to next.
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Chapter Two:

Institutionalising Slavonic: The Life of Methodios
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2. INTRODUCTION

The Life of Methodios (henceforth, VM) has long stood in the shadow of that of his brother Constantine-
Cyril. While the thousand-year celebrations since the death of Cyril, which took place 1869, saw a surge
in scholarly publications, the same was not true for the anniversary of a thousand years since Methodios’
death in 1885.1 It was not until the 1100-year celebrations in 1985 that Methodios received his own
symposium and set of scholarly publications.? Even so, publications concerning Methodios, as a historical
figure, or the VM, as a text, rarely, if ever, engage with him or it separately from Cyril as a figure, or the
VC as a text. The reason for this has been the assumption, scholarly and more popular common-sense, that
the two brothers are in some sense a unit, with the same goal and the same purpose.® This purpose, albeit
rarely explicitly formulated, is always assumed to be ‘enlightening’ the Slavs, or more specifically the
mission to Moravia. As the preamble of the 1993 constitution of the then newly formed Republic of
Slovakia notes: ‘we the Slovakian people, bearing in mind the political and cultural legacy of our
ancestors [...] mindful of the spiritual bequest of Cyril and Methodius and by the historical legacy of
Great Moravia [...] have herewith and through our representatives, adopted this constitution.’* That Cyril
and Methodios had one spiritual goal, and therefore have left one ‘spiritual bequest’, in enlightening the
Slavs of Moravia, is intertwined with the very basis upon which the Slovakian people claim a right to

national autonomy.

This common-sense which has materialised as a ‘figure of memory’, in the words of Halbwachs, is
regularly reproduced in scholarship, which often refers to the two brothers’ agency collectively.® To give
but one example: ‘the interest of Constantine and Methodius [in a mission to the Slavs] had its deep roots
and accompanied Constantine and Methodius from their early childhood to death.”® Note ‘the interest’ in
the singular. The two brothers’ unity of purpose is also transferred by scholars onto the two texts, the VC
and VM. In this process, information is often taken uncritically from one text to supplement the other.
There is little engagement with the possibility that the two vitae may be trying to achieve or argue
different things, and might therefore be omitting, including or transforming textual content in accordance

with their different purposes. Most commonly, scholars take the VC as the base narrative, and while they

L1, Rusek, ‘Vurkhu deloto na slavianskiiat purvouchitel Metodii’, Kirilo-Metodievi studii, 17 (2007), p.613.

2 For example, see the two-volume international symposium proceedings from Bulgaria: N. Shivarov, et al eds.,
Mezhdunaroden simpozium 1100 godini ot blazhenata konchina na sv. Metodii, 2 vols. (Sofia, 1989).

3 This is evident in their celebration as a pair discussed in Chapter 1.1, whether on May 24™" or in the various schools,
universities, and statues that bear their name as a holy pair.

4 ‘Constitution of the Slovak Republic’ (https://www.prezident.sk/upload-files/46422.pdf ), (last accessed: January,
2020). Also noted in: Betti, The Making of Christian Moravia, p.3.

® For a discussion of both the meaning of common-sense and ‘figures of memory’ in this thesis see the Introduction.
6 8. Nikolova, ‘The Moravian Mission: a Successful and an Unsuccessful Result of the Activity of Sts. Cyril and
Methodius’, in A. Tachiaos ed., Cyril and Methodius: Byzantium and the World of the Slavs (Thessaloniki, 2015),
p.62.
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accept and include all ‘new’ information from the VM to supplement the VC, they often do not engage
with all the ways in which the VM contradicts the vita of his brother.” The texts are considered so unified
that, P. Devos and P. Meyvaert proposed the hypothesis that there was in fact one text to begin with,
which included the lives of both brothers, but that the followers of Methodios extracted the information
about Methodios into a vita of his own.® Not much later in 1973, the Bulgarian Academy of Science’s
edition of the two texts chose to ascribe them both to one person, Clement of Ohrid, even though not a
single manuscript attestation of the texts assigns either of them to Clement, and the two texts never occur
in the same manuscript.® This authorial attribution is by no means accepted universally in modern
scholarship, but it is symptomatic of some of the assumptions informing approaches to the texts.'® The
slightly more radical positions of Devos, Meyvaert and the Bulgarian Academy, were balanced out in
Boris Floria’s 1988 review article of the field, which represents the broad scholarly consensus. ** It too
insists on unity, asserting that ‘the author [of the VM] evidently, saw the monument he created [i.e. the

VM] as an addition and continuation of the VC.>12

Starting from this assumption of unity scholars have used these two texts in tandem rather than in
contrast. Even formal recognition of the differences between the VC and VM, and therefore possibly
between their authors, can be side-lined by this assumed, fundamental unity of purpose. Vladimir
Vaviinek’s close study of the two texts, highlights some formal difference, and keeps the two lives in
separate chapters, yet tacitly accepts the common-sense most succinctly summarised in the words of

Henrik Birnbaum: the lives ‘are very different indeed, while generally representing the same ideology.’ **

" Uses of these texts in this pick and mix way to write narrative history are plentiful, here are just a few examples
from major studies: A. V. Istrin, 1100 let slavianskoi azbuki (Moscow, 1963; 3rd ed., Moscow, 2010), pp.14-23, 27-
36 etc.; B. Angelov, Kiril i Metodii: slavianski i bulgarski prosvetiteli (Sofia, 1977), p. 8; Dvornik, Byzantine
Missions, pp.66, 102, 103-4, 107 etc.; F. Grivec, Slovanska apostola Sv. Ciril in Metod (Ljubljana, 1927), esp.
pp.39-40, 52-66. Obolensky, The Byzantine Commonwealth, pp.137, 142-3; Wood, The Missionary Life, pp.174-5;
A. Vlasto, The Entry of the Slavs into Christendom: an Introduction to the Medieval History of the Slavs
(Cambridge, 1970), pp.35-7; Floria, Skazaniia, p.45.

8 P. Meyvaert, P. Devos, ‘Autour de Léon d'Ostie et de sa Translatio s. Clementis (Légende italique des ss. Cyrille et
Méthode)’, Analecta Bollandiana, 74 (1956), pp.202-5.

9 Kliment, Subrani, Vol. 3.

10 For a summary of the arguments for and against Clement, as well as a list of scholars who believe Methodios to be
the author of the VC, see: Floria, Skazaniia, pp.82-4.

11 Floria, Skazaniia, p.87.

12 ‘aBTOp, OUEBUHO, paCCMaTPHUBAJ CO3aHHBIN UM NMaMSATHUK KaK JlonojeHue u npogomnkenue KK, Ibid.

13 The VC is mostly mentioned in the chapter about the VM to highlight similarities, e.g.: Vaviinek, Staroslovénské
Zivoty, p.86. This close consideration of the two texts, however, does not stop Vavtinek from conflating their
narratives in his more recent work, like using the sequence of the Moravian mission as it is found in the VC
(Moravia — Balaton — Rome), but inserting Methodios even though he is not mentioned in the VC. V. Vaviinek, ‘The
Puzzle of the Cyrillo-Methodian Mission’, Byzantinoslavica, 75 (2017), pp.70-98; H. Birnbaum, ‘The Lives of SS
Constantine-Cyril and Methodius: a brief reassessment’, Cyrillomethodianum, 17-18 (1993-4), p.9.
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But it is far from clear that the contemporary and politicised image of Cyril and Methodios as an
inseparable and coherent pair was as prevalent in medieval texts as it is today. Two types of evidence
point toward caution. The first is to do with the process of reception of Cyril and Methodios as
individuals in the immediate aftermath of their deaths. In particular, the work of Krasimir Stanchev and
Anna Vlaevska-Stancheva has challenged the common assumption that the Roman church celebrated

Cyril and Methodios together from as early as the late ninth century. Rather they have demonstrated that:

‘[...] B HelcTBUTENHOCT MOCMBbpPTHAaTa ChbA0a Ha IBamMaMTa Opars € pa3iudHa, B YaCTHOCT
OTHOLICHUETO KbM MeToauii He € B HUKaKbB CIIydail eJHO3HAYHO, a 00EIWHIBAHETO UM B €/IHA
KyJlTOBa J[0WKa, OQHUIMAIHO NpHU3HAaTa OT PuMcKaTta IBbpKBa € CPaBHTEIHO KbCEH MpOIIEC,
3alovyHall ¢ eJUKTa Ha YelIKHs Kpai U ummneparop Ha Csenjenata Pumcka ummnpeuns Kapn IV ot

21.11.1347 r. ¥ OXy4YMII CUIIEH TJIACHK IIPE3 BTOpATA 10JI0BUHA Ha 1911 Bek.”!

‘[...] in reality, the posthumous fate of the two brothers is different, partly as attitudes toward
Methodios are not unambiguous, and their unification into one cultic pair, officially recognised
by the Roman church, is a relatively late process, which began with the edict of the Czech king
and emperor of the Holy Roman Empire, Charles IV on 21.11.1347 and received a significant

boost in the latter half of the nineteenth century.’

Cyril is recognised and celebrated in Rome primarily as the bearer of the relics of Pope Clement, as
discussed in the previous chapter.!® Methodios’ role in this remains unclear from the Latin record, as he is
not mentioned in the VC account of the relic-discovery, nor in the Italian Legend and the letter of
Anastasius the Librarian. The eleventh-century frescoes in San Clemente, Rome which depict the
translation of the relics, portray two eastern monks bringing them. But they are un-labelled, and only one,
most likely Cyril, has a halo. 1® The other, therefore, even if it is Methodios, which we cannot necessarily

assume given the silence of the Latin records, was not considered a saint in eleventh-century Rome.’

To the contrary, the legacy of Methodios in the Frankish church was somewhat tainted. In the Conversion
of the Bavarians and the Carantanians (henceforth Conversio), a late ninth-century text from the
Archbishopric of Salzburg which will be discussed in more depth later in this chapter, Methodios is

14 K. Stanchev, A. Vlaevska-Stancheva, ‘Ot Eretik do svetets: evoliutsiia na metodieviia obraz v zapadnata
traditsiia’, Kirilo-Metodievi studii, 17 (2007), p.687.

15 See: Chapter 1.V.

18 For a discussion of the images see: L.E. Boyle, ‘The Fate of the Remains of St Cyril’, in L. Dempsey ed., San
Clemente Miscellany I1: Art & Archaeology (Rome, 1978); C. Fillipini, ‘The Image of the Titular Saint in the
Eleventh-Century Frescoes in San Clemente, Rome’, Word & Image, 22 (2006). The image of the fresco can be
found on WikiCommons, ‘San Clemente Fresco’

(https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:San_clemente fresco.jpg ) (last accessed: January, 2020)

17 Stanchev, Vlaevska-Stancheva, ‘Ot Eretik do svetets’, p.690.
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attributed with the promotion of the Slavonic alphabet alone, but it is no cause for celebration for the

archbishopric claiming authority over the land.

‘[...] quidam Grecus Methodius nomine noviter inventis Sclavinis litteris linguam Latinam
doctrinamque Romanam atque litteras auctorales Latinas philosophice superducens vilescere fecit
cuncto populo ex parte missas et ewangelia ecclesiasticumqgue officium illorum, qui hoc Latine

celebraverunt.’®

‘[...] a certain Greek named Methodios with the newly discovered Slavonic letters, cunningly
(‘philosophice’) by-passing the Latin language, the doctrine of the Roman church and the
authoritative Latin letters, made worthless for the whole people of that area, in part, the masses,
the gospels and the church services of those who had celebrated in Latin.’

Later, as the relations between Byzantium and the west worsened, the records of the 1061 Synod of Split
ratified by Pope Alexander Il, show that this dislike for Methodios in the Frankish realm spread to the
papacy. Perhaps influenced by the 1054 schism between the eastern and western churches, Methodios was

represented in much harsher terms than a ‘certain Greek.’*°

‘Dicebant enim, goticas litteras a quodam Methodio haretico fuisse repertas, qui multa contra
catholice fidei normam in eadem sclavonica lingua mentiendo conscripsit, quoamobrem divino

iudicio repentina dicitur morte fuisse damnatus’?°

‘They [i.e. the prelates, bishops and pope] said that a certain heretic called Methodius had devised
a Gothic alphabet [sic], and he perniciously wrote a great deal of falsehood against the teachings
of the Catholic faith in that same Slavonic language. On account of this, he is said to have been

condemned by divine judgement to a swift end.’*

Thus, information about the two brothers was circulating separately in the two centuries after their deaths.
As far as the textual traditions of remembrance in the western church were concerned, the two are barely
connected except inasmuch as Methodios is still associated with the Slavonic alphabet, even when Cyril is
nowhere to be seen. Moreover, the ways in which the brothers were commemorated demonstrates
different images and agendas: Cyril was a friendly diplomat who brought back the highly valued relics of

a post-apostolic pope, while Methodios was a cunning bishop who used the Slavonic letters to impinge,

18 Conversio, 12.

19 The records of this council, which once again banned the use of Slavonic, only survive in summary, transmitted in
a thirteenth-century history. Thomas of Split, archdeacon, History of the Bishops of Salona and Split, ed. O. Peri¢,
trans. D. Karbi¢, M. M. Sokol, J. R. Sweeney, (Budapest, 2006), pp.76-9.

2 bid., p.78.

2L |bid., p.79.

103



initially on the Archbishopric of Salzburg’s territory, and by the mid-eleventh century to undermine the
very norms of the Catholic faith. Of course, the Latin church was not the only tradition to receive the
legacies of the brothers, but it does demonstrate one way in which it is perfectly possible, and historically
more reasonable to begin an inquiry with two separate figures and texts, rather than an inseparable pair.

The second point of caution against assuming this unity of purpose is to do with the evidence from the
manuscript transmission of the two vitae. The transmission of the VC as briefly noted in the previous
chapter, is extremely complicated. The earliest attested manuscript is as late as 1469.22 Over forty-eight
full copies of the text survive from eight groups of transmission traditions of both southern Slavonic and
eastern Slavonic origins® These have preoccupied Christianno Diddi for over a decade, in the preparation
of a new critical edition.?* The VM has a more straightforward textual history. The earliest manuscript is
the twelfth-century so-called Uspenskii miscellanea. ° Fourteen more are known all dating to the late
fifteenth century or later, all are of east Slavonic redaction and most of them are from the menologion
redacted by Makarii, the sixteenth-century Novgorod metropolitan, the so-called Great Menaion Reader
(‘Velikie Chet’i-Minei’).?® There are no South Slavonic manuscripts, but knowledge of Methodios is
recorded there and therefore it is highly unlikely the VM was transmitted directly to Rus.?” Nonetheless,
the two texts did not circulate as a pair.2® Even the corpus of menologia manuscripts points to this
distance. Cyril was most often found in menologia under the month of February or October, whilst
Methodios was found under April. For much of the transmission this meant notices about the brothers
would be in physically different books, as menologia manuscripts often contain readings for only one
month. This is the dominant kind of text in which the VC appears, with eleven attestations of the VC in
October-only books, and six in April-only books. ?° But even multi-month menologia which feature the

VM (five manuscripts as opposed to four in menologia for April alone) or the VC (three) never feature the

22 Kliment, Subrani, p. 34.

23 Forty-eight are listed in: Ibid., pp.34-45.

24 For a more detailed study of each tradition, alongside critical editions of individual testimony groups, as
mentioned in the last chapter, see the studies of Diddi in Richerce slavistiche, published between 2004-2013, under
the title “Materiali e ricerche per ’edizione critica di Vita Constantini. I-XI.

% Kliment, Subrani, pp.161-2.

% |bid.

27 This will be discussed at length in Chapter 3.1V.

28 The closest the two texts get to one another is the late seventeenth-century manuscript N.330 from Undolski,
entirely devoted to texts about Cyril and Methodios, including the VC and the service to Cyril and Methodios, but
not the VM. Kliment, Subrani, p.43, n.42. Betti has also noted that the two texts never appear in one MS, The
Making of Christian Moravia, p.82.

2 The VC in menologia for October: Kliment, Subrani, p.35 n.3-4, p.36 n.6, p.37 n.10, p.38 n.16, p.39 n.22, p.40
n.27, p.41 n.28, n.33, p.42 n.34, n.36 (total: eleven). The VC under February ibid., p.39 n.17, n.20, n.23, p.42 n.37,
p.43, n.41, p.44 n.44 (total: six). The VM in menologia for April: ibid. p.165, n.2, n.4 (not April-only, but VM is
under April 61), n.5, p.166 n.6, n.7, n.8 (as n.4), n.10 (as n.4), p.167 n.12-3 (as n.4) (total: nine).
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two lives in one book. ® In short, in early modern Russia, the two texts seem to have neither been read

together, nor were the saints celebrated on the same day.

I do not mean to build an argument entirely on early modern manuscript transmission, nor on the
reception of Cyril and Methodios in the Latin church. Rather, these discussions have sought to illustrate
how the historical evidence bases concerning the two brothers are far more fragmented than modern
historiography has permitted. In short, if the two lives have been received so differently, is it also possible
that they were formulated separately, and had different goals, specific to each text and its context? The
present study therefore is not a study of The Lives of Cyril and Methodios, but explicitly a study of the
Life of Cyril and the Life of Methodios, as two texts, which present two very different saints, appealing to
different modes of sanctity and to different legitimising authorities. It is not my purpose therefore to
resolve the differences between these texts, which scholars have tended to attempt more or less explicitly,

but rather to try to explain them.

In particular, the starting point of this study is one major discrepancy between the two Lives, which
remains, to my knowledge, largely unaddressed even if it is occasionally acknowledged. That is: the
general absence of Methodios from the VC, and more specifically his complete absence from the most
crucial moment of the text for many scholars, namely the Moravian mission. 3 Methodios is mentioned
only four times in the whole VC. The first mention is after Cyril’s embassy to the Caliph’s court, when he
goes to Mount Olympus to find his brother, Methodios, there.®> The second time is at the end of the
Khazar debates, when the author notes the debates are abbreviated, and that ‘our teacher archbishop
Methodios translated’ the full texts, thus offering no information on Methodios’ presence or absence in
the actual narrative scene described.* The third mention is near the end of the Khazar mission. Methodios
has not been mentioned for the duration of the trip, or the invitation. Then Cyril performs one of his only
miracles in the text, making swamp water drinkable.3* He then turns to ‘his brother Methodios’ and tells

him to drink, in the only indication Methodios is present for the whole seven pages. The last mention of

30 The VC under February in multi-month menologia: Ibid. p.35, n.18, n.38, n.40 (total: three). The VM under April
in multi-month menologia: Ibid. p.165, n.4, n.8, n.10, n.12-3 (total: five).

31 Note a rare mention of the absence of Methodios in the Venice debate: Floria, Skazaniia, p.60. Likewise, Istrin
acknowledges that Methodios may not have been on the Khazar mission although he does this not because of the
brevity of the mention in the VC, but because he argues that Methodios was busy christening Boris of Bulgaria,
conflating the Thessalonican missionary with a painter and monk called Methodios mentioned in the account of the
conversion of Bulgaria in the chronicle of Theophanes Continuatus, Book IV. Istrin, 1100 Let, p.22. See:
Theophanes Continuatus, Chronicle I-1V, in: Chronographiae Quae Theophanis Continuati Nomine Fertur Libri I-
IV, eds., trans. M. Featherstone, J. Signes Codofier, (Berlin, 2015), 14-15. More often than not, however, as noted
above, scholars resolve this absence by simply using the VM to supplement the VC, for a longer list of examples,
most of which deal with Moravia, see: p.101, ft.7.

2VC, 75.

% bid., 10.96.

% bid., 12.3.
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Methodios is the very end of the VC when Cyril has died in Rome. Methodios appears, rather
inexplicably. He has not been mentioned since the water miracle and is entirely omitted from the
Moravian mission. He appears to asks the pope to let him take Cyril’s body back to Byzantium, but settles
to have him buried in the Basilica of St Clement.* Within the logic of the VC it seems most likely that
Methodios has come from Olympus having heard that Cyril has passed away in Rome to collect his body
and take it to a designated ‘brotherly’ monastery.®® If one were to read the VC alone, the ‘spiritual

heritage’ of the brothers Cyril and Methodios appears somewhat confusing.

By conflating the narratives of the VC and the VM into one story, scholars have side-lined the fact that the
texts are at times directly contradictory. But in this conflation, it has also been the case that, in the words
of lan Wood in his seminal study of western missionary hagiography, The Missionary Life, ‘the purposes
of our sources [have] been ignored in earlier, often pious, attempts to construct the Grand Narrative of
Mission.” ¥ If we understand the ‘Mission’ to be that of Cyril and Methodios rather than Boniface,
Wood’s statement provides a good summary of the bulk of the work done on the VC and VM, to date. |
also take it to be the case that ‘those purposes could be best understood by considering the relationship
between texts.”3 To try to reconstruct the purposes of the VM therefore, it is worth directly addressing the

relationship between the VM and the VC as texts.

The VM re-writes the VC sometime not long after the death of Methodios. As discussed in Chapter One,
the texts were written in fairly close succession, the VC most likely sometime between ca.869 and ca.885
when Methodios dies, and the VM most likely sometime in the last decades of the ninth century. The
issues of the legitimacy of Methodios and the Slavonic liturgy, which will be discussed in greater length
below, point especially to a date of composition during the papacies of Stephen V (ca. 885-91) and

Formosus (ca.891-6), which oversaw the ban on Slavonic liturgy in 890.%°

In re-writing the story of the VC, the VM adds Methodios to both the missions to Khazaria and to the
initial mission to Moravia. While scholarship has largely accepted Methodios’ presence, what has
remained unexplored is the nuanced ways in which the VM re-tells these stories, and re-frames their
focus, and often even re-orders their chronology. This study will seek to assess how Methodios’ sanctity

is formulated, and how and why information from the VC is used and reframed in the VM in the process.

% Ibid., 18.16.

% Ibid.

37 Wood, The Missionary Life, p.xi.
%8 |bid.

39 Vaviinek takes the fact the text does not mention the ban as evidence it was written prior to it, Staroslovénské
Zivoty, p.85.
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Why was Methodios inserted into a story to which he is otherwise rather peripheral? And what

consequences does this have for the portrayal and defence of the Slavonic alphabet?

In the next three sections of this chapter (numbered II, 11l and 1V), | seek to establish what intervention
the VM is trying to make through a close textual study of the life and of its sources. The sources | discuss
are ones cited in the text such as the VC and a synopsis of the Ecumenical councils. I contend that the VM
formulates a fundamentally different argument for Methodios’s sanctity to that found in the VC. A large
part of this difference comes from the sources of legitimacy to which the vita appeals, hamely the pope
and emperor. Although both figures are present in the VC, in Part I, 1 show how their significance is
elevated through the insertion of a synopsis of the Ecumenical Councils in the opening of the text, which
sets up the narrative as one guided by institutionalised authority over and above individual intellect or
disputation. Having dealt with the relationship between Methodios and the pope in Part 11, I turn to the
other two key relationships guiding the VM. In Part Ill, on Methodios and Cyril, | show just how
disruptively the VM inserts Methodios into the early life of Cyril, forging a brotherly bond ubiquitous in
scholarship but absent from the VC. In Part IV, on Methodios and the Moravian Slavs, | demonstrate how
this newly formulated Cyrillo-Methodian unity is applied to the ethnicization of the Moravian mission,
strengthening a relationship between Cyril and Methodios and the Moravian Slavs, which is entirely
absent in the VC.

The second major undertaking of this chapter is an attempt to situate the VM and its radical
transformation of the story of the invention of Slavonic in contemporary textual and intellectual culture.
In Part V, | explore potential Byzantine texts and contexts for the VM. Despite the dominant acceptance
of Byzantine textual and political influence on the Moravian mission, the section demonstrates that there
is no evidence for the influence of either Byzantine textual models or the Byzantine political centre in the
formation of the VM. In Part VI, | part with scholarly consensus which turns eastwards, and argue that the
VM is best considered as a Latin-ate text, both in genre and in intended audience. Here the analysis is
concerned not with texts explicitly cited in the VM, but with the kinds of texts | posit formed the
discursive milieu of the Moravian textual community responsible for the VM. | argue that: the VM
actively engages in its form and content with the tradition of Latin missionary hagiography; that its
argument is formulated explicitly against Frankish arguments for administrative rule over Pannonia as
formulated in the Conversio; and that the text seeks to secure papal patronage, by forging, amending, and
reinventing not only the legacy of Cyril and the alphabet, but also the historic relationship between the
papacy and Moravian mission. This textual argument is prefaced with a summary of the contents of the

VM, to assist the reader.

107



At roughly seven folia, or eight A4 pages, the VM opens with a two-page genealogy of the men of God,
through the Old and New Testament: this feeds into a summary of the ecumenical councils, which
concludes with the introduction of Methodios, as their successor.*® A brief notice on the nobility of his
parents follows, before Methodios is appointed by the emperor to an ambiguous Slavonic lordship
(‘kniazhenie’).** A few years later, he leaves secular office for mount Olympus.*? The account is
incredibly brief on this time too, so it is unclear how long he spends there. Next, he is sent with his
brother Cyril to the Khazars since, as the text notes, there were Jews there blaspheming against the
Christian faith.** Upon his return, the emperor offers him a bishopric but instead he takes up life as a
monk at the monastery of Polychron.** Immediately after this, Rastislav and Sviatopluk send word to
emperor Michael asking for teachers and Cyril and Methodios are sent to Moravia.** There, Pope
Nicholas hears of them and invites them to Rome.*® The text does not mention whether or not the pope
has died, so it seems as if Nicholas welcomes them and refutes trilingualist heretics in Rome.*” Then Cyril
dies in Rome, and Kogcel writes to the pope to ask for teachers.*® This time the pope, now identified as
Hadrian II, specifically, obliges and sends Methodios with a papal letter to Kocel, Rastislav and
Sviatopluk cited in full in the text.** Kocel immediately sends Methodios back asking that he be made
bishop by the pope, ‘which happened.’®® Then local bishops moved by evil turn on Methodios claiming
his territory is theirs, and imprison him for two and a half years in Germany.>! The pope hears of this and
has him released, and Methodios performs three minor acts of prophesy, before the Frankish bishops
challenge him again, but a papal letter (not in the text) is said to confirm Methodios’ position once
more.>?> Methodios is then challenged by the same bishops who say the emperor is angry with him, so he
travels to the emperor and back.>® He then devotes himself to work, appointing scribes and priests and
pursuing more translations, before he tames the newly arrived Hungarian ruler.®* Finally he appoints a

successor and dies, with a funeral service in Latin, Greek and Slavonic.%®

0VM, 1-2.

4 1bid., 2-3.
2 |bid., 3.

43 Ibid., 4.

4 Ibid.

% Ibid., 5.

% Ibid., 6.

47 bid.

“8 |bid., 7-8.
4 Ibid., 8.
Vpxe m EnicTR’, lbid.
5 Ibid., 9.

52 Ibid., 10-12.
%3 Ibid., 13-14.
5 Ibid., 15-16.
% Ibid., 17.
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2.1 THE LIFE OF METHODIOS AS PAPAL LITERATURE?

As argued in Chapter One, the VC is unequivocally a monument of Byzantine literature. In the text ‘we’
are the Byzantines and the intended audience is firmly a Byzantine one. The VM has often been paired
with the VC in this respect. Ihor Sevéenko, has insisted for instance that the lives of both Cyril and
Methodius ‘are Byzantine documents’, they ‘glorify two Byzantines’ and they ‘rest in part on Byzantine
texts written in Greek.” ° At closer examination, however, the VM is more complicated. Of the eight full
A4 pages which make up the text, a mere page in total deals with events which occur in Byzantium, such
as Methodios’ birth, and under the auspices of the Byzantine empire, such as the embassy to the Khazars
and the first mission to Moravia, which the VM rewrites to include Methodios.®” Four full pages are
devoted to Methodios acting as a papal agent, appointed and defended by the pope.® Who ‘we’ are in the
VM is far from obvious.

This complexity with respect to the VM’s allegiance is best demonstrated in the rather peculiar opening of
the life. As noted, the text begins with a nearly two-pages-long (so almost a quarter of the VM) list of holy
men God sent to his people in the aftermath of the fall.®® The list begins with Old Testament figures like
Enoch, Abraham, Isaiah and Moses,®® then moves through John the Baptist®® into the New Testament
apostles Peter and Paul.5? It then mentions they were followed by martyrs and the struggle to weed out
heresy.®® What comes next is an abbreviated account of the ecumenical church councils.® It concludes by
placing Methodios within this list of succession of holy men, describing him as an equal, ‘lesser than

some but greater than others.”®

This section of the text has been of little interest to historians, who have at best noted its unusual nature in
the corpus of Byzantine hagiography.® Only two studies have recognised this part of the text as a council

synopsis.®” The former of these offered a comparison of the councils alongside a Slavonic synopsis text

% Sevéenko, ‘Religious Missions Seen from Byzantium’, p.13. As noted in Chapter |, this is also acknowledged in:
Vaviinek, whose book opens with a whole chapter on Byzantine hagiography to provide a context for his subsequent
studies of the VC and VM individually, Staroslovénské Zivoty, pp.15-29.

VM, 2.4-7.3

%8 Ibid., 8-17.

% Ibid., 1.6-12.

% Ibid., 1.13-29.

&1 Ibid., 1.30.

82 |bid., 1.31.

8 Ibid., 1.32.

% Ibid., 1.33-38.

85 ‘OBEXE® K¢ MAARI MENHH, A APOYIBIHXE soaHH’, lbid., 2.1-2.

% Floria, Skazaniia, pp.86-7.

87 QOriginally studied in: P. Lavrov, Kirilo ta Metodii v davn’o-slov ians komu pis 'menstvi (Kiev, 1928), pp.57-9.
Reproduced in: Vavtinek, Staroslovénské Zivoty, pp.90-2.
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and noted key differences, albeit in haste.®® The latter one reproduced these findings to argue that the
whole introduction of the VM was a confession of faith written by Methodios himself and performed at
the papal court.%® No study has compared the text to the contemporary genre of Byzantine synopses and
their internal nuances, or explored the consequences of opening the VM with such a text. Rather than
seeking to attribute agency to Methodios, | argue that the changes to the source text were authorial

interventions, which in turn shape the formulation of both religious and secular authority in the VM.

Abbreviated accounts or synopses of the church councils are very popular in Byzantine literature, in part
due to their centrality to Byzantine orthodox authority.” In the Latin west, however, their authority seems
much diminished, and their circulation does not at all resemble that of their eastern counterpart. Copyists
of one of the earliest translations of the councils into Latin, made by Dionysius Exiguus in the early sixth-
century, already diluted their authority, by transmitting them together with Dionysius’ collection of thirty-
eight papal decretals from Siricius (384-399) to Anastasius Il (496-8).”* This widely circulated collection
was expanded by Pope Hadrian | to be given to Charlemagne as a definitive collection of canon law in
774, now known to scholars as the Dionysio-Hadriana.”? Drawing on this, Charlemagne promulgated the
789 Admonitio Generalis, which also features canons from the councils.” In all these sources, however,
there are two main differences with the Byzantine tradition. Firstly, the councils are used in a
supplementary position, usually alongside papal decretals or more recent synods held regularly within the
realm. Secondly, they always include a list of the canons that they agreed, alongside these other decretals,
for what is clearly practical use: a guide for the behaviour of clerics or laymen. " This stands in stark
contrast to the Byzantine tradition, where council synopses assume a much more antiquarian guise. More

often than not they are concerned primarily with those convening and attending the councils, and the

8 |_avrov, Kirilo ta Metodii, pp.57-9.

8 Vaviinek, Staroslovenské Zivoty, pp.91-2.

0 There are a large number of Byzantine so-called Konzilssynopsen texts and many still unedited, so it is nearly
impossible to generalize. Their main features are that they all seem to use the same sources, and that they can be
divided loosely into three types: six council, seven council and all council (local, etc.) synopses. Sometimes these
synopses stand alone, sometimes they are embedded in narratives. For a general introduction to what can be said
about the genre and its history, alongside the edition of one such text from the late ninth or early tenth century see:
L.M. Hoffman, W. Brandes, Eine unbekannte Konzilssynopse aus dem Ende des 9. Jahrhunderts, (Frankfurt am
Main, 2013), pp.15-25. For a history of the circulation of Byzantine canonical collections proper, rather than
synopses, see: D. Wagschal, Law and Legality in the Greek East: the Byzantine Canonical Tradition, 381-883
(Oxford, 2015), esp. pp.32-50. For the consolidation of the councils as the true sources of religious authority in late
antique Christianity: Lim, Public Disputation, Power, and Social Order, pp.217-29.

"L C. Leyser, ‘Law, Memory and Priestly Office in Rome, ¢.500°, Early Medieval Europe, 27 (2019), pp.61-84. 1 am
grateful to Dr Conrad Leyser for letting me see this prior to its publication. A. Firey, ‘The Collectio Dionysiana’
(http://ccl.rch.uky.edu/dionysiana-article) (last accessed: January, 2020).

2 G. Brown, ‘Introduction: the Carolingian Renaissance’, in R. McKitterick ed., Carolingian Culture: Emulation
and Innovation (Cambridge, 1994), p.17.

3 M. Costambeys, M. Innes, S. MacLean, The Carolingian World (Cambridge, 2011), p.136.

™ Ibid., p.139-40. See, for instance: Charlemagne, General Admonition: Aachen, 789, in trans. P.D. King,
Charlemagne: Translated Sources (Kendal, 1987), pp.209-20.
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heretics excommunicated, and not specifically with listing the canons agreed. In Byzantium, the canons
themselves appeared in separate collections, often but by no means always in the same manuscripts as
council synopses.” To my knowledge, no Byzantine-style council-synopsis tradition exists in Latin.

Thus, the VM is here using a truly Byzantine source. Nonetheless, despite using a Byzantine tradition, the
VM fundamentally re-frames the council synopsis and re-allocates power primarily to papal
representatives whilst omitting Constantinopolitan and other patriarchal agents. To demonstrate the
unusual nature of this account of the councils it is worth comparing it to contemporary Byzantine
summaries of the ecumenical councils. In particular, I will compare the VM account to two late ninth-

century Byzantine synopses.

The first is found in Photios’ letter to Boris of Bulgaria, written only a couple of decades before the death
of Methodios, which opens with the creed and then offers the ruler an account of the holy church councils
and the various heresies they weeded out.”® In many ways, a summary of the councils which emerges
from the core of the Byzantine patriarchal office specifically for export in a missionary context, is the
closest we may get to the conventional or politically correct Byzantine version of the councils in the ninth
century. Nonetheless, there is no such thing as an apolitical re-telling of the ecumenical councils, even if
many of them ultimately resort to the same types of sources such as the Church History of Theodoret, the
Epitome of Theodore Anagnostes’ Tripartite History, and the chronicles of George the Monk and
Theophanes the Confessor.”” Photios” own excommunication by the papacy and the conflict concerning
the ecclesiastical jurisdiction over the Bulgarian church, certainly affected the formulation of his account.
In light of this, I will also compare the VM to the Synodicon Vetus (henceforth SV).” This account of all
synods, ecumenical, non-ecumenical and heretical is of crucial assistance in establishing a ninth-century
norm in the attribution of agency, as it offers convenient checks and balances on Photios. The text was

most probably compiled in the late ninth century, as the last council it records dates to 869-70.7° It

5 This is the case with all six manuscripts which feature the aforementioned anonymous council edited by
Hoffmann and Brandes, but it is much less often the case for integrated synopses found in historical texts or letters:
Eine unbekannte Konzilssynopse, pp.37-44 (manuscripts), pp.17, 20. (examples of integrated synopses); Wagschal,
Law and Legality in the Greek East, pp.32-50.

76 Photios, Letter to Boris of Bulgaria, in Photii patriarchae Constantinopolitani Epistulae et Amphilochia, eds., B.
Laourdas, L.G. Westerink, vol. 1 (Leipzig, 1983), 1-1205, pp.5-15.

" These are all used by the council summary: SV, p.xiv. Theodoret of Cyrus, Church History in Theodoret:
Kirchengeschichte, eds. L. Parmentier, F. Scheidweiler, (Berlin, 1954); Theodoret of Cyrrhus, A History of the
Church from AD. 322 to the Death of Theodore of Mopsuestia AD. 427, trans. E. Walford, (London, 1854).
Theodoros Anagnostes Kirchengeschichte, ed. G.C. Hansen, (Berlin, 1971). George Hamartolos, Chronicle, in
Georgios Monachos, Chronicon, ed. C. de Boor, 2 vols (Stuttgart, 1978). Theophanes Confessor, Chronicle, in
Theophanes, Chronographia, ed. C. de Boor, (Leipzig, 1883). The Chronicle of Theophanes the Confessor:
Byzantine and Near Eastern History, AD284-813, trans. C. Mango, R. Scott, G. Greatrex, (Oxford, 1997).

BV,

9 1bid., p.xiii.
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concludes by going beyond the final council, reviews Patriarch Photios’ career from 870-886, and
demonstrates why his deposition was deserved. The text sits firmly within the so-called ‘Anti-Photian’
dossier, and was most likely compiled almost contemporaneously with the VM, whose terminus post
quem is 885.%° As will become clear, largely due to the position taken on Ignatios, it is also more prone to
prioritising papal authority than Photios.

Photios’ letter offers much longer accounts of the councils, and more details about those attending and
about the actual contents of the heresies discussed than the VM. The Synodicon Vetus is also more
detailed than the VM on those present, but does not usually engage with the theology of the resolutions in
great depth. Generally, all three note who called or presided over the council first, and then whom the
council anathemised. To illustrate the contrasts between these accounts, | begin with the First Ecumenical
Council of 325 in Nicaea, a particularly contentious council since its original acta do not survive.®
Photios opens his account with the list of attendees, listing bishops first and the emperor overseeing the

council last. It is worth offering at least the beginning of his list of attendees in full.

“H tolvuov wpmTn Kol oikovpevikn ayio cbvodog €v Ti katd Bibuvviav Nikaig cvvekpotnon:
okToKoideko O& kol Tplakdciol, Oeiov dapylepéwv ounyvpls, TV TS GAnbeiog kpiowv
gveyepilovro. @V Noav mpoéyovies AMEEaVEPOC 1€ 6 TOV KovotavTivoumdlemg Gpylepatikdv
Opovov haymv dubvverv, avip Podeig eV TOMA, TUPATANGI® OE EPOVIALOTL GEUVUVOUEVOC, Biov
8¢ AoumpdTNTL Kol OG1OTNTL YVvOUNG Kol Tiotews axpiPeig v €ig t0 Oelov mappnoiov ToAANv
oikglovpevog kai oM kol Zideotpog kol TovAilog, i Poudikiic ékkinoiog émionuol e Kol
Sfontot Tpdedpot, aOTOV PEV 00SETEPOC Tapayeyovas, Bitwva 8¢ kai Bukévtiov éxdtepog avo’
€0TOD KOTO TOV OIKETOV TG ApylEpATEING YPOVOV TT] KOWT] TAPEIVOL GUVEAEDGEL TPOPAAAOLEVOL,

avOpdTOLg ApeTHV TIUAVTOS Kai £ig TO Tod TpesPutepiov délmpa mapayyéiiovtag.’s?

‘The first holy ecumenical synod was assembled in Nicaea, in Bithynia, a gathering of 318 of the
holy prelates, electing the judgement of truth. Its leaders were not only Alexander, who was
steering the Constantinopolitan patriarchal throne, a man who was exalted by great depth, and
likeness in wisdom, who since his life was most illustrious and his knowledge most pious, and his
faith accurate, acquired great boldness with respect to the divine, but also Silvester and Julius, the

famous and renowned leaders of the Roman church in the time of their rule, sent forth Vito and

8 Ibid., p.xv. The date of Methodios’ death is noted in: VM, 17.10. On the anti-Photian dossier, see: Chapter 1.VI.
81 Lim, Public Disputation, Power and Social Order, pp.183-6.
82 Photios, Letters, 1.63-74.
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Vicentius each instead of the other, to be present in the gathering, men honoured with respect to

their virtue and elected to the honour of presbyter.’®®

Photios continues by listing the bishops of Alexandria, Antioch, and Jerusalem, amongst others attending,
and concludes by stating that the whole synod was gathered (‘a0poilwv’) by and overseen by the Emperor
Constantine.®* What is crucial here is the equal weight being given to the patriarch of Constantinople and
the Roman representatives, but that the patriarch comes first. Those who came first or led the council

(‘mpoéyovteg’) are ‘both’ Alexander ‘and indeed’ Silvester and Julius, who were not in fact present.

The SV is not too far removed from Photios’ account, in that both offer a list of the bishops of all five

patriarchal sees. Nonetheless, the SV shows some crucial differences.

‘“Ng &&fpyov mpokadelopevol Bitmv kol Bikévtiog mpecsPutepot, TOV tomov Enéyoviec TIMBEGTPOL
100 mame Poung kol tod d1adoyov avtod Tovdiov, AAéEavopog AAe&ovdpeiog, Makdaplog
Tepocoridpwv, Evotdbiog Avtoyeiog, €k mpoodmov Mntpopdvoug Kmvetavtivoumoremg
AXEEavdpog TpecPitepog, ‘Octog 6 KovpdovPng énickomnog, kai Kovotavtivog 0 év ypiotiavoig

Baciedotv dmdcToAOG,. 8

‘Its presiding leaders were the presbyters Vito and Vicentios taking the place of Rome’s Pope
Sylvester and his successor Julius, Alexander of Alexandria, Macarios of Jerusalem, Eustathios of
Antioch, the presbyter Alexander representing Metrophanes of Constantinople, Hosios the Bishop

of Cordoba, and Constantine the apostle among the Christian emperors.’8®

The SV reveals how the Photian account obfuscates the Constantinopolitan Alexander’s position as a
replacement, places the patriarchal see first, before the papal envoys, and makes explicit Constantine’s
role as convener; whereas the SV lists him simply as one of the presiding leaders. If therefore, the Photian
account is inherently less willing to acknowledge or prioritise papal power, the SV is clearly what a
Byzantine account of the council which is sympathetic to the role of the papacy would look like in the

ninth century. The VM, however, goes even further than the SV. It simply notes:

8 | have consulted the translation of Berrigan and White but since it is very loose and heavily abbreviated, this
translation is my own. J.R. Berrigan, D. S. White trans., The Patriarch and the Prince: the Letter of Patriarch
Photios of Constantinople to Khan Boris of Bulgaria (Brookline, MA, 1982).

8 Photios, Letters, 1.74-89, quote from: 1.87-90.

838V, 35.

% |bid., p.29.
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‘CGALEGCTP'L YARC(TBEHNO TPLMH (AETRI H HI OTLL[L B¢EAHIKATO L['BCAPA
ISONCTANTHHNHA HA l'lOMOI.l.IL HPHHM'L (ENBMB HLPBLIH C'LEPABL BA

NHisen’®

‘Silvester together with three hundred and eighteen fathers, having accepted the help of Caesar

Constantine, gathered the first council in Nicaea’

The VM omits all other patriarchal sees in attributing agency for the gathering of the council, which are
recognised in both Photios’ account and the SV. The author of the VM also fails to mention that Silvester
was not present at the council at all and omits mention of his ambassadors, whom both Photios and the SV
acknowledge. In line with the SV, the VM reduces Constantine from the one who gathers (‘a0poilwv’), to
simply the one whose help was received (‘na momomps mpaHmM=z’). This pattern of papal primacy
and the removal of other patriarchal sees is largely consistent with the retelling of all six councils
included in the VM. Even when the SV grants agency to others, the VM universally names the Roman
representative first regardless of whether or not they were present. This attribution of power to Rome is
consistent even when it is not clear that the pope himself had ratified the council at the time of its
gathering. The account of the First Council of Constantinople in 381 bears this out. In Photios’ letter the

account is given as follows.

‘[...] i mevikovta 8¢ Kol £Katov dvdpag iepovg cuvayeipeto, E&dpyovg Exovaa Tiudbedv T€ TOV
AleEavdpeiog kol Tov a&obavpactov thg Avtoyeiog Merétiov Kopilhov te 1dv Tepocordpmv

100G Gpytepatikodg Opdvoug idHvovtog

‘[...] [the council] gathered a hundred and fifty holy men, and had as its leaders both Timothy of
Alexandria, and the miraculous Meletios of Antioch and Cyril of Jerusalem, who guided the

patriarchal thrones.’

Photios proceeds to list attendees, noting ‘both the Gregory, who was bishop of Nyssa in Cappadocia, and
who is famous for his works of theology.’® He concludes the section by saying ‘in addition to whom after
a short while also Damasus Bishop of Rome, made it known that he upholds the same things,

promulgating in harmony with those things formerly agreed.”® The text then turns to expounding the

87VM, 1.33.

8 Photios, Letters, 1.124-7.

8 Tpnydpioc & e Thc &v Kanmodoxig Nooornc énickomog kol 6 tiig Osohoyiag &€ Epymv éndvopog’, Ibid., 1.131-2.
9 <oic 0b OGS ¥POVOC Kol Adpocog 6 ThG Pdpmg o adTd kpatovey &yvopileto, cOpPmvoc Toic Tporafodot
kabwotapevog’, Ibid., 1.134-5.
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heresy of Arius and concludes with the emperor who held the throne at the time, but without giving

Theodosius the same agency as Constantine in having the council convened.®!

The SV is almost completely consistent with this, noting the leaders of the council as ‘Timothy of
Alexandria, Cyril of Jerusalem [...] and the Christ-loving Emperor Theodosius.’® Once again, the SV is
kinder to the pope, noting explicitly that Damasus held his own synod in Rome, the proceedings of which
he sent to Constantinople, where they was accepted, rather than that he simply agreed with the council at

Constantinople.®®

In contrast the VM distorts this picture, permitting only the elevation of Gregory of Nazianzus, to second

in significance.

‘ANAMACE XKeé H 9€C¢0A0rS FPHPOPHH (B (ATEME IHNATHH AtATE
OTLL[L H (B B¢AHKKIHME L['BCAPLML 'Q'GOAOCHHML BRA LI'BCAPHI'PAA‘B
HOTBLPAHH.IA (BA TKIH CO\(’M’EOA'L, KX¢ K(Th B'BPO\('I'O BRA ¢EAHNTBS®

Eors’®

‘Damasus and Gregory the Theologian with 150 fathers and with the great Caesar Theodosius in

Constantinople confirmed the holy symbol, which is faith in one God’

There are different levels of obfuscation. The SV and Photios stress Damasus’ synod ratifying the council,
but its dating is far from clear, especially due to the council’s controversial third creed asserting the
primacy of Constantinople, second only to Rome.”® But where both the SV, albeit more prone to
attributing papal agency, and Photios stress church unity by pointing to the ultimate agreement between
Damasus and the council, the VM is concerned with papal primacy first and foremost. It makes the pope,
who was not only not present but also not in agreement with the council for some time after its
completion, its assembler and leader. The presence of Gregory of Nazianzus here, is perhaps best
explained through the central role Gregory plays in the VC, where Cyril’s education begins with his

orations.

% Ibid., 1.127-172.
92 <6 AdeEavdpeiag Tipd0eog, Kbpidhog Tepocordpav [...] kai 6 ¢iddypioTog Paciiedg Ocodosioc’, SV, 77.5-7.

% Ibid., 78.2-5.

% VM, 1.34.

% On potential papal councils held in response see: H. Marot, ‘Les conciles romains des IV et V siecles et le
developpement de la primaute’, Istina, 4 (1957), pp.435-62. And Dvornik who dates the reaction later, to ¢.500: F.

Dvornik, Byzance et la Primauté Romaine (Paris, 1964), pp.55-60.
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In the Council of Ephesus, Photios opens with Cyril of Alexandria who, he notes, also represented the
absent Celestine of Rome, before listing other bishops and ultimately the emperor.®® This is broadly in
agreement with the SV which describes Cyril as no more than ‘the supporter of the apostles’
(‘6 TV dmootO v cuviyopog’).®” The VM opens with ‘Celestine and Cyril with two hundred fathers’,

once again obscuring Celestine’s absence.%®

In the case of the Council of Chalcedon, Photios grants agency first and foremost to Emperor Marcianus,
and then to the leaders of the Council, whom he lists as Anatolios, Paschasinos and Lykinios whom he
calls bishops, and ‘with the presbyter Boniface who held the place of Leo the most-holy pope of Rome.’%®
The SV is brief on this, asserting that Pulcheria, the emperor’s wife urged him to convene the council, and
not listing any of its leaders.!® The VM once again renders this purely a papal-led council. Omitting
Pulcheria and the bishops Photios mentions, it notes the council was led by ‘Leo and Anatolios with the

orthodox Caesar Marciansos. 1%

At the Second Council of Constantinople in 553, Photios notes the leaders were Menas and Eutychios,
and ‘Vigilios, who held the holy see of Rome, whilst he was present in the city, was not present at the
Synod.’1%? Despite its papal leanings, the SV renders the rulers as ‘Eutychios of Constantinople, the great
Apolinarius of Alexandria, Domnus of Antioch, and the Christ-loving Emperor Justinian.’%® It continues
acknowledging that ‘Virgillius of Rome, though present in the city, did not take part in the sessions’, the
wording of which is sufficiently different to suggest that, as elsewhere, the source is different to that of
Photios.1* Once again, the VM’s version of the information is striking. Omitting Eutychios altogether, the

author renders the council as being led by ‘Vigilius with the god-pleasing Justinian.’'%

On the third Council of Constantinople in 680/1, Photios notes the leaders as

% Photios, Letters, 1.172-6.

VS, 84.3.

B ISenc¢c THNR H IYHPHAL (B ABRBREMA (ETOMA OTLL[L’, VM, 1.35.

9 50V Bovigatio mpecsPutépm TOv OOV Enéyoviec Adovtog Tod dyiwtértov nhma Podung’, Photios, Letters, 1.221-
3, 216-225 in full.

10ys, 92.1-5.

WI“AREEL H AHNATOAR (h MPABOBEPHRIME [E(ApLME MapsHanzame’, VM, 1.36.

102 “Bryidioc 6 thic Popng v iepav Aaymv €popeiay, mapav pév ti molel, o Tapov 8¢ ti cuvodw.” Photios,
Letters, 1.269-70, 1.264-70 for Menas and Euthychios in full.

103 ‘Aomep dERpyov ol matpiépyon Tpokadelopevor Evthyiog Kovotavtivovmoreng kai Aheéovdpeiog 6 péyag
Amolwvaprog, Adpvog Avtoyeiag, kai Bactieds Tovotviavog 6 erloypiotog’, VS, 123.3-6.

104 ‘Bipyidiog 82 Pdung mopmdv od cuvhdpevce’, VS, 123.6. Compare with above footnote 61.

15 ‘RETHAHH (B EOF0RTOALRNRIHM®E HO\(cTHH[HAN]LML’, VM, 1.37. The text says Justin, but
this may be a scribal error when rendering the name into Slavonic, or it may be the product of confusion about the
dates of the council. Editors generally correct it to Justinian.
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‘Tempydg 1€, @ thic Pacihidog morkewg O apyepatikdc Oeopdc Vmfipyev Eykeysipiopévoc, Kol
Beddmpog kol ['edpyrog, v npecPutépmv d&idpatt Kateleypévol, dua dtakove Todvvn, ol dvti

Aya0mvog tod aytotdrov mémo Podung ig v tdv £Eapyov TaEy fp1dpodvro’io

‘Both Georgios, to whom the patriarchal rule was entrusted, and Theodore and Georgios who
held the position of presbyters, together with the deacon John, who were a part of the embassy in

place of Agatho, the most holy pope of Rome.’

Similarly, to the First Council of Nicaea, Photios tries to balance the leadership with a ‘both ... and’
clause but places Constantinople before Rome. Also, much like the First Nicaean council SV puts the
papal legates first, ‘the Roman Pope Agatho’s representatives, the presbyters Theodore and George and
the deacon John.”'%” George the Patriarch of Constantinople comes second and is followed by Antioch
and the representatives of Alexandria and Jerusalem.® The VM, once again, obliterates the papal absence
and erases other patriarchal sees. The council was led by ‘Agatho, the apostolic pope, together with two
hundred and seventy fathers and the honourable Caesar Constantine.’'® More tellingly still, the VM omits
the account of the seventh council, dealing with iconoclasm, a uniquely Byzantine issue.

The purpose of presenting all six councils in full across these three texts is threefold. Firstly, to
acknowledge that, since no account is apolitical, the synopses of the councils within Byzantium were far
from rigid and unified and could be put to different agendas. Secondly, to demonstrate that even
accounting for these internal differences and agendas, by comparing two accounts which come from the
two farthest positions in ninth-century Byzantine intellectual circles, the so-called Photian and Ignatian
milieus, the stories of these councils still demonstrate basic similarities of narrative. And thirdly, in light
of these similarities, the VM stands out not simply as an account of the ecumenical councils which is in
some sense pro-Ignatian, or anti-Photian, in its sympathy with the pope. Rather, this is an explicitly papal

account, far more extreme than even the most pro-papal positions held in Byzantium.

The consistency with which the VM does this in all six councils leaves a very particular image of political
and religious authority. That is, a firm hierarchy of religious power, with papal primacy as unequivocal
and the role of the patriarchate of Constantinople only rarely even acknowledged. This is a striking
manipulation of a Byzantine text, for a particular papal purpose. But it is important to note that the

elevation of papal power is entirely at the expense of patriarchal sees, and not at the expense of imperial

106 Photios, Letters, 1.321-5.

107 <Ac é&fpyov mpokaBeldpevol TomoTpTad Tod mama Phung Aydbmvoc Oeddmwpog kai I'sdpylog mpesPitepot kol
‘Todvvng dwaxovog’, SV, 141.3-4.

108 |bid., 141.5-8.

109 ‘AI'ACPOH'L ATIOCTOABRCKKIH INMAMIéEXE (A ABBREMA (ATOMA H 0 OTLL[L (B
YE(TENLRIHML ISOCTANTHNBRME Ll—gcAPLML’, VM, 1.38.
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power. Whilst the pope remains the single consistent source of religious authority, graced with councils
he may not even have attended, the only other figure which remains consistently present in the VM
account is the emperor in the guise of a helping hand.

It is, of course, not unusual to mention the emperor in these accounts, but within the corpus here selected,
Photios and the SV, the emperor plays a number of different, at times contradictory roles in different
councils. In Photios’ synopsis, Constantine gets pride of place in the first Council of Nicaea, as the ‘great
and marvellous’ (‘0 péyag kol a&idyactog’) emperor who ‘both gathered the synod and made it more
illustrious through his presence.’*'? In the SV, on the other hand, as noted above he is simply an ‘apostle
among Christian emperors’.!'! Photios leaves both Theodosius | and Il (respectively the Council of
Constantinople and Ephesus) till last in his account, giving them no credit in its gathering or agenda:
Theodosios I, the ‘champion and himself famous for his piety’, and Theodosios II simply delivering
'ancestral and imperial rule’. 12 The SV, opens with the arrival of Theodosius I in Constantinonple but
does not suggest he has any role in the council being gathered.!'® But it assigns full responsibility to
Theodosius 11, claiming he ordered the Third Ecumenical Council.!** With Chalcedon, imperial agency is
attributed in reverse — it is Photios who puts Marcian first, whilst the SV briefly notes that the council was

the product of Marcian hearing about a papal synod, and ultimately of his wife persuading him to call
it.115

As | note above, these decisions are not random, and they in turn shape the agendas of the two texts,
inasmuch as no council synopsis is apolitical. The particular agendas of those two texts lie beyond the
scope of this study. However, what is crucial is that the versatility of order in Photios and the SV, whether
the emperor is mentioned first or last, and the varied nature of the account of imperial contributions,
whether gatherer, assistant, or completely uninvolved, are all flattened in the VM to produce a formulae of
council gathering in which essentially the only constants are the pope (and his envoys) and the emperor.

Councils therefore are gathered with the ‘great Caesar Constantine’, or with ‘the great Caesar

110 “11v 1e cHvodov GOpoilmv kol Aapmpotépay Tf mopovoia dnepyalduevog’, Photios, Letters, 1.88-90.
1L <5 gv ypioTiavoic Paciredoty drnodcstoroc’, SV, 35.

12 “mpopoyog kai odtog Thg evoePeiog yvoplopevog’, ‘“tv motpday kol Paciietov dpyrv’, Photios, Letters, 1.169-
70; 1.214-5.

133y, 77.

114 <Buothedg O pikpdg O®cod6c10¢ &v 'Epéc@ tdv dtakosiov pokapiov natépmv Tpityv 0ikovuevikTv 6hVodov
ovykpotn0ijvan Exéhevoev’, Ibid., 84.1-3.

115 °H 8¢ dryia koi oikovpevicn tetdptn chvodog Tov &v Baciiedoty edoePéotatov MapKiavoy copmopdvio, Koi
cvunvéovta, Eyovoa’, Photios, Letters, 1.216-7. ‘AAla kai [Toviyepia 1) edoefnic avyovora dieyeipev 1oV ovlvyov
00 KOTMKVNGE GUVOOOV OIKOVUEVIKTY TETAPTNY &V XaAKNdOVL TRV £E0KOGIMV TpLiKovTo, B0pOpOV TUTEPMY
aBpoicacbar’, SV, 92.1-3.
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Theodosios’ (whom neither Photios nor the SV consider was involved).!*® The VM omits Theodosios II,
but continues with the ‘orthodox Caesar Marcian’, with the ‘god-pleasing Justinian’ or with ‘the
honourable Constantine Caesar.”**” All of these come after the pope, and where the pope is always in the
nominative, they are always grammatically subordinate, in all cases, apart from Constantine the Great
where the grammatical construction is slightly different and uses a genitive, the emperor is put in an

instrumental of accompaniment.

A peculiar structure of religious and political authority emerges. The pope is front and centre in the
gathering of ecumenical councils which, as already discussed were not nearly as influential in the west as
they were in the east. And yet, despite the papal primacy, imperial authority comes second, often before
or instead of other patriarchal sees. This bi-partite system of power essentially acknowledges one
ecclesiastical and one political ruler. To my knowledge such a rendering of the councils is original. |
argue that this synopsis reveals the structure of authority which underlies the rest of the VM, and guides
both the organisation of old material and the insertion of so-called new material into the narrative. The
text begins with establishing these sources of authority by presenting them as responsible for the very
order of orthodoxy, and as emerging from a line of Old Testament prophets, and New Testament
evangelists. It then goes on to use the pope and emperor for the justification and legitimation of the
Methodian position in Moravia. This is evident first and foremost in the VM’s re-telling of the VC,

through which the VM inserts Methodios as an actor in the story of Cyril.
2.111 ‘AND METHODIOS WITH HIM’: THE LIFE OF CYRIL IN THE LIFE OF METHODIOS

As noted above, it is a fact little reflected upon that Methodios barely features in the VC. He is absent
both in the most studied moments of the text, such as the invention of the Slavonic alphabet, but also in
moments where it would seem natural for him to be mentioned — such as the section on Cyril’s childhood
offering information about his father and six siblings.'® On the basis of this, I will in turn assess the
representation of this early material in the VM to argue two things. The first is that the author of the VM,
had no knowledge of the life of Methodios prior to his arrival in Moravia as a papal representative,
beyond that which is contained in the VC; and that all the so-called ‘new’ material about the early life of
Methodios is fictitious, inserted into the text to strengthen key arguments proposed by the VM and its
rendering of Methodios as papal representative. And secondly, that the VM redistributes the agency and

power of Cyril in the VC either to Methodios (and therefore the two of them as a pair) or to the pope. This

16 ‘R eaHISATO gEcApA ISONCTANTHNA’, (A B¢AHIKKIHME ECAPEME ©¢0A0CHKEME , VM,

1.33; 1.34.

U7 e MPABOBEPRNEIHME [E(APEME MAPKHANBME', ‘(A EOF00YT0ABHBIHME
Hov(THH[HAN|ZMR’, ‘¢E YR(TENBRIHMEL K0O(TANTHNEMEL L['BCAPLML’, 1.36, 1.37, 1.38.
118 V/C, 2.1-2 (birth), 14-16 (Moravian mission).
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either makes the acts of Cyril appear as a part of a unified plan Cyril shared with his brother, (a sentiment
absent from the VC, but dominant in plenty of modern scholarship) or it elevates the pope, as a source of
legitimacy. This latter elevation is in line with what | have shown in the previous section, to be the
propagation of papal primacy in the VM more broadly.

The VM first inserts Methodios into the stories about the life of Cyril when it narrates the mission to the
Khazars, thus omitting the caliphal visit. It is clear from the VM account of the Khazar mission, that the
author did not have access to any new information to add to the course of events at the Khazar court.
Omitting the seven full pages of debates found in the VC, and even the short mention of Methodios in the
VC on the journey back from Khazaria, the VM simply stresses that:

[...] ¢& XKe MOAHTEON A ¢PHAOPE CAORECKRI TPEMOKETE M H

nocPAMHcTe’ﬂg

‘[...] and he [Methodios] with prayers, and the philosopher with words, they overcame and

embarrassed them [the Jews]’

The explicit insertion of Methodios in this narrative does two things. The first, is to distribute the agency
of Cyril alone in VC to both Cyril and Methodios. The second is to diminish the role of disputation by
subordinating it to prayer. In this abbreviated account therefore, the careful balance between revelation
and education found in the VC is rewritten. Prayer is no longer simply a source of revelation of
knowledge to be used in disputation, as in the VC; prayer alone is an agent in this scene, and one with
equal if not greater effect. Placing Methodios and his method of countering heathens first, the VM
suggests that hierarchically prayer is superior to philosophical words, even though what the actual effect

of prayer was in the ‘embarrassing and overcoming’ of the Jewish scholars remains unclear.

Methodios is also inserted into the Moravian mission, which is narrated immediately after the abbreviated
account of the trip to Khazaria. The request for a bishop from Rastislav in the VC, becomes a request for
teachers from Rastislav and Sviatopluk in the VM. Other than this, the emperor’s initial words to Cyril are
much the same. In the VC he tells him that, ‘no one else can carry this out like you’, which is simply

paraphrased in the VM. 120

19yM, 4.4,
0 ‘Me MOKETH HHL NHISTOX¢ HCOPABRHTH mIsoxke Thi',VC, 148 ‘HN® cero Aa He
MOXKE¢TER (ETROPHTH PASEE T¢se, VM, 5.6.
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The VM proceeds by including Methodios in the imperial instructions to go to Moravia and dilutes Cyril’s
agency in the very account of the invention of the alphabet. Both agree that God made the letters appear
to Cyril, and without granting creative agency to Cyril as an actor. The VC notes:

TI...] EER(KOPE K¢ K ¢MOY EOF'R MEH, MOCAOYVIIAK MOAHTER (ROHXh
PAER H AEHK (AOXKH MH(MENA HAYATE E€CEAT MH(ATH ¢YATTEACKT!

H(MPLBEA E'K (AOBO H (AOB0 B 0y EOrA H EOr's E& (AOKO H nPOYe}e’lzl

‘[...] and soon, God revealed them [the letters] to him, having listened to the prayer of his
servants, and he immediately put together the letters and began to write the words of the
evangelist: in the beginning was the word and the word was with God and the word was God and
so forth’

Whereas the VM renders this as:

T...] Aa TOY HMEH EOr'hs ¢oa0c0Ppoy C(AOBEHNCKEI KNHICRI H ABH¢
OYCTPOHER TMH(MEHNA H E€EAOY (BR(TABAR TMOYTH (A ®WTE

MOPABR(ISAATO, MOHMB Mo-ocoAHmR 2

‘...] and God revealed the Slavonic books to the philosopher, and he, having immediately
arranged the letters, and having compiled a text/speech, headed on the road to Moravia, taking
Methodios with him.’

The ‘text’ put together by Cyril may well be the Gospel mentioned in the VC. But the omission of an
explicit mention of the Gospel, and its replacement by the vague ‘word” or “speech” (‘Eece A 0y’) goes
some way toward diminishing Cyril’s agency. The fact that Cyril writes the Gospel in the VC is crucial in
the unfolding of that narrative due to the forthcoming New Testament disputation. Here, no such dispute
follows, and no such narrative structure exists, so the VM can spare Cyril some of his success, and shift

significance towards ‘Methodios with him.’

More crucially, where Cyril retreats to prayer by himself in the VC, the VM, makes clear that both
brothers retreated to prayer, ‘together with others who were in the same spirit as them.’*?® Thus it is not
only the actual putting together of the alphabet that the VM makes less sacred by removing the writing of
the Gospel. The context in which this happens redistributes Cyril’s agency to Methodios and others, and

this is consistent with the redistribution in the Khazar debates. The VM seeks both to increase the role of

121yC, 14.14.
122 yM, 5.11.

Zyga MOAHTEOY (A HAAOKH(TA H (5 HHEMH, HX¢ EAX0y Toroxe Aoyxa’,VM,5.10.
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Methodios, who is now credited with some of the prayers (once again) that led to the alphabet revelation,
but also to elevate different kinds of legitimacy to those found in the VC. Cyril’s disputations and his
education are side-lined here in favour of the prayer of Methodios or elsewhere, as we shall see shortly,
the pope and the institution of the church.

The most striking divergence between the narratives of Cyril’s travels in the VC and VM is to do with the
order of events in the immediate aftermath of the mission to Moravia and is well noted in scholarship.?
As noted in the introduction, my purpose is not to resolve these contradicting accounts, but rather, to
explain them. In the VC, the lone philosopher Cyril ended his time in Moravia, when he was invited to
Balaton, where Kocel welcomed him; Kocel then received the Slavonic gospel, before Cyril headed to
Venice to hold the third major disputation in the VC, with Latin bishops on trilingualism.*?® Pope Hadrian
11 (867-872) then heard about Cyril and called him to Rome, joyfully receiving the relics of St Clement.
Cyril died in Rome shortly afterwards and his brother Methodios appeared trying to take his body to
Mount Olympus. In the VM, however, the order of these events is entirely reframed. Whilst the two
brothers are both in Moravia for the initial mission, Pope Nicholas (858-867) calls them to Rome, and
immediately legitimises their teaching by placing the Slavonic gospel on the altar of St Paul and anointing
Methodios.'?® Subsequently, it is in Rome rather than Venice, that trilingual priests object to the Slavonic

gospel. Then Cyril dies in Rome and Methodios is sent alone to Kocel in Pannonia by the pope.

The encounter with trilingualists, in particular, is transformed entirely by the VM. Their objection that
there ought to only be three holy languages is not refuted by Cyril’s eloquence. Instead, the pope resolves

this problem.

‘[] ATIOCTOAHKAE MHAATHANRI H TPLI’ABLIYLHHKLI NAPGKA'L HPOKAAT'B
H MOBE¢AE HAHNOMO\(’ EHHCIYO\(’I’IO\(’, HX¢ BEE TOHX¢ MRA3¢H0 EOABRNE H

(RATH 0THh OYYENHK'L C(AOBENL(ISA 'T'PH Mornklr A B Al\lAl"I\IOC"l"A,l27

‘[...] and the pope having called them Pilatists and trilingualists, cursed them and ordered one
bishop, who was sick with this sickness, to anoint three priests from the Slavonic students and

two readers.’

Rather than simply distribute Cyril’s agency to Methodios, here Cyril is replaced altogether by the pope.

This results in a significant reframing of religious authority. In the VC, it is accepted that an impious

124 Most recently by Betti, The Making of Christian Moravia, p.84-5, amongst others.
125y/C, 15-6. On the dispute with the Venetians, see: Chapter 1.1V.3.
" ‘rMoA0KL CAOBEHNCISOK ¢BANIEAHK NA OATAPH (BATAArO IeTpa AMOCTOAA, (BATH

XKe¢ NA MOMNOBRR(TRO0 EaAXeNaaro MeeoToAHm, VM, 6.1
121\/M, 6.4.
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belief can be corrected through disputation. In the VM the individual is replaced by the institution of the
church. The VM is explicit that the pope names the heresy and curses its proponents. This, of course, is
perfectly in line with the pope as presented in the synopsis of the ecumenical councils earlier in the VM —
he gathers councils and he anathemises the heretics. Moreover, resolution comes not through persuading
the Latins otherwise as in the VC, but through the use of the religious hierarchy of the church to order
those who disagree to anoint the Slavonic students. The legitimacy of Slavonic is not expressed through

careful citation of scripture, as in the VC, but through the institutionalisation of its preachers.

At this stage the VM disposes with Cyril altogether. Even though he goes to Balaton (alone) in the VC, the
VM has Cyril die prior to this mission. On his premature deathbed, the text once again seeks to stress the
role of Methodios. In doing so, the VM formulates precisely the kind of united purpose the two brothers
are seen as having in modern historiography. Cyril tells his brother to continue their pursuit, and in a
speech vastly different from his VC death-bed prayer, he notes:

‘Ce, EPATG, B'E CO\(’HPO\(’[‘A EAXOB'B, HAHHO\(’ EPASAO\(’ TA?KAI.].IA, H

A3B HA AK(E MAAAH (BOH ABHNEB C'LKON'I’AE'L’lzg

‘Here, brother, we were both in a yoke, pulling one plough, and I fall in the field, having

completed my days’

This sense of the togetherness of the brothers, ubiquitous in scholarship, is nowhere to be seen in the VC.
This evocative agrarian metaphor of brotherhood, however, is widely used in funerary literature in Greek
and Latin. Vavfinek has already pointed to a similarity with Oration 43 of Gregory of Nazianzus, upon
the death of Basil of Caesarea, which notes that the parting of Gregory and Basil when the latter left
Athens was like the cutting of a body in two, ‘or like the parting of two oxen that have shared the same
manger and yoke, bellowing piteously for each other in distress at their separation.’*?® But the very same

metaphor can be found in Ambrose, the archbishop of Milan’s oration upon the death of his brother.

‘Bos bovem requirit, seque non totum putat, et frequenti mugitu pium testator amorem, si forte

defecerit cum quo ducere collo aratra consuevit: et etgo te, frater, non requiram?’*%

128 |bid., 7.2.

129 \avtinek, ‘Staroslovénské zivoty’, p.115. “f pdoymv cuvipoeav kai Opoldynv S16levéig yoepdv poKopévey ém’
aAMAo1G Kal ob pepovTmv TV dAotpimoty’, Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 43, in Grégoire de Nazianze. Discours
funebres en I'honneur de son frére Césaire et de Basile de Césarée ed. F. Boulenger, (Paris, 1908), 24.4; Gregory of
Nazianzus, Ambrose of Milan, Funeral Orations trans. L. McCauley, M. McGuire, (Washington, 2003), pp.48-9.
130 saint Ambrose, Bishop of Milan, On his Brother Satyrus, in Sancti Ambrosii, ‘De Excessu Fratris sui Satyri’, in
Opera Omnia, Juxta eiditonem monachorum sancti benedicti, Vol. 4 (Paris, 1836), 8. | am grateful to Dr Efthymios
Rizos for pointing this similarity out.
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‘If ever an ox has sought the stricken mate with which it was accustomed to be yoked to the
plough, and has felt that a part of itself is missing and has given proof of its tender affection by

frequent bellowing, why, brother should I not long or you?*3

The VM’s insistence, through the mouth of Cyril and through a well-established metaphor for
brotherhood, that the brothers were doing the same work the whole time is perhaps the clearest example
of the consequences of re-telling the VC source material in this text. Not only does the author seek to
insert Methodios in the VC stories of mission, but also to use the protagonist of the latter to assert that

Methodios’s work had the same purpose as that of Cyril.

In short, the VM is a radical departure from the VC, not only in its narrative order or account of events and
in the insertion of Methodios in the Moravian mission to begin with. It is also an ideological re-framing of
the VC material and its rhetorical preoccupation. Key to this re-framing is the repositioning of Cyril,
reduced to one half of a brotherly pair, toward the institutionalisation of the Slavonic vernacular. This
institutionalisation is performed through the two authority figures, emperor and pope, elevated in the
opening section of the VM. This institutionalising agenda of the VM is not only present in the re-telling of
the early VC material. Rather it also comes into clearer focus when analysing the ‘new material® inserted

into the text, which helps formulate another key relationship in the VM, between Methodios and the Slavs.
2.1V METHODIOS AND THE SLAVS

As noted above, | maintain that most of the of so-called ‘new information’ inserted into the VM narrative
of Cyril’s missions prior to Balaton is not informed by another source to which the author had access, but
rather that it is invented and inserted specifically to support Methodios’ later appointment as archbishop
in Moravia. This added information helps to consolidate a second relationship, not between Methodios
and the pope, but between Methodios and the Slavs, upon which his institutional legitimacy as a bishop is
based. As demonstrated in the previous chapter such a relationship was not a core part of the VC, and
there is no sense that the Slavonic mission is a difference in kind rather than degree within Cyril’s
educational and disputational trajectory. This relationship between Methodios and the Slavs is formalised
and strengthened not only by the pope but also by the Byzantine emperor, whose secular authority is
recognised from the very outset of the VM in the summary of the ecumenical councils. In turn I will
address the ‘new information’ in the early life of Methodios, where his legitimacy is assured by the
emperor, before turning to the cause which the information is inserted to support, namely the mission to

Moravia and Balaton where Methodios’ legitimacy is assured largely by the pope.

131 Gregory of Nazianzus, Ambroise of Milan, Funeral Orations, trans. McCauley, McGuire, p.164.
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The first instance of what historians have considered to be ‘new information’ in the VM is to do with
Methodios’ time prior to entering Mount Olympus since, as already noted, in the VC Methodios first
appears as a monk, already on Mount Olympus. The VM does two key things with the family and early
years of Cyril and Methodios. The first is to remove the specific Byzantine titles of Leo, Cyril’s father,
provided in the VC, where he is said to hold the ‘rank of droungarios under the strategos.’**? This title
makes good sense in the VC, and has been demonstrated by Sevéenko to have particular social
connotations in ninth-century Byzantium, which can help Byzantine educated readers situate Cyril’s
family within Byzantine society.’® Its omission from the VM fits within what | argue more generally,
through the church councils and the re-telling of the life of Cyril, to be the de-Byzantinisation of the story
of the brothers, and its re-configuration around a papal and central-European core. The Moravian author
of the VM may not have known or understood these titles or may have thought them irrelevant to their
intended readership. Instead, the VM notes that Methodios is given a secular position of power in the

region, the role of which is somewhat unclear.

CAONAEKE qECAPE ERICTPOCTE Kro, IHAX¢(NHEK KEMOY AACTH
ABPEKATH CAOBEHN(ISO, pere XKe¢ A3ER, MISO MPO3kPA, KAKO H XO0TAIIE
OV YHTEAA (AOBENHKMTE IMNO(EAATH H NEPLEATO0 APXHEMHCSOYIA, AA
ERI MNPOOYYHAR (A EhR(EME OERIYAKM®E (AOBENR(ISKIHMTE H OERIKAL

M o MAAO\(”134

‘And when the Caesar heard about his quickness, he gave him a Slavonic ‘kniazhenie’ (lordship)
to hold, | would say, as if he prophesised he was going to send [him] as a teacher to the Slavs and
first archbishop, in order that he had studied all the Slavonic customs and began to become

accustomed to them [the Slavs] little by little’

Francis Dvornik has argued that a ‘khiazhenie’ is the Greek ‘archontia’ (‘dpyovtia’), an administrative
unit smaller than a theme, and that this was the Strymon ‘archontia’, north of Thessaloniki, which was
later turned into a theme and is attested to by the ninth-century seal of an ‘archon’ (‘Gpywv’) of
Strymon.**® But an ‘archon’ (‘apywv’) of Strymon is not found in the Uspenski Taktikon, or list of offices,

which dates to ca.842-843 and is not textually attested elsewhere until Philotheos’ Kletorologion, or Lists

132 ¢ ANER APATAPC(KEIH MOAL ¢TpaTHrom’, VC, 2.1,

1331, Sevéenko, ‘On the Social Background of Cyril and Methodios’, repr. in his Byzantium and the Slavs,
(Cambridge, MA, 1991), pp.479-492.

13 vM, 2.5.

135 F. Dvornik, Les légendes de Constantin et de Méthode vues de Byzance (Prague, 1933), pp.15-8. ‘Seal of Bardas
Imperial Spatharios and Archon of the Strymon (ninth century)’, Dumbarton Oaks Online Catalogue of Byzantine
Seals, (https://www.doaks.org/resources/seals), (last accessed: January, 2020).
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of Precedence, a list of offices dated to September 899.1% This means it may well have post-dated the

mission to Moravia in ca.864.

Furthermore, whilst there are twenty-five ninth-century ‘archon’ office holders in the largest Byzantine
seal database hosted by Dumbarton Oaks, the title could also be applied in a neutral way to refer to
foreign rulers as well as imperial bureaucrats.’® That an ‘archon’ ruled an ‘archontia’ therefore is far
from obvious. In fact, the noun ‘archontia’ is rather rare in Byzantine literature. A word search of the
word, and all its declensions, in the whole corpus of the Thesaurus Linguae Grecae, the largest corpus of
ancient, medieval and early modern Greek texts, offers a mere thirty-five results.**® By contrast a word
search for ‘archon’ gives us over 9,000. Of the thirty-five attestations of ‘archontia’, only six date to the
tenth century or earlier.®® Of these six, three use the word figuratively or abstractly, not referring to a

particular rule or ruler, but to rule in general, often in a generic Christian context. 14

The only three references to an ‘archontia’ in the singular, as an area of rule in the rather comprehensive,
albeit of course not complete corpus of the TLG, all come from the corpus of Constantine
Porphyrogenitos. | have found two more attestations of the word as an administrative title with the help of
the LBG, in the genitive plural ‘archontion’ (‘dpyovtidv’). Across these examples the title is used to refer
to small polities in the west Balkans, Lombardy and the Crimea and Bosporus.'*! The only constant
across the five examples seems to be that they refer to territories not within the rule of Byzantium. The

term seems to indicate a rather generic secular lordship, but it seems highly unlikely that in this instance it

136 F. Uspenski, ‘Vizantiiskaia tabel’ o rangakh’, lzvestiia russkogo arkheologicheskogo rnstituta v Konstantiopole,
3 (1898), pp.98-137. Philotheos, Kletorologion, ed., trans. N. Oikonomides, Les listes de préséance byzantines des
9e et 10e siécles (Paris, 1972), pp.80-235.

137 The people called ‘archon’ in the protocols for greetings in the Book of Ceremonies, for examples, includes a
range of peoples whose dominion would not be considered an ‘archontia’: Armenian lateral rulers, the rulers the
Caucasian Albania, Bulgaria, Sardinia, Rusia, the Pechenegs, and even the ‘archontes’ of the Turks. Constantine
Porphyrogennetos, The Book of Ceremonies, ed. J. J. Rieske, R. Niebhur, trans. A. Moffatt, M. Tall (Leiden, 2017),
11.46-48.

138 TLG, (http://stephanus.tlg.uci.edu/Iris/inst/tsearch.jsp#s=15 ) (last accessed: January, 2020)

139 The bulk of results actually come from twelfth-to-fourteenth-century monastic acts and typika (nine results), and
early modern (fifteenth to seventeenth century) Greek texts (twelve results) such as Theodore Zygomalas and
Marinus Buniales. Ibid.

140 Theodore of Stoudite, uses it as a synonym for ‘arches’ (‘dpyfic’). ‘Tnitcodtng obv EmAapopevor dpyfic kol
apyovriag, & tékva, kol Todto Swpetv mapd Ocod’, Theodore Studites, Sermones Catecheseos Magnae, 1-2.23-25,
in S. Patris Nostri Theodori Studitae, Magnae Catecheseos Sermones, Nova Patrum Bibliotheca 9/2 (Cat. 1-77), ed.
J. Cozza-Luzi, (Rome, 1888-1905). John Chrysostom uses it abstractly: ‘Tovtwv toivuv kg mposipntar v é€ovoiav
Kol TV apyovriav kol tov {flov dadéyovtan ol tipot diddokaror’, John Chrysostom, In Joannem Theologum, in
MPG, 59, (Paris, 1857-1866), pp.614.9-10. And in the Life of Gregentios it is a proper noun, the name of a woman:
“H 8¢ pakapio. Apyovtio (todro yop fv Svopa tfj dodipg skeivn yovaki)’, The Life of Gregentios of Taphar, 8.232.
141 Constantine Porphyrogennetos, De administrando imperio, 30.99-101 (West Balkans), 27.1-2 (Lombardy).
Nikephoros, Patriarch of Constantinople, Short History, ed. trans. C. Mango (Washington, DC, 1990), 45.9-10
(Crimea).
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is referring to a specific, historically accurate administrative post that could have been given to Methodios

in Thessaloniki.

Rather, it seems more likely that the use of this term by the author of the VM is best explained within the
text and its immediate surroundings rather than through some knowledge of a sometime existent, possibly
local administrative office in Byzantine Greece. The emperor, as established in Part I, was a key figure of
secular authority in the world of the VM. Thus, given the known Byzantine background of the saint, the
author ingeniously inserted a direct appointment by the emperor, of Methodios to a Slavic ‘kniazhenie’.
What this achieves is that Methodios is already connected to the Slavs from his youth, by one of two
kinds of legitimate authority in the VM.

In fact, the text makes it clear that this appointment was made to serve a particular function in the
narrative. The author comments — in the only use of the first person singular in the text — that with this
appointment it was ‘I say, as if [the emperor] prophesised, how he was going to send him as a teacher of
the Slavs and their first archbishop.’'*? It is perhaps best read with a smirk on the author’s part. They
seek to make a clear textual connection between this imperial appointment and the later ecclesiastical one,
and they are quite happy to do it in the most unsubtle manner possible.

There are broader political consequences of this appointment by the unspecified Byzantine emperor, and a
more immediate reason, specific to the language of the text why the author may have chosen the word
‘kniazhenie’. The VM does not simply strengthen the legitimacy of Methodios. It also weakens the
legitimacy of Frankish political authority over the Slavs. There are three kinds of political titles in the
VM. There is the king (‘isopoaa’) on the Western front, the Caesar (‘ij&caps’) or emperor, and then
there is the ‘Ruler (‘kniaz’) of the Slavs’ or ‘Slavic ruler (‘kniaz’), (‘KM A3E (AOREBHL(IKT’), Which
refers to Rastislav and Kocel.’** When the emperor appoints Methodios, he appoints him to a ‘Lordship
(‘kniazhenie’) of the Slavs’, or ‘Slavic lordship (‘kniazhenie’)’ (‘sHAXe¢NHE CA0BREHNcIs0’).2 It is
never expressed thus in the text, but that would make Methodios, technically a ‘Slavic ruler (‘kniaz’)’
(‘sHA3kr cA0BENKC(KT’) like Rastislav and Kocel. It seems therefore, that although the primary
reason for inserting this clearly fictitious appointment is to do with connecting Methodios to the Slavs

from an early age, the text also more subtly suggests that the emperor has power to appoint political rule

“2pewe ke A3E, FAISO MPO3BPA, KAIKO H XOTALIE OYYHT¢AA CAOBENHKM®E MOCBAATH

H NBEPREAT0 ApXHenHckoyna’, VM, 2.5,
143 1bid., 9.1 (king), 2.5. (Ceaser), 5.1 (Slavic kniaz)
144 1bid., 2.5.
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over Slavic peoples, over and above western kings. By contrast, the king (‘1sopoaa’), on the Western

frontier, is described explicitly as ‘an enemy of Moravia.”'%

It is worth noting here that there is only one other package of original information in the early life of
Methodios, for which it is clear the VM uses another source. The text provides a very specific account of
the monastery Methodios joins after his return from the Khazar mission — Polychronion
(‘Moanxpon®’). This monastery itself remains hard to find in Byzantine records and, as Francis
Thomson has argued, has been incorrectly identified with the monastery of Polychnion where Theophanes
Confessor was made a monk.'¢ Even if Thomson is correct that Polychron is to be distinguished from
Polychnion, then the VM offers extremely precise information about the monastery ‘which had an income
of up to twenty-four [measures] of gold and in which there lived more than seventy monks.’**” The source
for this clearly must be some sort of typicon of a monastery, called perhaps Polychron, perhaps
Polychronion, probably on Olympus. But this anomaly remains the only new information inserted into the
early life of Methodios in the VM which has an external source, rather than simply being fictitiously
added to better frame later events. It does not affect the argument that the text is proposing more broadly,

however, and the way it uses ‘new’ information to do so.

Leaving this anomaly aside, the connection between Methodios and the Slavs is ratified by secular
authority in this first instance of new information in the VM. The first mission to Moravia, sent by the
emperor, marks a second institutional strengthening of the association between Methodios and the Slavs.
This strong relationship between Methodios and the Slavs has no parallel in the VC. The VC does not
even mention the fact that Cyril speaks Slavonic; it is simply assumed from the fact he receives the
alphabet.’*® The VC presents the invitation from Rastislav as a question of conversion which in turn

reveals the high status of the Byzantine polity as a law-giver.

‘AI'OAGML HAIIHML l'lOl"AH‘CTBA ce WTBPLF‘I.HHML H 110 XPHCT.I.AH‘CKLI
(¢ 3AISONK APL?KG].[.IEML, OYYHTEAHX NH¢ HMAMEBI TAKOCr0, HX¢ NHH EBI
BB (BOH K3LBIIKh HCTO\(’I‘O B'BP?? XPHCT.I.AH‘CK'IS'I'O (KA3AABR, AA (¢ EBRIII¢ H

HHNKI CTPAHLI SPGI.I.IG MOAOEHAH HNHAML. To mnocaH NHBI, BAAALKIKKO,

145 ‘Bparoy Moparcsaro’, VM, 9.1.

146 F, Thomson, ‘The Name of the Monastery where Theophanes Confessor Became a Monk: IOAIXNION
OR ITOAYXPONION?’, Analecta Bollandiana, 125 (2007), pp.120-138.

WRMOYKE KCTh CRMEPA IS H A (MOYAOEE 3AATA, A 0THh 0EHA¢ 0 BB NKME
KcTR’, VM, 4.6.

148y, 14.6-9, 13-14.
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CEMHCISOMMA H O\(’YHTGAI'A TAKOIC0, WThE BAC(E EO0 NHA RB'ce CTPAHLI AOEPL

3AKONE choAHTL’“g

‘Our people have turned away from paganism, and abide by Christian law, yet we do not have
such a teacher, who would tell us the true Christian faith in our language, in order that other
countries having seen us would imitate us. So send us, ruler, such a bishop and teacher, for it is

from you that good law is given to all regions.’

The VC focuses on the act of conversion, which has already occurred, and on Christian law in particular.
The leader does not even identify himself or his people as Slavs, and the VC calls him a ‘Moravian ruler’
(‘Mopar’csnr wHean’).”™ He simply requests vernacular preaching. In fact, nowhere in the account
of the initial mission and invitation to Moravia is the language or ethnicity of those involved specified in
the VC.® It is not until Cyril’s arrival in Balaton, that the books he is translating are specified as
‘Slavonic’*®2, and it is not until the Venetian debate that the letters are referred to as being created ‘for the
Slavs’ by the Latin priests.!>® That is not to say that Cyril did not preach in Slavonic, or that Rastislav did
not speak Slavonic, but simply that this was not of primary significance for the author and argument of
the VC.

In contrast, the VM, as noted above, first introduces the central European ruler as a ruler (‘kniaz”) of the
Slavs (‘ENA3e ¢(a0BEHKCIS’) and his appeal is not on the basis of Byzantine legitimacy or law
giving, but specifically on the basis of ethnicity.™> The text goes so far as actually to exclude the
Byzantine polity itself from the request and make it particular to someone who already has a relationship
with the Slavs. The VM renders Rastislav’s request as a paired request with Sviatopluk, his successor,

who receives Methodios as archbishop.

‘IAKKO0 EO0KHKH MHAO(THR (ABAPABH K(MBb H (OYTh BhA NBI BRIIBAH
OV YHTE¢AEC MHNO3H ISpPR(THRANH H3 EAAX'L H HS3 rPLK'L H H3 N'BMLLIL
OYYAII¢ HBI PA3SAHYE, A MEI (AOBRENH MpocTA YAAR H NH¢ HMAMTE,

HX¢ EBI NACTABHATSR HA HCTHHO\(’ H PABO\(’M'L (RIKA3AALR. T0 AOEP'BH

149 y(C, 14.3-5.

150 1bid., 14.2

51 1bid., 14.1-18, 15.1-18.

152 ‘Rea’MH ¢AOREN ¢ISKIH KHHrKI, Ibid., 15.18-19.

KAKO (H ThI (ATEOPHAR HNRINFA (AOREN¢(ME isNHrkI’, Ibid., 16.2
154yM, 5.1

153 «¢
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BAAAKIKO MOCEAH TAKSB MOV XKXEB HX¢ HKBI H(IMIPBRHTL BERC(AISO
) ’

nPABLAO\(”lss

‘Since we are steady in the mercy of God, there have come to us many Christian teachers from
the Vlachs, from the Greeks, and from the Germans, teaching us different [things], but we, the
Slavs, are simple children and we do not have someone, who would lead us to truth and would

give us understanding. So, good ruler, send us such a man, who would make right every right!’

It is notable that Rastislav does not ask for a bishop in the VM, as he does in the VC: he simply asks for a
teacher. More pertinently, the invitation for a teacher as presented in the VM is specifically centred on the
Slavs and their nature. It is no coincidence therefore that the VM stresses Methodios’ efforts to get to
know and learn to love their habits. The ethnic disambiguation of Christian teachers specifically refers to
the ‘Greeks’ as one amongst many groups who are not suited to the task. Thus, Rastislav’s request in the
VM even though writing to a Byzantine emperor, is made essentially to exclude Byzantine missionary
activity, and necessitates someone who knows Slavonic specifically, and the Slavs as people. In this way,
where the VC presents Cyril as an unequivocally Byzantine imperial agent, whose knowledge rests on a
Greek-language education, the VM seeks to stress the particular non-Greek-ness of the teacher requested
by the Rastislav. The relationship established between Methodios and the Slavs, therefore, is crucial to the
initial Moravian mission, as a mission with ethnic specificity, one requesting a specific person, rather than
the general assistance of the Byzantine polity as a lawgiver. This second imperial act of patronage
therefore is explicitly not institutional. The emperor does not appoint Methodios (or Cyril) to a religious

post. He once appoints Methodios to a secular lordship (‘kniazhenie’), and once sends him as teacher.

This same affinity between Methodios and the Slavs is also twice strengthened by the pope. The first
instance is his letter of response to Kocel’s request for a preacher. The pope replies to Kocel in the

following way prior to issuing a bull, associating Methodios with the Slavs in general, by saying he sends

him:
‘[...] He TeEe KAHNOMOY THARKEMO HE EhCEME (TPAHNAME TEME
(AOBENBE(SBIHME (BAKW H OYYHT¢AR O0TE EOFA H O0TE (EATAIO
ATIOCTOAA [eTpa, mnBpEATO HAC(TOARNHISA H KARYEABPKEIA
JECAPRCTEHR NeBeLNOMO\(”156

155 bid., 5.2-3.

156 1bid., 8.2.
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‘[...] not only to you but to all those regions of the Slavs, I send him as a teacher from god and

from the holy apostle Peter, the first [enthroned] and key-keeper of the heavenly kingdom’

Thus Methodios, as destined from his youth and through his position, becomes personally associated with
the Slavic peoples, and is not sent specifically to one secular ruler or another, but to the people as an
ethnic collective category: to all the lands of the Slavs. He is sent, first and foremost however, at this
instance as a teacher to all the Slavs. It is only after Kocel receives Methodios, that he writes again
sending Methodios back and asking the pope ‘to elevate him to the bishopric in Pannonia.”**” The pope
obliges. Thus, Methodios is twice granted patronage by the highest ecclesiastical authority recognised in
the text, once as teacher and once as bishop.

This parallel Methodian elevation, by emperor and pope, is strongly and tightly crafted by the VM’s
author. The text goes to great lengths to avoid any possibility of confusion about whose authority reigns
supreme over what. As noted, the VM has the initial request by Sviatopluk and Rastislav be for a teacher
not for a bishop as it is in the VC. In VM’s aforementioned papal letter to Kocel, Rastislav and Sviatopluk,
where the pope sends Methodios as a teacher to all the lands of the Slavs, he also offers some narrative
clarification on what had formerly occurred when Cyril and Methodios first arrived in Moravia. Namely,
the pope notes that the rulers of Moravia and Balaton had asked for a teacher not only from the pope but
also from Emperor Michael.?® Unlike Michael, he was unable to offer a teacher as swiftly, but:

13

ONA K¢ O\('B'BA,'BB'LIJ.IA ATIOCTOABCISAT 0 (ToAA AOCTO]‘AI]JA BAallA
CTPAHLI, KPOM'B IKANONA HN¢ CTEOPHCTE NHYL(0XKE¢, NB KB HAMB

HPHAOCTG H (REATATr0 ISAHM¢ENTA MOLIH HECO\('H.IG,lsg

‘the two of them [Cyril and Methodios], having found out that your land [i.e. Moravia and
Balaton] belongs to the apostolic throne, did not do anything against the canons, but came to us

and brought the relics of Saint Clement’

This passage is key. The author is carefully navigating political and ecclesiastical authorities, to ensure,
by using words attributed to the pope himself, that Methodios did nothing uncanonical, and therefore that
the initial imperial patronage which sent him and Cyril to Moravia was in fact short lived. The brothers
immediately recognized papal authority and the boundaries of ecclesiastical jurisdiction. It goes without

saying by this point that there is no such concern in the VC, where Cyril travels essentially unbothered by

57 AA H ¢MT (REATHTE HA ¢nHcsoynecTRO B Manonun’, Ibid., 8.17.

158 |bid., 8.8
159 1bid., 8.10.
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ecclesiastical jurisdiction and spends time in Moravia and Balaton, preaching and converting without

hesitation.

The fact the VM goes to such length to clarify this, however, points to the complexity of the position the
text is trying to propagate. The VM is clunkier than the VC. Where the latter is propelled forward by its
disputations and its roaming protagonist, the VM is steeped in complications and clarifications of the story
found in the VC. Some of these insertions and complications are clearly intending to do little more than
include Methodios in the life of Cyril.

However, it is evident that once the author decided to connect and base the validity of Methodios’
position as bishop in Moravia on the early life of Cyril, they found the VC wanting. Its protagonist and his
lengthy disputations offered little interest in or engagement with the institution of the church, and had to
be removed, and balanced by prayer or the pope’s personal intervention. The VC’s account of Cyril’s time
in Moravia and Balaton without papal approval were clearly out of line with the authorial hierarchy
accepted by the VM and its author; thus once again the VM used the pope to correct this, stressing the
brothers immediately bowed to papal jurisdiction. Furthermore, the idea of Kocel in particular, asking
Cyril to go to Balaton, as if he had personal agency to choose teachers, is a problem for the VM, which
has to be resolved by Kocel asking the pope not once, but twice for Methodios, first as teacher and then as
bishop. And the VC’s appeals to Hellenic learning, Roman territorialism, and Byzantine superiority both
in the words of Cyril, but also in the words of Sviatopluk, were found unnecessary, to be omitted, or

transformed entirely into an anti-Greek request for Slavonic preachers.

In short, the VM is truly a radical transformation of the story of the VC. This is made clear from the very
outset of the text, which uses the ecumenical councils to establish a bi-partite definition of authority, with
the pope as primary ecclesiastical leader, and the emperor as his assistant and only legitimate secular
ruler. It then proceeds to utilise both of these authorities to formalise a strong relationship between
Methodios and the Slavs upon which Methodios’ claim to the bishopric of Pannonia lies. It does so firstly
through the emperor. The VM insists that the emperor appoints Methodios prophetically to a Slavonic
kniazhenie, permitting him to learn about the Slavs, and then sends him and his brother more informally
as teacher to Moravia. It then strengthens this through a double papal promotion. The request of the
Moravian kings is explicitly not for a Greek, and so, only Methodios, with his prior relation to the Slavs,
is eligible. Cyril therefore has to die in Rome and Methodios goes to Balaton, but he is sent by the pope
not just to Balaton but to all the lands of the Slavs. This initial mission as teacher is then formalised by a

second papal appointment, this time sending Methodios as bishop of Pannonia.
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In so doing, the VM transforms its main source, the VC, first and foremost by inserting Methodios into
stories from which he is originally absent, whether in Khazaria or Moravia, and secondly by diminishing
the agency of Cyril, either by distributing some of it to Methodios, all of it to the pope, or by removing
Cyril from crucial moments of the VC like the Balaton mission altogether. Thus, Methodios is firstly
attached to Cyril, as an ox pulling the same yoke, formulating a fraternal unity in purpose, absent not only
from the VC but also from the immediate reception of the two brothers in the Latin church. This was only
resurrected, as noted earlier, from the fourteenth century, to reach its apotheosis in the nineteenth and
dominate historiography to this day. In what follows, | explore the two potential intellectual and
intertextual contexts for the production of a text like the VM, namely contemporary Byzantine and Latin

textual culture, and for the formulation of such a particular model of authority.
2.V THE LIFE OF METHODIOS AS NINTH-CENTURY ARGUMENT: BYZANTIUM?

As is clear from the chapter so far, the VM does use Byzantine sources, like council-synopses, and seeks
to integrate Methodios into Byzantine administrative terminology, albeit in the vaguest possible sense.
This strongly suggests the presence of Greek-language materials at the author’s disposal. That Greek
remained significant in Methodios’ circle is also attested by the medieval register of Reichenau
Monastery. The monastery was visited by Methodios and his associates most probably on their way back
to Moravia, after their release from Bavarian imprisonment sometime in 873.1%° The register for the ninth
century records the names of Methodios and five other companions written in Greek, in one majuscule
hand: Methodios, Leon, Ignatios, loakin (sic), Symeon, and Dragais.'®* The script, known as upright
ogival, resembles that in other dated ninth-century majuscule hands, such as the pseudo-Dionysius the
Areopagite manuscript in Paris at the French National Library, Gr.437, dated to the early ninth century,
and displaying similar descenders on deltas and gammas.®? Thus, Greek clearly was still spoken in the
Moravian bishopric and by those closely associated with Methodios, and this points to the possibility that

Greek texts influenced or informed the VM and thus had an impact on its intended audience.

As noted in Part | of this chapter, the Byzantine nature of the VM as a hagiographical text has long been
taken for granted. Most studies of the text also accept the significance of Byzantium as a political entity

and its continued contact with the mission as portrayed in the VM and thus Byzantium’s influence over

160 F V. Mares, ‘Die Namen Des Slavenapostels Methodius von Saloniki und seiner Geféhrten im
Verbriiderungsbuch des Reichenauer Klosters’, Cyrillomethodianum, 1 (1971), p.107.

161 ‘ME®OAIOZ, AEON, I'NATIOZ, IOAKIN, SYMEON, APATAIY’, Ibid. p.108, Folio image found between
pp.112-3.

162 pseudo-Dionysius, Bibliothéque nationale de France, Gr.437, (https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv106000953x )
(last accessed: January, 2020).
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the community that produced the text.®® In this section | seek to argue in turn, that neither Byzantine
episcopal hagiography nor the actual Byzantine political state can be seen as exerting any significant
influence on the text. In fact, the VM marks a significant break with Byzantium, both with its literary
models and in terms of contact with the political centre and its elite. The residual Greek of this tri-lingual
milieu therefore, whilst it served the author by giving them access to materials to manipulate, whether
these be ecumenical synopses or the VC itself, was no longer paired with the Byzantine imperialism taken

as given in the VC.

In what follows, Section 2.V.1, | situate the VM within contemporary episcopal hagiography in
Byzantium. This comes in two sorts, contemporary lives of near contemporary bishops, and medieval
accounts of earlier missionary bishops. Neither seems to have any contact with or influence on the
construction of Methodios as a bishop and saint in the latter half of the VM.

Then, in Section 2.V.2 | address the slightly more elusive question of whether or not the Byzantine
political centre continued to have contact with the Moravian milieu when Methodios was made bishop. |
argue that it did not, and that the vague portrayal of Byzantine imperial power in the VM is best
understood not as an actual portrayal of a real emperor, but as a model of secular power to serve as a
comparative critique of the immediate threat of Frankish political authority.

2.V.1. Byzantine Bishops

There are two kinds of episcopal hagiographies in the literary culture of Middle Byzantium. The first is
the near-contemporary, middle-Byzantine bishop’s vita. This genre was by no means the dominant kind
of life produced in Middle Byzantium, even if recent work on Middle Byzantine hagiography has
somewhat nuanced the commonplace idea that all of the ‘heroes of ninth-century hagiography were
neither empresses nor ecclesiastical prelates but chiefly monastics and ascetics dwelling on Mt Olympos
in Bithniya.’1%* It has nonetheless become clear that, as Efthymiadis notes, a ‘certain increase in bishops is

also observable’, in particular in the ninth-tenth centuries.®® Thanks in large part to a recent publication

163 This is the basic premise of Dvornik’s appropriately titled Byzantine Missions among the Slavs, and likewise the
guiding assumption of Obolensky’s idea of a Byzantine Commonwealth. Dvornik, Byzantine Missions, e.g. p.171.
Obolensky, The Byzantine Commonwealth, e.g. pp.145-6. Vlasto, Entry of Slavs, pp.9-12. This has been nuanced
more recently as isolated periods of state sponsored mission. See: Sevéenko, ‘Religious Missions Seen from
Byzantium’, p.11. And assessed even more critically by Sergei Ivanov, whose conclusions, | largely accept, and will
discuss more below, ‘Religious Missions’, in J. Shepard ed., The Cambridge History of the Byzantine Empire
(Cambridge, 2008), pp.304-32. Idem, “Pearls Before Swine”.

164 S, Efthymiadis, ‘Hagiography from the ‘Dark Age’ to the Age of Symeon Metaphrastes’ in his ed. The Ashgate
Research Companion to Byzantine Hagiography, vol.1 (Farnham, 2011), p.110. E. A. Fisher, ‘Introduction’, to
Ignatios the Deakon, The Life of Patriarch Nikephoros | of Constantinople, in ed. A-M. Talbot, Byzantine Defenders
of Images: Eight Saints’ Lives in English Translation (Washington, DC, 1998), p.34.

165 Efthymiadis, ‘Hagiography from the “Dark Age™, p.123.
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of a collection of mostly previously unedited and unpublished lives of Middle Byzantine saints from
Greece, it is possible to review a corpus of contemporary Byzantine bishops in order to establish the kind
of blueprint for such hagiography in and around the late ninth century.®® These include the slightly more
familiar Peter, Bishop of Argos (ca.860-930) (BHG 1504) and Peter’s own funerary oration for
Athanasios, Bishop of Methone (ca.825-899) (BHG 196), and the lesser known and more poorly recorded
saints Theokletos of Bishop of Lakedaimon (ca.800-879) and Demetrianos, Bishop of Kythrea (ca.829-
913) (BHG 495).1¢’

Broadly speaking, and Peter of Argos aside, these saints and their lives or funeral orations lack much of
the richness or detail of their monastic contemporaries and near-contemporaries such as loannikios
(ca.762-846) (BHG 935), the aforementioned Efthymios the Younger (ca.823-898) or Saint Luke (ca.
890-950) (BHG 994), to name but a few.'%® By contrast, some texts | have consulted are much harder to
date including the Life of Theokletos of Lakedaimon, and in other cases the lifetimes of the bishops
themselves remain hard to establish with precision. Thus, | have read these and their overall similarities as
evidence of the kinds of tropes and topoi available, rather than any one specific potential model text for
the VM.

The central elements of these episcopal texts are twofold. The first is the saints’ reluctance to take office,
often due to their previous asceticism.'®® The second is the authors’ praise of the care the bishops took of
their flock, thanks to their various Christian virtues. In the latter, there is a total absence of conversion or
missionary work. It is clearly not perceived as the duty of the bishop. To take but one example, the
Funeral Oration of Athanasios Bishop of Methone, was written sometime in the late ninth or early tenth
century and was probably based on a lost life of the bishop. This is an exceptionally useful text as its
author, Peter, Bishop of Argos, would in turn receive his own hagiography. Thus, this elaborate account
of episcopal virtue, is composed by someone who would in turn themselves be considered episcopally

virtuous.

166 A, Kaldellis, 1. Polemis eds., trans., Saints of Ninth and Tenth Century Greece (Washington, DC, 2019). | am
grateful to Professor Antony Kaldellis and the series editor Dr Alice-Mary Talbot, for letting me see the proofs of
this volume prior to its publication.

167 Theodore of Nicea, The Life of Peter of Argos, eds., trans. A. Kaldellis, I. Polemis, Saints of Ninth and Tenth
Century Greece, pp.117-62. Peter of Argos, Funeral Oration for Athanasios of Methone, in ibid., pp.69-116. The
Life and Miracles of Theokletos of Lakedaimon in ibid., pp.163-256. The Life of Demetrianos of Kythrea, in: H.
Grégoire ed., ‘Saint Demetrianos, évéque de Chytri (ile de Chypre)’, Byzantinische Zeitschrift, 16 (1907), pp.204-
40, pp.217-236 (text).

188 The Life of St loannikios, in Acta Sanctorum Novembris, ed. J. van den Gheyn, vol.2.1 (Brussels, 1894), pp.384-
435; trans. D.F. Sullivan, in ed. Talbot, Byzantine Defenders of Images, pp.243-353; The Life of Efthymios the
Younger, eds., trans. A-M. Talbot R. P. H. Greenfield, Holy Men of Mount Athos (Washington, DC, 2016), pp.1-
126; The Life and Miracles of Saint Luke, eds., trans. C.L. Connor, W. Connor, (Brookline, MA, 1994).

169 E.g.: Life of Demetrianos of Kythrea, p.228-30. Life and Miracles of Theokletos, 4.2, 5. Theodore of Nicaea, Life
of Peter of Argos, 6.1.
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In Peter’s account Anastasios is praised primarily for the care of his community. He is commended for
acquiring the ‘four cardinal virtues, as well as those that follow upon them’, and some abstract examples
of his prudence, temperance, fortitude and justice are given.!’® He is then favourably compared to
classical figures whom he did not resemble: ‘he did not act like Zamolxis’, ‘he did not legislate as Minos
did.’*™ In turn, he is compared to all those biblical figures he did follow and resemble, as ‘his teaching
was sowed into the earth of those who listened and looked at him.’*2 His hospitality resembled Abraham,
he ‘imitated David’s forbearance and pity’, his ‘ardour for preaching the Gospel’ resembled the
disciples.t”™ There is no indication in the text as a whole, and its twofold comparison of Athanasios, that
the act of converting rather than the act of maintaining and strengthening the faith of a flock, was a
necessity for a virtuous bishop. The same general themes are reiterated in the shorter account of the Life
and Miracles of Theokletos, Bishop of Lakedaimon, who probably died around the 879; he is praised for
his faith, generosity and moderation before his miracles are recounted, and in the rather elaborate
description of the Life of Demetrianos of Kythrea, which also commends the former ascetic for his

generosity, care and healing.1"

It was not the case however that conversion work was simply unnecessary in Middle Byzantium. That
there were many heathens left to convert is made clear by the texts themselves, which reveal occasional
acts of conversion. The Life of Peter of Argos, for instance presents conversions as the indirect
consequence of another of his pastoral virtues, namely generosity. The Life discusses a terrible famine in
the Peloponnese, which led to the reserves of flour running out.”® Peter performs a miracle ensuring that

the last jar suffices to feed everyone.

‘“Tadto BpvAlodueva oyedov avd TV O oVPavOV, DINYayeTo Kol BapPdapovg, ol Katd KAEOG Tiig
avTod APETiig APIKVODUEVOL, EEDUVLVTO PEV TO TATPLO, KOl TNV €K Tpoyovev Opnokeiav, i) 6

NUETEPQ peTeTdTTOVTO Kabapduevol Kol petomlortopevol T Osip Aovtpd. e

‘These stories spread almost throughout the whole world and attracted even some barbarians to

him. They came because of the fame of his virtue, and they foreswore their own customs and

170 “Tgc pév odv yevikag obTem Katdpbnosy apsTag kol cOv oToic Tac Emopévag avtaic’, Peter of Argos, Funeral
Oration for Athanasios, 7.1.
11 o0 kabdmep ZapoArEls’, ‘o Mivag Kprtaig vopovg évleic’, Ibid., 8.1.

172 <5 S13acrolkdg Adyog did Ti¢ dpictng mpdtemg &v Tfj TdV dKovovIOV Koi Opdviev Katactelpduevog vii’, Ibid.,
8.2.

113 “Elfhooe koi Aowid 10 dvetikorov kai eildeov’, ‘10 chvrovov &v 16 1od Evayyeliov knpdypott’, Ibid.,
Abraham: 9.1, David: 9.2, Gospel: 10.1.
174 Life and Miracles of Theokletos, 7.1. Miracles: 13-15; Life of Demetrianos, pp.231-2.

175 Theodore of Nicaea, Life of Peter of Argos, 8.1-2.
176 |bid. 9.1.
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ancestral faith and embraced our own, having been cleansed and transformed through holy

baptism.’*"

Peter’s virtues drove people to conversion. He himself, however, did little but tend to his flock. In short,
there is little one can find in the formal genre of episcopal hagiography in the Middle Byzantine period
which seems to have influenced the part of the VM dealing with Methodios’ time in office. Methodios
does initially reject a bishopric when it is offered by the emperor.1® In this early section of the VM he is
perhaps most in line with his Byzantine contemporaries. But there is no protest by Methodios when the
pope appoints him bishop, nor is there any discussion of his pastoral virtues after his appointment. Rather,
the narrative becomes so interspersed with the various challenges that Methodios faces, that aside from
three small instances of his prophetic abilities, the text essentially does not talk about what Methodios
actually did in office, rather than who did or did not support him. The VM’s concerns therefore, are far

removed from the concerns of a middle-Byzantine episcopal hagiographer.

It is not that mission was not a matter of concern, dispute, and consideration in Byzantium however, as
discussed in the chapter concerning the VC. Missionary episcopal hagiography does survive in Middle
Byzantium, but as a very particular and archaising genre. Missionary bishops appear as the ancient
subjects of long, novelistic and often largely mythical hagiographic texts. These kinds of texts are much
harder to date, but at least three existed or were composed in or around the ninth and tenth centuries. The
Life of Saint Pankratios of Taormina recalls the story of Pankratios sent by apostle Peter himself to
evangelise Sicily and must have been written locally in Sicily but found its way to Constantinople in the
late eighth century, and certainly before 814.17° At 250 pages of Greek in its modern edition and double
that with its translation, the account is full of inconsistencies and clearly significantly post-dates the
events it discusses.’®® This kind of delayed, elaborated and often misinformed engagement with late
antique missionary activity is also evident in the aforementioned Life of Apostle Andrew by the Monk
Epiphanios who decided to follow his footsteps, albeit at times dramatically diverging from Andrew’s
route.’8! As, Stallman-Pacitti notes, Epiphanios clearly knew the Life of Pankratios and is one source for
its terminus ante quem.'® Last but not least, Life of St Gregentios of Taphar, most likely compiled

sometime in the tenth century, offers over a hundred and ten pages of Greek in its modern edition, and

T 1bid.

178 VM, 4.6.

179 L ife of Saint Pankratios of Taormina, pp.2-3.

180 |bid., pp.11-16.

181 | ife of Apostle Andrew in: Grecheskie predaniia o apostole Andre, vol.1: Zhitiia, ed. A. Vinogradov, (St
Petersburg, 2005).

182 |_ife of Saint Pankratios of Taormina, p.11.
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narrates a mostly imagined fifth-century mission to Yemen by Bishop Gregentios. ® These dramatic
missions of yesteryear however, whilst at times inter-textually connected with one another, seem to have
never interacted with the expectations of contemporary run of the mill Byzantine bishops. Amidst this
novelistic sub-genre, the VM’s account of Frankish captivity, papal and imperial confirmation appears

rather alien, with its political immediacy, terseness and lack of preoccupation with miraculous deeds.

Thus, the more one explores the nature of Middle Byzantine hagiography, the more misplaced appears the
truism that the VM, must be considered a Byzantine work together with the VC. It is clear, that if one were
to try to explain or situate the VM as a hagiographic monument, one has to look away from Byzantine
literary production.

2.V.2 The Byzantine State in the VM

As noted in the introduction to Part V of this chapter, it is often, albeit not universally, accepted that the
Byzantine state maintained some contact with the Moravian mission after Cyril’s death. This is largely
based on one vague passage in the text, recording a visit Methodios made to Byzantium late in his career
upon the invitation of an unnamed emperor. However, both in this passage and the rest of the VM as a
text, the reality of the Byzantine imperial centre and its elite appear very far away. Rather, what remains
of Byzantine imperial power is a mythical antithesis to the secular Frankish king, who unlike the emperor
(as presented in the VM) consistently disobeys the pope.

As noted earlier, the author of the VM omits specific Byzantine terminology found in the VC such as the
administrative title of Cyril and Methodios’s father. This titular specificity is replaced by the vague
assertion that Methodios ‘was not of a simple, but from both [parents] of a good and honourable
family’.1®* Likewise, in the VC the Khazarian mission is framed as an explicit imperial venture. The
emperor tells Cyril that if he wishes to go alone he would do well, ‘but knowing the imperial (‘tsarskuiu’)
country and honour, go honourably with imperial help.’*® This imperial pride is omitted in the VM, where
the emperor does not speak at all. The narrative simply notes he sent the philosopher and his brother.%
The silencing of the imperial nature of diplomacy and missionary work is done most explicitly with
Moravia. In the VM, the Moravian rulers specifically ask for Slavonic speakers and not Greeks, and the

emperor turns to the brothers due to their non-Greek-ness, noting that in Thessaloniki they speak

183 | ife of Gregentios of Taphar, p.6.

YEE Ke POAA HE XOYAA OTH OEORAOY, Nh BEARMH AOEPA H Yh(ThHA’,VM, 24,
185‘1\11 L[APL(I??Y!‘O APL}KAB?Y EEALKI H YR(Th, YR(TERNO HAH (& LIAPCIYO}O HOMOI.IIHI-O’,
VC, 8.9.

186 ‘mocmaa =cAph MO0 PHAOOPA EPATA Kro Ko 1K03apul’, VM, 4.1
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Slavonic.’® This stands in stark contrast with the aforementioned elevation of the Byzantine state in the

VC, where Rastislav he asks Michael, because ‘it is from you that good law is given to all the regions.’ ¢

Some of these omissions could be accidental, or simply the product of the general shortening of the VC
text in its VM retelling. However, the consistency with which they occur strongly suggests an intentional
erosion of the Byzantine imperial agenda found in the VC. Aside from one mention of the name Michael,
no names, of parents, emperors, Constantinopolitan teachers or other companions are noted in the VM,
nor is there any geographic specificity or description of the route to Khazaria. Even the word
‘Constantinople’ is nowhere to be seen even though the VC makes clear that Cyril spends plenty of time
there and that in the VM’s story, Methodios visiting the emperor would necessitate a visit to
Constantinople.*® In many ways, Byzantium and its eastern neighbours, so central to the VC, feel very far
away in the VM.

The VM remains a messier document than the VC however, because despite diminishing the essential
‘Byzantine-ness’ of the emperor and missionary activities as seen in the VC, imperial power as a concept
is crucial in the VM narrative. But, what of the imperial power in the council synopses? The emperor in
this opening section, as noted above, is constructed and then utilised in the VM as an inheritor of the
Christian prophets and saints, and subsequently as reliable assistant to the formation of Christian
orthodoxy, and to the pope.

I suggest that this emperor, found in the VM is not that emperor, the Byzantine emperor, self-acclaimed
inheritor of Roman territory and Hellenistic learning, found in the VC, nor is he intended to represent the
actual emperor on the ninth-century Constantinopolitan throne. Rather, what we are left with in the VM is
an abstracted, almost mythological imperial hand, which operates at a distance but unequivocally supports
the Methodian mission, in ways that, as the VM is keen to stress, completely align with papal jurisdiction.
This ideal emperor, or ideal secular ruler, serves a key purpose to be contrasted with the much more
immediately felt secular power on the Moravian doorstep, namely the Frankish king or, as the VM calls

him the ‘enemy of the Moravians.’

As noted above, the VM goes to the length of using a letter by Hadrian Il to assert that, while they were
emperor’s messengers, Cyril and Methodios recognised that Moravia was papal territory and went straight

to Rome.'*® On the other hand, the Frankish king ‘together with all [his] bishops’, claims that Methodios

187 VM, 5.1-8.
188 \C, 14.5.
189 VM, 13.

10 VM, 8.4-11.
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is ‘teaching on our land.’*® Rather than concede to Methodios’ claim this is the land of St Peter they
imprison him for two and a half years, until the pope intervenes, forbidding ‘all the king’s bishops’ from
serving mass until they release him.*? Thus, in the VM the emperor does right by the pope whereas the
Frankish king does not, regardless of the fact that in the VC we see no evidence of Cyril or his imperial
patron rushing to appease Rome.

The VM presents the Frankish king and his bishops, both of whom disobey papal authority, as the anti-
power to the pope and emperor of the ecumenical councils presented at the start of the text. The same
‘they’, referring to the king and his bishops, recurs in the text as an amorphous group trying to challenge
Methodios. After his initial arrest, noted above, they are refuted by the pope. A second challenge is posed
and a papal letter once again affirms that Methodios is legitimate.®® Immediately after this, the
unspecified ‘they’, presumably the king and his bishops again, claim that ‘the emperor is angry with him
[Methodios], and if he were to find him, he would not have his life.”** Instead of anger, the emperor,
unnamed, writes to Methodios expressing a desire to see him. Upon his arrival, presumably in

Constantinople, the text notes:

‘AEHE X¢ IEARIIN KMOY TAMO MNPHMTE H (kB YR(TRH [E(APE
E¢AHIKOW H pPAAOCTRH H O0YYE¢HNH¢ KI0 MOXEAALR, OVARPRKA O0Th
OYYE¢NHIKE KI0 MOMA H A3SMKONA (kR KNHICAMH. BE(H EOAK KIr0
(RTBOPH KAHIS0O X0TE H H¢ 0CAOVIIARER NH 0 YROOMEX¢' >, 0OEARWEAR H
OAApPEL E¢ARMH MPOEOAH H MAKKI (AABRNO A0 (ROKIO0 CTOAA. Tas0 XK¢

H nATPHAPx'L’l%

‘And immediately he [the emperor] received him who had come, and the emperor praised his
teaching with great honour and joy, and he took a priest and a deacon with books from his
[Methodios’] students. He carried out all his desires and did not disobey him concerning
anything, and he embraced him and gave him many presents, and once again, he gloriously sent

him to his throne. And likewise, the patriarch.’

Pl‘yr ¢B BBRCEMH EMHCISOVITH, RSO “NA NALII¢H 0EAACTH O\(’YHI.I.IH”’,VM,Q.]..

EL(H IKOPOAKEH enHuiO\(nH’, VM, 10.1.

198yMm, 12.5.

194 ‘L[’BCAPL CA NHA HB TN’ EBATLhR, AA Al.l.le H OEPAI.I.IETL, NHE(THh KMO\(’ KHRBROTA
HMmkTH’, Ibid,, 13.1.

195 A slightly peculiar phrase. The critical apparatus of Grivec and Toms3i¢’s edition suggests the meaning to be, a
variation on the previous phrase: ‘imperator ei de omnibus credidit’ (‘the emperor trusted him on all matters)’. This
seems to make most sense. Constantinus et Methodius, eds. Grivec, Tomsi¢, p.163 n.11.

196 VM, 13.1-6.

192 ¢
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Studies of the text often discuss this affair as an authentic historical event, in line with a general
assumption that the Byzantine state was in contact with the Moravian mission. They insert the names of
emperor Basil | and Patriarch Photios, and date it to ca.880, prior to a trip Methodios makes to Rome
which is recorded in papal letters.t%’

As already argued by Sergei Ivanov, however, there is little evidence of a consistent and coherent
imperial missionary ideology in ninth-century Byzantium.!® Rather, as | have sought to show in Chapter
1, mission was a matter of serious intellectual contention. Moreover, not a word of the Moravian mission
survives in Greek language texts. Were it not for this vague passage, it would be easy to assume that
certainly by the time Methodios was appointed by the pope, if not before, the Byzantine state apparatus
was not interested or involved in the region. No protest is made after Methodios’ successors are expelled,

and presumably the Latin rite is reintroduced.®

As Ivanov has demonstrated, a much clearer imperially sponsored missionary agenda can be discerned by
the early to mid-tenth century, not least with the mission to Alania sponsored by the Patriarch Nicholas
Mystikos.?® This agenda is evident also in the representation of emperors, whose missionary prowess
starts to be highly commended. In his tenth-century biography, the Vita Basili, the ninth-century emperor
Basil | is praised profusely for converting the Slavs of the Western Balkans. 2! It is this tenth-century
image of Basil, and conception of missionary work more generally, that informs Dvornik and
Obolensky’s imposition of Basil as a historical figure upon the VM text. Yet, credited though Basil is with
the conversion of Slavs in the western Balkans, there is no mention of Moravia or Methodios in the Vita
Basili. Had such an event occurred, | see no reason why it would not have been a perfect addition to the

narrative of the tenth-century hagio-biographer.

With all this in mind, and as discussed in the introduction, high political context is not always the best
source of information when trying to understand the meanings of texts. Rather, the account of the VM is
better explained within rather than without the text. First and foremost, one cannot ignore its vagueness.
Neither emperor, nor patriarch, who seems to come to the author as an afterthought, are named. In the VC

by contrast, although the current patriarch is not, emperor Michael and the iconoclast patriarch John VII

197 E.g. Istrin, 1001 let slavianskoi pismenosti, p.42; Grivec, Slovanska Apostola, pp.67-8; Vlasto, Entry of Slavs,
pp.76-7; Dvornik, Byzantine Missions, p.171; Obolensky, The Byzantine Commonwealth, pp.145-6.

198 |vanov, “Pearls before Swine 7, p.92.

199 Also noted in: Ibid.

200 |bid., pp.107-127.

201 |bid., pp.103-106. Theophanes Continuatus, Vita Basilli, in: Chronographiae quae Theophanis Continuati
nomine fertur liber quo vita Basilii imperatoris aplectitur, ed., trans. I. Sevéenko, (Berlin, 2011), 54. Some of the
Slavs of the western Balkans are coincidentally twice converted in another text associated with Constantine
Porophyrogenitus’ circle, first by Heraklios and then by Basil. Constantine Porphyrogennetos, De administrando
Imperio, 31 (Heraklios), 29 (Basil).
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are named. But secondly and more importantly, the VM’s portrayal of the emperor is once again in line
with the author’s presentation of imperial secular authority as the ideal subordinate to papal authority, and

as the antithesis of Frankish political authority.

It is by no means incidental that the whole visit to the Byzantine emperor is introduced by an accusation
from the Frankish opposition, the elusive ‘they’ which stands in for the king and his bishops. As noted
thus far, the Frankish king and his bishops are painted in the VM as an enemy to Moravia, constantly
challenging and questioning Methodios' position. The pope and emperor, on the other hand, are
established from the outset as the only sources of legitimate authority, which is constantly there to refute
challenges. This brief account of imperial support after Frankish challenge, comes immediately after a
more substantial account of papal support in response to another episode of Frankish hostility.?%

The image of imperial power in the VM, therefore, is abstract and distant, but appears conveniently only
to reassert its unequivocal support for Methodios, in harmony with the pope. The model, as set up in the
initial account of ecumenical councils, in which the emperor agrees with the pope, is never broken in the
VM. This is an incredibly simplified image of Byzantine-papal relations in the late ninth century, which
were in fact riddled with conflicts over the jurisdiction of Bulgaria and ordination of Patriarch Photios.?*
Thus, the VM’s formulation of imperial power is made entirely in refutation of a more local, real, and

threatening secular authority found in the Frankish kingdom.

But this is by no means to suggest that Moravia shows no signs of contact with Byzantium, in perhaps
less formalised or centralised ways. Recent archaeological work has demonstrated that the lands
associated with Great Moravia, across modern day Hungary, Austria, the Czech Republic and Slovakia
reveal a mixed material culture with influences considered ‘western’, Carolingian or other, but also
‘eastern’, or Byzantine.?®* For instance, in the early period of Christianisation, eighth to early ninth
centuries, burial archaeology reveals men wearing late Avar, or early Carolingian belts and Viking-style
axes. Yet we find women decorating themselves with gold and silver rings, and buttons which have been
named ‘Byzantine-oriental jewellery’ or jewellery of the Veligrad or Staré Mésto type.?® Glass object

finds from throughout the ninth century reveal a similar cultural crossroads, with some items, like funnels

202 yM, 12.

203 See: Simeonova, Diplomacy of the Letter and the Cross.

204 See for instance, as well as a number of other individual site summaries in the volume: H. Herold, ‘Gars-Thunau,
Austria’, in P. Koufil ed., Great Moravia and the Beginnings of Christianity (Brno, 2014), p.233-9.

205, Galugka, ‘Christianity in the Period of Byzantine Mission and the Archbishopric of Methodios on the Basis of
Archaeological Sources in the Area of Veligrad- Staré Mésto and Uherské Hradisté’, in Koufil ed., The Cyril and
Methodius Mission and Europe, p.75.
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and globular beakers, showing contact with the Carolingians, but others such as fragments of lamps, were

made from the basic type of Byzantine glass.?%

Perhaps less surprisingly, the material culture of religions points to the same. Whilst Polacek has stressed
that recent archaeological work has led to the re-dating to the late ninth century of a large number of
churches in Mikul¢ice which were originally thought to be pre-mission, Galuska identifies at least four
churches which already stood before the Cyrillo-Methodian mission.?” Even at these earlier sites,
commingling is clear: a small lead cross pendant with a picture of Christ and a Greek liturgical inscription
on the obverse was found in a grave at Uherské Hradisté, which is considered to be an earlier Christian

site.2%8

However, such materials are neither reducible to the Moravian mission alone, nor to centralised
imperially guided interactions. It is highly likely that contact and exchange persisted between people,
pilgrims and merchants. But they do not necessarily offer any insight into whether this Moravian milieu
and the Greek sources available to it, continued to maintain active contact with Byzantium, as a polity and
its political, intellectual and literate cultures. As | have sought to show, it seems most likely that it did not.
While Greek, clearly remained present and known in the milieu from which this text emerges, there was a
significant discontinuity in knowledge about and contact with, firstly, Byzantine literary models and
conventions, and secondly, with the Byzantine imperial elite. In what follows, | argue for a Latinate

model for the VM as a hagiography, and a Latin language text as its intended opponent.
2.VI THE LIFE OF METHODIOS AS NINTH-CENTURY ARGUMENT: THE LATIN WEST

This section posits that Western textual models and intellectual contexts best explain the VM as a text. It
no longer deals with texts that are cited or referred to explicitly in the VM. Rather it moves onto the
second and third types of contextualisation carried out in this thesis: what I refer to in the introduction as
the generic and the intellectual and inter-textual. As discussed in the introduction, the purpose of these
contextualisations is to offer insight, on the one hand, into the author and textual community which
produced the text and, on the other, into the discursive milieu which the VM targeted. Firstly, | break new
ground in seeking to firmly situate the VM in the corpus of Latin episcopal hagiography. Parts VI1.1.1 and

VI1.1.2 of this chapter focus on the formal qualities of Latin missionary hagiography. Part VI1.1.3 situates

206 |_, Galuska, et al, ‘The Glass of Great Moravia: Vessel and Window Glass, and Small Objects’, The Journal of
Glass Studies, 54 (2012), pp.61-92.

207 Galugka, ‘Christianity in the Period of Byzantine Mission’, p.76-77; L. Pol4cek, ‘Great Moravian Sacral
Architecture. New Research, New Questions’, in Koutil ed., The Cyril and Methodius Mission and Europe, p.71.
208 Galugka, ‘Christianity in the Period of Byzantine Mission’, Fig.6.
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the VM within this corpus to illuminate the particular approach the author of the VM takes to structure

authority. This completes my generic analysis.

Secondly, | engage with non-hagiographic texts which offer insight into the intellectual and inter-textual
context surrounding the composition of the VM. Part V1.2 explores the relationship between the VM and
the Conversio Bagoariorum et Carantanorum. Part V1.3 assesses the authenticity of papal actors
presented in the text and offers explanations for their use, through an analysis of surviving contemporary
papal letters and registers.

Unlike the scarcity of research on the VM in the context of Latin hagiography, recognising that Frankish
and papal politics influenced the shape of the Life has been long accepted in scholarship and become ever
more prominent in recent years. 2°° This thesis remains a textual study however, and, unlike the bulk of
the literature on this topic, this inquiry will not be concerned with weighing the reliability of the VM
alongside other texts to establish more clearly the events that occurred. Rather, it is taken as a given that
texts, hagiographical or other, are not solipsistic literary exercises, but political acts with particular
historicised agendas. As such, | ask what the author of the VM was trying to do with their text, and how
they sought to affect their socio-political environment.

2.V1.1 The VM as a Latinate Hagiography
2.V1.1.1 Carolingian Missionary Hagiography

The Latin church’s tradition of hagiography in the early medieval period was thriving. Walter Berschin
has listed two hundred texts dating to the Carolingian period, ca.750-920, of which 155 are biographies or
martyrdoms.?!® Jan Wood’s study of missionary lives, notes twenty-one vitae more or less explicitly
concerned with missionary activity or conversion, and in almost all cases focused on bishops, all dated to

the eighth and ninth centuries.?* Wood’s major study does not give the VM the same kind of

209 The papal political context was already considered central in: Vaviinek, Staroslovénské Zivoty, p.86; Dvornik,
Byzantine Missions to the Slavs, pp.131-59; Simeonova, Diplomacy of the Letter and the Cross, pp.272, 296-318;
Floria, Skazaniia, pp.54-7. But Betti’s is one of the first studies to look at the mission from the papal court, The
Making of Christian Moravia. This is in line with a general trend mentioned in the introduction to look westward
and integrate Moravia and Pannonia into Frankish/Carolingian and therefore ‘European’ politics, both in recent
Czech and in recent Croatian scholarship.

20 K. Gibson, ‘The Carolingian World through Hagiography’, History Compass, 13-12 (2015), p.630.

211 For a table with all the relevant saints and authors’ names, dates and locations see: Wood, The Missionary Life,
p.52.
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hagiographical treatment as his Latin corpus, even if elsewhere in his work he does make clear the need to
add ‘to the Latin texts [...] that of Methodios.’?? This is what this study seeks to achieve.

There is no place in this thesis for a sustained study of the whole Latinate missionary corpus, but this
section begins by pointing out some of its general characteristics. This is not to give this corpus a
‘spurious uniformity’, nor to obscure the localised hagiographic traditions of particular regions, like
Brittany or the localised purposes of particular texts like the Life of Anskar.?** Nonetheless, some
schematic outlines help illustrate how different the Latin tradition was from its Byzantine contemporary,
and how this may offer a much better context for the composition of the VM.

The interest in the hagiography of mission, unlike in Byzantium’s Life of Pankratios, Life of Andrew and
Life of Gregentios of Taphar, was not only a matter of revisiting historic figures, although this was a part
of the project. This is shown by Alcuin’s ca.796 Life of Willibrord, depicting a saint who lived sometime
between ca.658-738, or the anonymous Life of Willehad (written ca.840-55), who died in ca.789.2%
However, the tradition also had an ongoing concern with contemporary figures, with texts written no
more than a generation or two after the saint’s life. Willibald’s Life of Boniface was written ca.768, not
long after the saint’s death in ca.754 and Huneburg of Heidenheim’s Hodoeporikon of Saint Willibald
was written sometime before 786, when Willibald, her brother, was still alive.?*> Rimbert’s Life of Anskar
was composed nearly contemporaneously with the VM, written shortly, perhaps several months, after the
saint’s death in 865 but certainly before Rimbert’s death in 876.21

In addition to the fact that Latin churchmen and women regularly produced episcopal hagiography of

mission in the eighth and ninth century, it is clear that this corpus was deeply intertwined, both inter-

2121, Wood, ‘The Latin Hagiography of Mission from Rimbert to Bruno of Querfurt’, in Koutil ed., The Cyril and
Methodius Mission and Europe, p.35.

213 1. Wood, ‘The Use and Abuse of Latin Hagiography in the Medieval West’, in E. Chrysos, et al eds., East and
West: Modes of Communication, Proceedings of the First Plenary Conference at Merida (Leiden, 1999), p.99; J.
Smith, ‘Oral and Written: Saints, Miracles, and Relics in Brittany, ¢.850-1250’, Speculum, 65 (1990), esp. pp.315-6.
214 Alcuin, The Life of Willibrord, in Vita Willibrordi, archiepiscopi Traiectensis, ed. W. Levison, in MHG,
Scriptores rerum Merowingicarum, 7 (Hanover, 1920), pp.81-141; Alcuin, Life of Willibrord, trans. C. Talbot, in
SC, pp.189-211; The Life of Willehad, in Das Leben des hl. Willehad, Bischof von Bremen, und die Beschreibung
der Wunder an seinem Grabe, ed. A. Répke, (Bremen, 1982); Life of Willehad, trans. P. Potter, T. Noble, in SC,
pp.281-91.

215 Wood, The Missionary Life, pp.61-5; Willibald, The Life of Boniface, in Vita Bonifatii auctore Willibaldo, ed. W.
Levison, MGH, Scriptores Rerum Germanicarum in Usum Scholarum, Vitae Sancti Bonifatii Archiepiscopi
Moguntini (Hanover, 1905), pp.1-58; Willibald, Life of Boniface, trans. C. Talbot, in SC, pp.107-140; Huneberc of
Heidenheim, The Life of Willibald, in Vita Willibaldi episcopi Eischstetensis et vita Wynnebaldi abbatis
Heidenheimensis auctore sanctimoniale Heidenheimensis, ed. O. Holder-Egger, MGH, Scriptores, vol. 15.1
(Hanover, 887), pp.80-117; Huneberc of Heidenheim, The Hodoeporicon of Saint Willibald, trans. C. Talbot, in SC,
pp.141-164.

216 Wood, The Missionary Life, p.125. Rimbert, The Life of Anksar, in Quellen des 9. und 11. Jahrhunderts zur
Geschichte der Hamburgischen Kirche und der Reiches, ed. W. Trillmich, (Darmstadt, 1961), pp.16-133. Anskar,
Apostle of the North, 801-865, trans. C. H. Robinson, (London, 1921).
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textually and inter-personally. On the one hand, saints were either related, as in the case of Hugeburg’s
brothers Willibald and Wynnebald, or are said to have known each other, as a large number of them came
from Anglo-Saxon England (e.g. Boniface, Willibrord, Willehad) and went to Frisia or Saxony, aware of
the legacy of others. On the other, the texts commemorating them are clearly aware of and using other
vitae from the corpus. As illustrated in a diagram by Wood, this produces a deeply inter-connected body
of texts, concentrated in three clusters: the Bonifatian, hence, for instance, the Life of Boniface being used
in the Life of Willibald; the Willibrordian, as for instance the Life of Willibrord being used by the Life of
Willehad; and the Anskarian, with the Life of Anskar being used in the Life of Rimbert his hagiographer
and successor.?t’ Regardless of the saint’s background, the texts were written not in Anglo-Saxon
England or Rome, but either in the north of the Frankish territories, like Minster and Bremen, in the

centre, like Mainz, Wiirzburg, Fulda and Heidenheim, or the east, in places like Freising and Salzburg.?®

With this kind of broad structural outline at hand, the similarities with the VM appear rather striking. A
foreign saint, not native to the land they are assigned, arrives from afar with some papal approval and
wavering cooperation from the local rulers, to tend to the conversion of the people. This description is
more or less true, despite the particularities of each text, of Boniface, Willibrord, Willehad, Anskar and
Methodios. Boniface from Wessex, and Willibrord and Willehad from Northumbria all arrived initially in
Frisia and then moved on to other parts from central Germany. Anskar from Corbie, near Amiens was
sent to Denmark and Sweden. Methodios, albeit from the east, was sent from Thessaloniki or Bithynia to

the lands of the Moravians.

When considered alongside the VM the inter-textuality of the Latin corpus is also rather striking,
especially in the direct use and re-integration of hagiographical material related to a saint’s predecessor.
Scholars have never questioned why it is that the VM uses the VC, simply assuming that it was the case
that Methodios was present in Cyril’s missions. But, as | have sought to demonstrate, in the VM
Methodios is in fact inserted quite disruptively into the material of the VC, where he is almost absent.
This begs the question: why did the author turn to a pre-existing life, and use the VC text as a starting

point, stressing the unity between Cyril and Methodios?

This kind of inter-textual continuity was much less usual in the relevant Byzantine hagiographical corpus
reviewed. The only comparable example that comes from the Middle Byzantine period is the Life of
Joseph the Hymnographer, an ascetic saint, which stresses his connection with his saintly mentor Gregory

of Dekapolis.?*® In an episcopal context, even when scholars suggest that the episcopal hagiographies

217 Wood, The Missionary Life, p.53.
218 For a table with all locations: Ibid. p.52.
219 |_ife of Joseph the Hymnographer, 5-6.
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such as that of Theokletos of Lakedaimon, are written later by a bishop seeking to honour a predescessor
on the episcopal throne, the text itself starts and stops with the life of the bishop, not with the see more
generally.??® More often than not Byzantine saints and bishops in particular seem to source their

legitimacy from their own actions alone.

To the contrary, the Latin texts reviewed here commonly stress continuity and connection through use of
existing hagiographies of worthy predecessors. As Wood notes, the Life of Rimbert (865-76), Eigil’s Life
of Sturm (ca.794-800) and Liudger’s Life of Gregory (786/800-04) are all ‘as concerned with the master
as with his pupil’, but the lives of Willibald and Willehad, too, regularly feature the figure of Boniface
and stress knowledge and continuation of his work.??* The former, in particular, makes much of Rimbert’s
relationship to Anskar whose vita he wrote. It stresses that upon noticing him and his learning,

‘immediately, the great bishop [Anskar] established him to be an indivisible companion of his mission.’%?2

And later, that ‘they had one heart, one soul, one spirit, one faith always.’??®

The use of a saint as a predecessor to make claims to sanctity is not dissimilar from what the VM does
with the VC. Taking Cyril, as the first man the emperor sends to Moravia, the author both inserts
Methodios and distributes Cyril’s work to him, but he also has Cyril stress that the two brothers were
‘carrying one yoke.’ It is perfectly possible that the decision to start from the VC when composing the VM
was as much informed by the models of contemporary hagiography in Latin available at the Moravian
bishopric, as by the political circumstances which made Cyril a good person with whom to affiliate
Methodios. I will return to the particular political reasons why the author may have sought to strengthen a

connection with Cyril in parts V1.2 and V1.3 of this chapter.
2.V1.1.2 The Pope in Latin Hagiography

It is important to note that the Latin corpus, although interconnected, is not static. There was clear change
over time amongst these texts and their concerns.??* In particular, the corpus reveals changing
relationships between the papacy, Frankish secular and ecclesiastical authority and the missionaries

themselves, and these are crucial to better situating the VM as a text.

220 jfe of Theokletos of Lakedaimon.

221 |bid. p.134. The Life of Rimbert in Vita Rimbertii, ed. G. Waitz, MGH, Scriptores Rerum Germanicarum, 55
(Hanover, 1884); Eigil, The Life of Sturm, in Die Vita Sturmi des Eigil von Fulda: literarkritisch-historische
Untersuchung und Edition, ed. P. Engelbert, (Rome, 1968); Eigil, The Life of Saint Sturm, trans. C. H. Talbot, in SC,
pp.165-187; The Life of Willehad.

222 ‘mox eum domnus episcopus indivisiblem suae legationis comitem esse constituit’, Life of Rimbert, 5.

223 ‘cor unum et anima una, unus spiritus et una fides erat semper in eis’, Ibid., 9.

224 \Wood notes for instance, the decline of Scandinavian missionary hagiography at the end of the ninth century. The
Missionary Life, pp.136-7.
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In what follows, | demonstrate how early Frankish missionary hagiography gave a prominent role to the
papacy in missionary work, albeit always in harmony with local and in particular Frankish political
authority. This underwent a change during the ninth century, as noted by Conrad Leyser, when Frankish
churchmen and women start to make pronounced use of the Register of Pope Gregory the Great and
assume leadership in missionary activity.?? I show that the Frankish polity’s claims to be carrying out the
work of Pope Gregory also manifest themselves in the hagiography of the ninth century, where
missionary work is led by local rulers and only supported by the papacy. The ninth century, as Leyser
notes, also saw a papal response, culminating in the commissioning of Life of Gregory by Pope John
VI11.22 This response too, | seek to argue, was profoundly hagiographical. It is in the context of these
changes and opposing camps of missionary ideology that we can best situate the VM as a text, and its

choice of genre and allegiance.
2.V1.1.2.1 The Early Missionaries

The Life of Boniface by Willibrord was written at the request of Bishop Lull and in the context of
particular local diocesan politics between Mainz and Fulda, rather than in the context of grand mission.??”
Nonetheless, the pope is a crucial source of authority. The saint first arrives in Frisia at a time of quarrel
between the Frisian and Frankish king; this results in the rebuilding of shrines and Boniface’s return
home.??® His second trip is directly sanctioned by Rome, which he visits on pilgrimage, speaks with
Gregory II and is later asked to make a ‘report on the savage people of Germany’ concerning ‘whether the
untilled fields of their hearts were ready to receive the seed of preaching.’ 22 He then turns down an offer
of episcopal office by Willibrord, but later accepts one from Rome as ‘he dared not contradict so great a
pontiff sitting on the apostolic see.’? This leads to his ordination to a bishopric without a see.?*! The
pope permeates the Life of Boniface, with a specific section devoted to the succession of Gregory Ill, and
the insistence that much like Gregory 11, this pope too offered his vocal support for Boniface.?? Secular
Frankish rule in contrast is supportive, whether that be Charles or Carloman, but at times its politics can

be obtrusive, as in the case of the quarrel between Charles and Radbod. 2 It is the pope who puts

225 Leyser, ‘The Memory of Gregory the Great’, pp.182-5.

226 |bid. pp.187, 191-2.

227 J. Palmer, ‘The “Vigorous Rule” of Bishop Lull: between Bonifatian Mission and Carolingian Church Control’,
Early Medieval Europe, 13 (2005), esp. pp.260-8. On the Life of Boniface as not primarily a missionary text: Wood,
The Missionary Life, pp.64-5.

228 \Willibald, Life of Boniface, 4.

229 <3 inspiciendos inmanissimos Germaniae populos’, ‘ut an inculta cordium arva, euangelico arata vomere,
praedicationis recipere semen voluissent, consideraret’, Ibid., 5.

230 ‘quia contradicere huic tanto pontifici apostolico sedi praelato non auderet’, Ibid., 5-6.

231 |bid., 6.

232 | bid.

233 |bid., 5.
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Boniface under ‘the protection and devotion’ (‘munime ac devotione’) of Charles even if in reality his
activity was probably just as much tied to kings; during the Carolingian church synods, the Life stresses,
Boniface remained a ‘legate of the Roman church and the apostolic see.’?** Thus in the Life of Boniface,
papal power permeates ecclesiastical politics. Only once this is attained, can local patronage from secular

rulers be secured.

The same representation of authority is found in the slightly more peculiar Life of Willibald, a significant
part of which is a hodoeporikon, or relation of his voyage to Jerusalem.?> Written by his sister, Huneberc
of Heidenheim, it records Willibald’s subsequent settlement in a Benedictine monastery and his visit to
Rome with his Spanish monk-cum-companion, Petronax.*® Once again, papal authority trumps local
ecclesiastical authority. Boniface asks the pope that Willibald be sent to him and leave the monastery of
Saint Benedict, but Willibald wishes to check with his abbot. The pope insists that his command was
sufficient permission and Willibald pledges to go in accordance with the pope’s wishes.?®" It is Boniface
who ultimately makes Willibald a bishop, but the pope looms large and secular power is essentially

absent beyond a fleeting mention of Duke Odilo.?*®
2.V1.1.2.2 The Carolingian Transformations

Although Carolingian hagiography has received ‘less attention from historians than the eras that preceded
or followed’, one of its most studied projects is that of Alcuin and his contemporaries at the court of
Charlemagne.?®® Crucially, in the words of Felice Lifshitz, the rewriting processes at the court of
Charlemagne were not simply a matter of tidying up grammar, but a question of re-writing early medieval
texts ‘because the latter clashed with their own historical perspectives.’?*® One major change was on the
question of missionary work. Wood pinpoints the Life of Willibrord by Alcuin as a blueprint for
missionary ideology, and the first life to be ‘specifically concerned with mission.”?** The fact this

blueprint emerged from the imperial rather than papal centre had clear consequences for the role of papal

234 ‘Romanae ecclesiae sedis que apostolicae legatus’, Ibid., 6, 8; Wood, The Missionary Life, pp.57, 131.

2% Huneberc of Hedenheim, Life of Willibald; Wood, The Missionary Life, p.64.

2% Huneberc of Hedenheim, Life of Willibald, 5.

237 ‘jllumque sine sollicitudinis amibiguitate securum cum suae iussionis licentia oboedientialiter pergere precepit
[...] Confestimque tunc Willibaldus sacris sermonum exortationis consensum atque effectum se spontanee
perpetrare, respondit’. Ibid.

238 | bid.

239 A. Bosworth, ‘Learning from the Saints: Ninth-Century Hagiography and the Carolingian Renaissance’, History
Compass, 8 (2010), p.1056.

20 F, Liftshitz, ‘Beyond Positivism and Genre: “Hagiographical” Texts as Historical Narrative’, Viator, 25 (1994),
p.99.

241 Wood, The Missionary Life, pp.85-90, esp.p.90.
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authority in local missionary affairs, in the case of Alcuin particularly to do with the territory of the

collapsed Avar polity.?*?

The Life of Willehad is perhaps the most useful distillation of these changes, precisely because it tells an
eighth-century story related to the Bonifatian mission to Saxony and Frisia but does so in a significantly
re-focused ninth-century way. Similar trends are witnessed, however, in other texts about contemporary
mission like the Life of Anskar.?**> Written sometime ca.838-850s, the anonymous Life of Willehad was
composed at Echternach, a monastic centre with no access to missionary fields, and as Wood argues, it
uses Willehad as a vehicle for Alcuin-ate ideas.?** The structural similarities with the Life of Boniface are
perhaps intentional but their re-casting is clear. Willehad is said to leave Anglo-Saxon England not with
the permission of his abbot, as Boniface did, but with the permission of the king of the Angles,
Alchred.?® Subsequently he travels to Frisia, and nearby regions, not simply reviewing the land as
Boniface does until he is given papal appointment, but preaching and converting, as if the king’s
dispensation sufficed.?*® The Life of Boniface next takes the saint to Rome to receive papal approval and
be sent north, but the Life of Willehad sees Charlemagne invite the saint instead, and having ‘received him
reverently and honourably’ (‘honorifice ac reverenter suscipiens’), he ‘sent him to Saxony to the region
that is called Wigmodia’ to build churches and convert the people there.?*” When royal quarrel brought
his mission in Saxony to an end, Willehad finally made a visit to Rome.?* In place of papal appointment
or pallium, Willehad mourns those lost in Saxony and having received nothing other than ‘the consolation
of the venerable Pope Hadrian’ (‘consolatione venerabilis papae Adriani’), the text notes, ‘the servant of
God departed and returned joyfully to Francia.’?*® Later with Charlemagne’s council and approval he sets
off to Wigmodia, and the text stresses that ‘the excellent prince [Charles] [...] had Willehad the servant of
God consecrated bishop.’?? It is not the case therefore that missionary work was opposed or at odds with

the papacy but simply that in ninth-century Carolingian hagiography its actors were no longer represented

242 |bid., p.85; Reimitz, ‘Conversion and Control’, pp.189-206.

243 In the Life of Anksar, the establishment of the archbishopric of Bremen is presented as King Louis’ decision to
follow upon the plan of Charlemagne, not the pope. Anskar is made archbishop of this Bremen see, and it is only ‘in
order that these arrangements should be permanently established’, that the emperor sends Anskar to the pope. This is
a complete reversal of the Life of Boniface where it is Gregory 11 who sends the saint, Boniface, to the secular ruler
Charles. Rimbert, Life of Anskar, 12-3; Willibald, Life of Boniface, 6.

244 \Wood, The Missionary Life, pp.90-1.

245 Wwillibald, Life of Boniface, 4; Life of Willehad, 1.

246 Willibald, Life of Boniface, 4; Life of Willehad, 3-4.

247 ‘misit in partes Saxoniae ad pagum qui dicitur Wigmodia’, Life of Willehad, 5.

248 |bid., 6.

249 <servus Dei gaudens repedabat in Frantiam’, Ibid., 7.

250 ‘memoratus praecellentissimus princeps, [...] servum Dei Willehadum consecrari fecit episcopum’, Ibid., 8.
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as legates of the apostolic see, as the Life of Boniface makes clear, but legates of Frankish imperial

power. 2!
2.V1.1.2.3 The Papal Response

In the early medieval Carolingian realms, hagiographic output was clearly a political medium through
which to express, construct or project a state of social and political hierarchy desirable to authors and their
communities. And as such this use of hagiography ought to be considered a part of the same project
which, as Leyser notes, made the Register of Gregory the Great an indispensable resource in the early
ninth century for the creation of a range of institutions like new bishoprics and monasteries in the

Frankish polity, and especially in Charlemagne’s circle.??

Hagiography was clearly considered as a political tool with equal potency by the papacy, as it formed a
significant part of the response to the aforementioned Carolingian missionary claims. What Leyser calls
the papacy’s attempt to ‘take control of the memory’ of Gregory from the Frankish courts manifested
itself in a burst of textual production, which was overwhelmingly hagiographical, and which was
concentrated precisely in the mid to late ninth century, contemporaneous with the establishment of the

Moravian bishopric and compilation of the VM.

This exclusively papal-centred hagiographical output was both interested in reclaiming former
apostolicism and praising contemporary papal missionary activity. Four texts attest to this ninth-century
papal response, and perhaps somewhat suspiciously all four have been associated more or less explicitly
with one author, John Immonides, a deacon and one of the ‘most important cultural figures at the Papal
curia’ who served under Pope Nicholas, Hadrian Il and John V111.252 The first text written by Immonides
is the Life of Gregory which is also the first recorded instance of Pope Gregory acquiring the epithet ‘the
great’.>® The text, possibly ‘the longest saint’s life in early medieval Europe’, was explicitly
commissioned around 873 by Pope John VIII, the only pope whose correspondence with Methodios in
Moravia survives, at around the same time that John requested that his own correspondence be kept in the
model of Gregory’s Register.?® The second text associated with John Immonides is the Life and Miracles
of Saint Clement, mentioned in Chapter 1, which had been requested by and was ultimately completed by

Gauderic of Villetri sometimes after Immonides’ death, but before 882, when John VIII was assassinated,

21 Willibald, Life of Boniface, 6.

252 L eyser, ‘The Memory of Gregory the Great’, pp.182-5.

253 ‘uno dei personaggi di maggior rilevanza culturale presso la Curia pontificia’, P. Chiesa, ‘Giovanni Diacono’,
Dizionario Biografico degli Italiani, vol.56 (2001) (http://www.treccani.it/biografie/), (last accessed: October 2019).
254 John Immonides, Life of Gregory, in MPL, vol. 45, pp.62-242; J. Latham, ‘Inventing Gregory “the Great™:
Memory, Authority and the Afterlives of the Letania Septiformis’, Church History, 84 (2015), p.11.

25 Leyser, ‘The Memory of Gregory the Great’, pp.189, 191-2.
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as it is dedicated to the pope.?®® This text was written shortly after the arrival of the relics brought by
Cyril, and was clearly at the very least papally supported if not sponsored. It is associated with members
of the highest echelons of the papal curia, namely Anastasius the Librarian who helped by translating
Greek texts and Immonides himself. 2

Production of papal hagiography for earlier figures the curia wished to reclaim occurred at the same time
as the framing of contemporary figures in their image. The third and fourth texts which form part of this
papal response are the biographical notices for Pope Nicholas | and Pope Hadrian I, which survive
anonymously in the Liber Pontificalis but have been variously assigned to John Immonides and
Anastasius the Librarian.?® These mark a significant break with the earliest papal biographies in the
Liber. Whoever the author, their innovative agenda is in part to do with the role of the papacy in
missionary activity. Parting from the established convention of simply listing building works, the Liber
texts are eager to stress the ‘Gregorian’ qualities of both popes, and offer accounts of their attempts to
bring Bulgaria under papal jurisdiction.?®® This was in line with Pope Nicholas’ conscious choice to evoke
Gregory’s works profusely in his famous Letter to Boris of Bulgaria.?®® That this was a successful
association for Nicholas seems clear in the dream sequence of Immonides’ Life of Gregory, in which a
mysterious bishop, now generally identified as Formosus, tries to stop Immonides’ work, but Gregory
himself appears together with ‘Pope Nicholas of venerable memory’ and chases the bishop away.?!

Already by the 870s, Nicholas was remembered as Gregory’s right hand man.

The accounts of mission in the Liber texts are much more akin to the early Bonifatian hagiographies than

to the Carolingian rewritings of mission, but their total silence on the role of the Franks in the Bulgarian

26 |_ife and Miracles of Saint Clement, pp.1-165.

257 On the prominence of Anastasius: R. Forrai, The Interpreter of Popes: the Translation Project of Anastasius
Bibliothecarius (PhD Thesis, Central European University, 2008), pp.1-4.

258 Notice for Nicholas I, 107.1-83 in Le Liber Pontificalis, ed. L. Duchesne, pp.131-72; The Lives of the Ninth
Century Popes, trans. R. Davis, pp.205-49; Notice for Hadrian Il, 108.1-109 in Le Liber Pontificalis, ed. L.
Duchense, pp.173-91; The Lives of the Ninth Century Popes, trans. R. Davis, pp.259-92. On the association with
Immonides: Chiesa, ‘Giovanni Diacono.’

259 Noted by: Betti, The Making of Christian Moravia, p.44. The various breaks in the patchwork text of the Notice
for Nicholas, are noted in The Lives of the Ninth Century Popes, p.189. On the conversion of the Bulgarians: Notice
for Nicholas, 69-75. Notice for Hadrian, 12-3, 47-59, 61-4.

260 pope Nicholas I, Letter to Boris of Bulgaria, 6, 7, 10, 49, 64, 68, 99. In Epistolae Papae Nicholai, ed. E. Perels,
MGH, Epp. VI, (Epistulae Karolini Aevi 4) (Munich 1978), pp.568-600. The Responses of Pope Nicholas I to the
Questions of the Bulgars A.D. 866 (Letter 99), trans. W. North, in: Internet Medieval Sourcebook,
(https://sourcebooks.fordham.edu/basis/866nicholas-bulgar.asp ) (last accessed: January, 2020).

261 ‘beatus Gregorius, comitante secum dextrorsum reverendae memoriae papa Nicolao’, John the Deacon, Life of
Gregory, 100. On the identification of Formosus: P. Devos, ‘Le mystérieux épisode final de la Vita Gregorii de Jean
Diacre. Formose et sa fuite de Rome’, Analecta Bollandiana, 82 (1964), pp.356-81. On the episode more generally:
C. Leyser, ‘Charisma in the Archive: Roman Monasteries and the Memory of Gregory the Great, ¢.870—¢.940’ in F.
de Rubeis, et al, Le scritture dai monasteri, II Seminario internazionale di studio ‘I monasteri nell 'alto medioevo’
(Rome, 2004), pp.214-5.
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conversion negotiations paints a more extreme picture. The pope is the primary leader of the mission,
local rulers comply or invite it, and only in the notice for Hadrian 11 do the Greek clergy oppose it.?2 The
Frankish polities are absent altogether, despite evidence that Boris of Bulgaria had also asked for bishops
from King Louis, which had in turn annoyed both parties.?®3

Both texts also reveal insights into the way they perceive secular and religious authority more broadly.
The notice for Nicholas opens with two consecutive meetings between the pope and the emperor, who
remains unnamed. In the first, the emperor travels to meet Nicholas, in the second, immediately
afterward, the pope travels to meet the emperor.284 The latter scene features the emperor serving as
groom to the pope, leading his horse on foot.?® The statement is clear: secular power is a helping hand to
papal hegemony. A similar message emerges, albeit in a different context, from the notice for Hadrian
which records a dispute between Roman and Greek clergy over the matter of which see Bulgarian
territories fall into.?®® The papal legates make clear that ‘the jurisdiction of sees organizes things
otherwise than the divisions of kingdoms allow.’®’ In other words, even though Byzantium formerly
ruled the lands of Bulgaria, they remain territories of papal ecclesiastical jurisdiction. In short,
hagiography was a profoundly politically-charged genre in the ninth-century Latin context, quite unlike

its Byzantine episcopal equivalent, and the papacy’s use of it sought to counter Carolingian claims.
2.V1.1.3 The Pope in the Life of Methodios amid Latin Hagiography

In the study of the VM, as has been noted already, the bulk of scholarship has tended looked eastward, but
I am not the first to argue that the VM is best considered amidst and within the activities of Western
missionaries. Two scholars, Grivec briefly in 1927 and Betti a little more thoroughly in 2013, have
pointed to similarities between the work of Methodios as a person, and that of Boniface or Augustine.?%®

Betti has noted in particular that both Methodios and Boniface visit their areas of mission initially without

262 Notice for Hadrian 11, 47-58.

263 Annals of St Bertin, 866.

264 Notice for Nicholas I, 9.

265 This had only been recorded once before in 754, when according to the Liber Pontificalis King Pepin led Pope
Stephen II’s horse at Champagne. Notice for Stephen Il, 25 in Le Liber Pontificalis, ed. Duchense, vol.1, pp.440-
463. The Lives of the Eight-Century Popes (Liber Pontificalis): the Ancient Biographies of Nine Popes from AD 715
to AD 817, trans. R. Davis, (Liverpool, 1992), pp.297-308. The practice, then, interestingly, picks up in late
Byzantium. R. Gomez, ‘The Donation of Constantine in Byzantium’, Late Antique and Byzantine Studies Seminar,
Trinity Term 2019, Oxford.

266 Notice for Hadrian 11, 51-2.

267 <aliud ordinant iura sedium, aut patiuntur divisiones regnorum’, lbid., 52.

268 Grivec, Slovanska apostola, p.13; Betti, The Making of Christian Moravia, pp.172-4.
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but then specifically with papal support, and that both are granted geographically vague sees.?®® But as yet

no close textual comparison like the one attempted here has been carried out.

This section seeks to make two points, the first is that structurally, as a saint’s life, the VM resembles the
Life of Boniface, and the other earlier texts of the Frankish missions, in the way it represents the relations
between local secular rulers, the saint and the pope. And thus, that it is consciously distinct from
contemporary ninth-century Frankish episcopal hagiography. The second is that, ideologically the text
parts with the balanced political landscape of the Life of Boniface, and in its promotion of papal
supremacy accepts the premises of contemporary papal hagiographies. It seems highly probable that the
author was aware of the hagiographic surge of production at the heart of the papal curia, and intentionally
composed the VM as a text in which popes behave in the kind of Gregorian manner that they fashioned
for themselves in the ninth-century textual output which they patronised.

There are a number of structural similarities between the Life of Boniface and the VM. The Life of
Boniface stresses, quite unlike later Carolignian texts such as the Life of Willehad, that Boniface did not
undertake any active preaching in Frisia before his visit to the papacy.?”® As discussed earlier, the VM also
goes to great lengths to insist that Methodios and Cyril did not do anything once they arrived in Moravia,
as they immediately understood this to be papal territory.2”* Both are sent as teachers first, and only upon
another visit to Rome, are they elevated to the role of bishop.?’? Further, both saints are sent to a people
and not to a see, Boniface to report on the ‘savage people of Germany’, and Methodios to ‘all the lands of
the Slavs.” Both saints also refuse to be appointed to the episcopal office, whether that be Willibrord in
the Life of Boniface or the unnamed emperor of the VM. Neither resists the appointment by the pope. If
we omit the Franks altogether from the VM, the portrayal of Sviatopluk, Rastislav and Kocel and their
unwavering support, but total deference to papal commands also aligns with the portrayal of secular
authority in the Life of Boniface. The sections on the Moravian and Pannonian missions are the original
contributions of the VM author, and they closely resemble the structure of the Life of Boniface. It is by no
means impossible given the life’s circulation, therefore, that the author of the VM had come across the

text in some shape or form.?”

269 Betti, The Making of Christian Moravia, pp.172-4.

270 willibald, Life of Boniface, 4.

211V M, 8.4-16.

272 Willibald, Life of Boniface, 5; VM, 8.4-16; Betti, The Making of Christian Moravia, p.173.

213 The manuscript circulation of the Life of Boniface does not make this an impossibility, in Levison’s edition a
number of ninth-century copies survive, including one from Bavaria (Codex Monacensis n.1086), not far from the
Eastern Frontier. It is also possible the Moravian milieu had access to these kinds of texts directly from the papacy.
On manuscripts see: Vita Bonifatii auctore Willibaldo, ed. W. Levison, pp.xviii-xxvii, esp. no.1, 2a, 3 and 6.
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The VM does not simply choose to emulate this earlier text in structure, and therefore stand aside from
contemporary debates over leadership in missionary work. It also clearly choses to side with the papal
position of the ninth century. Its account of the ecumenical councils as led by the pope but assisted by the
emperor, are in the spirit of the image in the notice for Nicholas I, of the pope on horseback, being led by
the emperor as groom. #* The servility of secular power in matters of religion is evident in both.
Likewise, the case that the territory of Moravia is papal territory, made by the VM against Frankish
bishops, relies on the exact same ideological premises as the case of the papal legates against the Greek
clergy on Bulgaria: this was at one time papal land, and therefore, regardless of political jurisdiction,
ought to be so once again. In the notice for Hadrian 11, this means identifying Bulgaria with the episcopal
sees Epirus Nova, Epirus Vetus, Thessaly and Dardania; in the VM Methodios is appointed to the
somewhat mysterious seat of Saint Andronicus, once again claiming a historic papal see over and above
contemporary political overlord-ship.2”® This of course suggests the possibility that the author of the VM
was aware of the missionary pose of the contemporary papacy, and more so the practice of expressing this
hagiographically. One is tempted to suggest that the author of the VM had access to the notices for
Nicholas | and Hardian Il given the Moravian milieu’s recorded contact with John VIII at the height of
the textual production. Could the generic account of imperial reverence to Pope Nicholas be in turn
echoed by the equally vague reverence to Methodios expressed by the other unnamed emperor in the VM?

Absolute certainty about direct textual connections notwithstanding, it is clear that the author of the VM
knew which way the political wind was blowing, and what language was required to appeal to papal
patronage. That the text served clear political purposes has led some scholars to suggest that it is not
really a hagiography.?’® But to the contrary, I argue that the choice to write a hagiography of Methodios
as a way of promoting the case of Moravian episcopal independence was an extremely conscious

authorial decision, based on intimate knowledge of the value and use of the genre in the Latin tradition.

Whilst the specific ninth-century state of Latin hagiography informed the structure and generic papal
agenda of the VM, in what follows, | suggest that the exact articulation of the defence of Moravia in the
text, was framed specifically against Frankish claims to the territory as they were articulated in one

surviving text, the Conversio Bagoariorium et Carantanorum.

274 \M, 1-2; Notice for Nicholas, 9.
275 Notice for Hadrian, 53; VM, 8.17.
218 Vaviinek, Staroslovénské Zivoty, p.104.
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2.VV1.2 The Case for Methodian Illegitimacy: Conversio Bagoariorium et Carantanorum

The VM and the letters of John VIII both attest to the capture and imprisonment of Methodios by Frankish
bishops.?’” There is general scholarly consensus, that the Conversio as a document was ‘made necessary
by the presence of Methodios.”?”® Moreover, given its compilation in 870, shortly after the imprisonment
of Methodios, and its heavily legalistic language, it is most probable that the arguments the text conveys
were the very same arguments used in court to prove that Methodios was an ‘intrusor et invasor in the

diocese of Salzburg.’?"®

The Conversio is a unique text in Latin literature, but what little attention it has received has come largely
from historians of the Frankish world.?®® At most, historians of the Moravian mission have
acknowledged that it offers insight into the sorts of reasons given for the imprisonment of Methodios, but
no close textual analysis of the two texts has been carried out side by side.?®* | would argue such a
comparison is much needed, because it is highly likely the author of the VM had access to the Conversio
as a text, or that at least had heard its arguments made in the Methodian trial. In light of this, | argue that
both the form and content of the VM suggest it is engaging with and arguing against the Conversio
position. This is threefold: firstly, the use of ecumenical councils in particular, secondly the stress on the
camaraderie between Methodios and the Slavs of Moravia and Pannonia, and thirdly the role of and use of
the local rulers, Sviatopluk, Rastislav and Kocel in the text. | start with a short summary of the contents of

the Conversio.

The text opens with a summary of the life of Rupert, the first archbishop of Salzburg, and then offers a list
of those who succeeded him, ending with Virgil who the text claims was appointed in 767.%2 As Wood

notes, this is not the date historians agree on (namely, 749), nor is it a sufficient summary of the

27yM, 9.9. Only fragments in canonical collections survive from letters of John for the period 872-6. Of these, a
number are addressed to Frankish dignitaries asking for Methodios’ release. John VIII, Register, in Fragmenta
Registri loannis VIII. Papae, in MGH, Epistolarum, 7, 5 (Berlin, 1928), 20-23.

278 Wood, The Missionary Life, p.173.

219 Ibid, p.172; H. Wolfram, ‘The Bavarian Mission to Pannonia in the 9" Century’, in Koutil, Great Moravia and
the Beginnings of Christianity, p.29; Idem., Grenzen und Raume. Geschichte Osterreichs vor seiner Entstehung
(Vienna, 1995), p.259. With a bibliography in: Reimitz, ‘Conversion and Control’, p.204; Losek, Die Conversio,
p.7.

B0 E g. S. Airlie, ‘True Teachers and Pious Kings: Salzburg, Louis the German and the Christian Order’, in R.
Gameson, et al eds., Belief and Culture in the Middle Ages (Oxford, 2001), pp.89-105; Wood, The Missionary Life,
pp.168-181.

281 E g. Betti, The Making of Christian Moravia, p.125. More often than not, scholars have previously turned east, to
Byzantium, and not west when studying the lives, largely due to the dominance of the VC and conflation of the two
lives into one purpose discussed at the start of this chapter. This has meant that the Conversio is absent from the
major studies on the VM or Methodios in Moravia more broadly. See for instance: Grivec, Slovanska apostola,
pp.95-98; Dvornik, SS Cyril and Methodios, pp.160-193; Vaviinek, Staroslovénské, pp.85-113. Betti’s focus on the
papal context, means that she has only fleeting remarks on the Conversio.

282 Conversio, 1-2.
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conversion of Bavaria, as it reduces the process entirely to the foundation of the archbishopric of
Salzburg.?®® The text then turns to a history of the Carantanians and the Pannonian lands, which
encompasses the Lake Balaton mentioned in the VC and VM, and are called simply ‘Pannonia’ in the
lives.4 A brief history of Carantanian rulers, Dagobert and Samo, moves the text into the eighth century,
when Avar attacks lead the Slavic leader Boruth to ask for help from the Bavarians, and accept Frankish
overlord-ship.2® The purpose of this story is clearly to stress the history of Frankish control and therefore
conversion of the Carantanian peoples. The text then records Boruth sending his son and nephew to the
Bavarian court to be raised as Christians, and how the two of them succeeded as leaders of the
Carantanians.?®® The nephew, Hotimir (or Chietmar), is then said to focus on Christianisation, asking the
aforementioned Virgil for a bishop.?®” Virgil sends Modestus with clerics, all of them named, and more
clergy after Hotimir’s death at the request of dux Waltunc, all of them named together with the churches
they dedicated.?® The text then moves to an ancient history of Lower Pannonia and how Charlemagne
hands the region to Arno, Bishop of Salzburg.?®® Arno receives a pallium from Pope Leo and is sent by
Charlemagne to preach to the Slavs. He goes with a comes Gerold and Deoderic who he presents with a
bishop.2® After Arno’s death the text stresses that the area remained under the control of Salzburg and
focuses on his successors.?* In particular, Liupram, archbishop of Salzburg, makes an agreement with the
chieftain Pribina, to go through and consecrate his lands.?%? A list of the priests and churches consecrated
under Pribina follows.?®® Then in 848 Louis the German grants to Pribina all that he held in lower
Pannonia except the lands owned by the church of Salzburg, which are specified in detail.?** The
friendship between the Franks and Pannonians continues even after the Moravians killed Pribina,
ca.860/1; under his successor Kocel more churches are consecrated and named.?* By way of conclusion

the text’s makes its purpose even clearer.

‘A tempore igitur, quo dato et praecepto domni Karoli imperatoris orientalis Pannoniae populus a
luvavensibus regi coepit praesulibus usque in presens tempus sunt anni LXXV, quod nullus

episcopus alicubi veniens potestatem habuit ecclesiasticam in illo confinio nisi Salzburgenses

283 Wood, Missionary Life, p.168.
284 Conversio, 3.
285 |bid., 4.

286 | pjd.

287 |bid., 5.

288 | bid.

289 |bid., 6-7.

2% |bid., 8.

21 |bid., 9.

292 |pid., 11.

293 |bid,

294 |bid., 12.

2% |bid., 13.

157



rectores neque presbhyter aliunde veniens plus tribus mensibus ibi suum ausus est colere officium,
priusquam suam dimissoriam episcopo praesentaverit epistolam. Hoc enim ibi observatum fuit,

usqe dum nova orta est doctrina Methodii philosophi’?

‘Since the time when the people of eastern Pannonia were placed under the direction of the
bishop of Salzburg on the orders of the emperor, Charlemagne, up to the present time, it has been
seventy-five years that no bishop, having come from elsewhere, has had ecclesiastical authority in
this region except the rectors of Salzburg, nor has any priest, having come from anywhere else
dared to perform the office for more than three months before submitting his letter of discharge to
the bishop. This was observed there, until the new teaching of the Philosopher Methodios

appeared.’

The text makes three moves therefore, presented as a general history of the conversion of the Bavarians
and Carantanians. The first is to establish the foundation of Salzburg as an archbishopric, which is the
sole purpose of the Bavarians in the narrative. The second is to establish that the secular Carantanian
rulers had been under the over-lordship of the Franks since the time of Boruth in the eighth century, and
had themselves been open to and requesting of Christianisation from the Franks; and the third is that this
region of Carantanian rule was granted by Charlemagne to the Archbishopric of Salzburg for missionary
purposes. All these claims are supported by tedious lists of priests and churches consecrated. Although
the Conversio is no hagiography, it is clear that the way in which it envisages the role of secular and papal
authority in missionary activity is not too dissimilar from that of the Life of Willehad. It is Charlemagne
who tells Arno to preach to the Slavs; and the pope only makes an appearance to grant his approval and
pallium. Moreover, as Wood argues, the Conversio is a testament to the move away from the
hagiographical and toward the legalistic discourse of mission north of the Alps. As documentation from
the newly consecrated lands accumulated, a move away from legendary heroes and toward detailed
legalistic precedent makes good sense. It is perhaps this same documentary zeitgeist that we see in the
Life of Anskar, which likewise seems more concerned with the legitimacy of its diocese than its
missionary hero.?®” What becomes clear when reading the Conversio is that the Methodian case is rather

weak in terms of contemporary Frankish missionary discourse.

Lacking in diligent lists of formerly consecrated churches, priests or bishops, the only response that the
Methodian community could muster was a different kind of list with which the text opens: a list of
prophets, evangelists, and ecumenical councils. Whereas the Conversio claims immediate authority

through near-contemporary priestly succession, the VM opts for universal authority, by positioning

2% |pjid., 14.
297 Wood, The Missionary Life, p.181.
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Methodios as a successor in the long line of Christian holy men. As discussed, this amounts to an
acceptance of papal primacy, but it also serves as a direct attack on the legitimacy of the local church
councils held in the Carolingian territories.?®® Only six councils are recognised by the VM, and Methodios
follows in the footsteps of those original founders of the right faith, not in the footsteps of contemporary
and near-contemporary local bishops like Arno or Virgil.

The stress on camaraderie between Methodios and the Slavs is also best explained in the context of the
Conversio’s account of a historic relationship between the Frankish and Carantanian leaders. In the
Conversio this starts with the Slavs asking for help from the Franks in the eighth century and ends with
Louis the German’s donation of the Carantanian lands back to their rulers, as a sign of generosity. Whilst
this relationship was most likely not as rosy as the Conversio suggests, the text is structured around a
clear us/them binary. The background of Cyril and Methodios, as Slavonic speakers, clearly lent itself to
the dissolution of this binary. Given the purpose of the VC, Cyril’s Slavonic is, perhaps unsurprisingly,
barely evoked in that text. In the VM on the other hand, we see the activation of a potential identity
category: the focus on Methodios’ Slavonic speech and personal relationship with the Slavs is used to
formulate a legitimacy claim on different terms to those available to the Franks. The VM turns to the
personal history of Methodios to establish a slightly more abstract but nonetheless cogent relationship
between Methodios and the Slavs, to compete with the historic relationship between the Frankish church

and rulers and the Carantinian Slavs.

It seems clear that both texts make cases for their protagonists as the upholders both of ecclesiastical
continuity and of relations with the Slavonic polities. The way they go about this, however, is
fundamentally different, and as | argue, the VM in particular was most probably a reaction to precisely the

kind of discourse we find in the Conversio.

There is one final aspect of the VM narrative that can be explained as a reaction to the Conversio case,
namely the representation of the role of Kocel, leader of Pannonia or Carantania. As noted above, the
Kodel mission is the most heavily reworked part of the narrative of the VC found in to the VM.?* In short,
in the VC, Cyril goes to Moravia alone, then is called to Balaton by Kocel, teaches some students there
and heads to Venice to debate trilingualists, and then to Rome to be endorsed by Hadrian Il and die. In the
VM, the two brothers arrive in Moravia and are called by the pope immediately. Then Cyril dies and
Kocel writes to the pope asking for a Slavonic teacher. The pope sends Methodios to all the Slavs, writing

to Rastislav, Sviatopluk and Kocel, but then it is Kocel once again who asks the pope to make Methodios

2% This is in stark contrast with the Life of Boniface, for example, which presents early medieval church councils as
the continuators of the ecumenical council tradition, see: Willibald, Life of Boniface, 8.
299 See: Chapter 2.111.1.2.
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his bishop. This change is particularly striking given that unlike Sviatopluk, we have no surviving papal
letters to Kocel actually discussing Methodios. To the contrary John VIII asks the Frankish clergy to give
over Methodios from imprisonment specifically to the care of Sviatopluk.*® Why does Kogel shift from
essentially a non-actor in the VC to the person who twice asks for Methodios from the pope in the VM?

As | have mentioned thus far, scholars have not spent much time trying to explain these inter-textual
contradictions. Betti, whose study is by far the most comprehensive of the two texts in the last few
decades, spots this difference. At one point, she suggests that this means Kocel entered into ‘secret
negotiations with the Apostolic see’, but at another she uses the fact Sviatopluk, Rastislav and Kocel were
‘confusingly mentioned at different times’ and that they ‘appeared or disappeared without any clear
explanation’ to argue for a later dating of the VC and VM texts.*** Trying both to use the ¥M’s mention of
Kocel as a source for actual papal policy, and then dismissing the use of the name, due to its difference
with the VC, as a confusion with no explanation other than that the text was written later, Betti tries to
have her cake and eat it. | argue that the use (or non-use) of Kocel does have a ‘clear explanation’, and
more broadly, as elsewhere in this thesis, that differences between texts are not simply mistakes but

ideological transformations.

To start with it is worth noting that the Moravian and Pannonian polities in the eighth and ninth centuries
were of rather different status. The former was more of an autonomous polity, whilst as far as the Franks
were concerned the latter was a sub-kingdom of sorts granted by the Frankish king to Pribina as a gift.3%
This sub-autonomous status, or at least the perception thereof, is what enables the arguments over
ecclesiastical jurisdiction found in the Conversio, which notably says nothing of Moravia. It is no surprise
therefore, that given the Frankish missionary work in Pannonia and the Conversio’s specific invocation of
Kocel himself, as a ruler who continued the consecration of churches under the Frankish church, the VM
is keen to make a claim to Koc¢el.®®® The Kocel the author found in the VC however, as someone
interested in a Byzantine missionary working without papal approval, did not suffice. This Kocel was
transformed by the VM into a fully paid-up supporter of papal ecclesiastical supremacy, who twice asks
specifically for Methodios (and not Cyril) from the pope. Given the specific claims of the Conversio that
Pannonia was given a bishop by Salzburg, it is crucial in the VM that it is not Rastislav, as in the VC, but
Kocel who asks for Methodios to be made bishop by the pope.®® This, together with the papal letter

300 Betti, The Making of Christian Moravia, p.133.

301 1bid., p.69, p.89.

302 Wolfram, ‘The Bavarian Mission’, pp.30-1; C. Liibke, ‘From the Perspective of the East Frankish Empire:
Moravia and its Ascent to Power under Prince Rostislav’, in ed. Koutil et al, The Cyril and Methodios Mission and
Europe, pp.89-90.

%03 Conversio, 13.

804 Conversio, 11; VC, 14.1-5; VM, 8.17.
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already discussed, seeks to erase or at least refute the legitimacy of the missionary work done in Pannonia

under the Archbishopric of Salzburg.

To sum up, a number of peculiarities or divergences from the VC found in the VM can be best explained
not as mistakes of a later text, but as specifically responding to contemporary debates proposed by the
Frankish church and witnessed in the Conversio. If, as | have argued, the VM is quite clearly on the side
of the papacy, and pitching its text to appease a papal patron, why did it need to challenge the positions of
the antagonistic Frankish church? That the Methodian community needed answers to those challenges, is
made most clear if we turn to the papacy’s position on the Methodian see in the aftermath of the death of
John VIII.

2.V 1.3 The Question of Methodian lllegitimacy: the late ninth-century papacy and Moravia

As it is well acknowledged in scholarship, the VM was written at a particularly unfortunate time for the
Methodian milieu.3® The assassination of John VIII in 882 witnessed a change in papal policy toward
Moravia at least by the time of Stephen V.3 Stephen banned the use of Slavonic in the liturgy in 890,
accused Methodios of disobeying John and confirmed that the papacy had no theological issue with the
Frankish church’s position on the filioque.*” This re-rapprochement with the Frankish church, came not
only from the papacy however, but also from Sviatopluk, who, from what the last letters of John VIII
suggest, was asking for Methodios’ Frankish rival, Wiching, to be made bishop of Nitra.>® This alone,
points to one reason why the VM author felt the need to engage with arguments posed by the Conversio,
as the reality of papal support was in fact waning, and as the papacy itself became more persuaded by the

position of the Frankish church.

The representation of the papacy in the VM points to the very same recognition of the changing tides at
the Roman court. Rather paradoxically, papal documents reveal only Pope John VIII’s actual contact with
Methodios and Moravia. No letters by Nicholas | or Hadrian Il survive to or about Methodios and the
Moravian mission, and neither Cyril nor Methodios are mentioned in the Liber Pontificalis recording the
two popes’ lives. This is doubly striking given the missionary interest of the texts discussed earlier. Yet,
whilst Nicholas and Hadrian both feature in the VM as supporters of Methodios, John VIII, the only pope

whose support is recorded in independent witnesses, is not mentioned at all.

305 E.g.: Floria, Skazaniia, p.85-6.

306 Leyser, ‘The Memory of Gregory the Great’, p.196.

307 The papal position on the filioque had up until then been rather ambivalent. Betti, The Making of Christian
Moravia, p.46; Stephen V, Register, 33.

308 Wood, The Missionary Life, p.175; John VIII, Letter 255, p.223.
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Betti, in the most comprehensive study of the papacy and Moravia, offers two slightly different
explanations for this paradox. Firstly, on the state of the papal record she supports Peri’s argument that
Hadrian Il and John VIII, who seem to have defended Methodios, present a radical divergence with papal
policy.2® In consequence, Betti argues that Stephen V’s change of tune on the matter of Methodios, and
the ecclesiastical remit of Moravia, was in fact a return to the usual papal approach. This in turn, permits
Betti to suggest that the absence of papal records concerned with Methodios from Hadrian II’s letters and
vita is not accidental, but rather an erasure or suppression motivated by this shift in papal policy under
Stephen V.31% She also voices the possibility proposed well over a century ago by Lapotre that the corpus
of John VIII’s Register for the years 872-876, which does not survive except in excerpts, was in fact

subject to ‘an intentional violation.”®!! | take no issue with the possibility for ideological destruction here.

However, whilst Betti views the papal records as living monuments, affected by and engaging with
contemporary politics, the VM is given no such courtesy. In the VM, the omission of John VIII and ‘this
problematic description of papal policy is barely sufficient to support the very early dating that scholars
attribute to the sources.’®'? In short, when the papal registers omit information it is because of political
action, when the VM does it is because of error. As elsewhere in this chapter | seek to challenge the idea

that the VM’s omissions are simply mistakes, by arguing three things.

Firstly, that it is clear the VM author had access to letters by John VIII but used these together with
information from the VC to formulate a forged letter by Hadrian 1l. Secondly, that this was done for the
same reason that the VM inserts another pope, Nicholas I, absent from the VC into its narrative, namely, to
create a sense of continuity in papal practice and to omit any evidence of papal doubt in the Methodian
position. And thirdly, that the insertion of Hadrian Il and Nicholas at the expense of John VIII is done
precisely because of the VM’s recognition of the changing power dynamics in Rome, which had led to the
ascension of Stephen V (ca.885-891) and the return of John VIII’s rival Formosus to the papal court and
later to the papal throne (ca.891-896). Thus, the VM’s advocacy of papal primacy, and refutation of
Frankish claims to the Moravian lands, was in some sense an offering toward a new, wavering papal
patron in the decade or so after Methodios’ death. This offering seems to have been met with limited

Ssuccess.

309 Betti, The Making of Christian Moravia, pp.44-7; V. Peri, ‘Il mandato missionario € canonico di Metodio e
I’ingresso della lingua slava nella liturgia’, Archivum Historiae Pontificae, 26 (1988), pp.9-70.

310 Betti, The Making of Christian Moravia, pp.53-4.

31 1bid., p.123; A. Lapotre, ‘L’Europe et le Saint-Siége a I’époque carolingienne 1. Le pape Jean VIII (872— 882),
in Etudes sur la papauté au IXe siécle (2nd ed., Torino, 1978), pp.57-437.

312 Betti, The Making of Christian Moravia, p.105
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The VM’s rendering of a letter by Hadrian II has already been discussed in this chapter. The text serves
more than one purpose in the VM. A key role played by the letter discussed above is to make clear that
Cyril and Methodios never transgressed papal jurisdiction, a correction to the narrative of Cyril’s travels
as they are presented in the VC. Another function of the letter in the VM is to establish Hadrian II’s
patronage of Methodios and his insistence that the use of Slavonic is permitted, provided that ‘during the
mass may the Apostle and Gospel be read in Latin first, and afterwards in Slavonic.”" This kind of
compromise is not discussed in the VC where the pope blessed the Slavonic books and had the students of
Cyril ordained. In the VC, these students then performed the liturgy (the Greek word is used in the
Slavonic here ‘liturgy’ (‘AITO\(Pr‘uo’) and not as in the VM the Latinate word for mass) in Slavonic in
a number of churches in Rome: St Peter, St Hadrian, St Petronius and St Paul.?* No mention is made of
the service following or being followed by Latin. As noted, moreover, no letter of Hadrian Il survives

which asserts this.

However, as a number of scholars have discussed, the letter of Hadrian found in the VM does use the
language of authentic papal letters. Milko Kos’ thorough line-by-line analysis of the letter, demonstrates
Latin examples of phrases and honorific titles from surviving letters by Nicholas, Hadrian Il and John
VII1, and insists that the letter must therefore be authentic, and by Hadrian 11.3*° This does not necessarily
follow. All this study demonstrates is that the letter is believably papal. More specifically, it has been
noted that the letter contains content which resembles that of a letter by John VIII, in particular one
known as Industriae Tuae to Sviatopluk of Moravia and dated to 880, but few have taken this as evidence
to doubt the authenticity of the former.3!® The case for authenticity however seems clunky: the VM author
uses an authentic letter by Hadrian Il which does not survive but does not use surviving letters by John
VI which we know were sent to Sviatopluk, the ruler to whom Methodios is assigned for protection, and

which contain all of the information necessary to formulate the text found in the VM. It seems that here,

313‘AA HA MABIIH HLPB‘BG YETOYVTE ANOCTOABR H ¢RBANTEAHK PHMLCKLI, TAYE

caossNLCIsHI’, VM, 8.13 The Apostle or Apostolos in the Orthodox liturgy is a book believed to be authored by
one of the twelve apostles including various letters and acts of the apostles, usually ordered in calendar form. This
reading always precedes the Gospel reading. There is an interesting mix here of Orthodox liturgical terminology and
the use of the Latin language and Latin term for ‘mass’.

s1vVC, 17.7-9.

315 M. Kos, ‘O pismu papeza Hadriana Il knezom Rastislavu, Svetopolku in Koclju’, Razprave, Slovenska
Akademija Znanosti in Umetnosti v Ljubljani, 2 (1944), pp.271-95.

318 Those accepting its authenticity include: Kos, ‘O pismu papeza Hadriana II’, p.295. B. Grafenauer, ‘Der Brief
Hadrians 11 an die slavische Frusten: echt, verfalscht oder Falschung? (Unersicht zum Stand der Forschung)’, in
Acta Congressus Histriae Slavicae Salisburgensis in memoriam SS. Cyrilli et Methodii anno 1963 celebrati, IV
(Wiesbaden, 1968), pp.63-77; M. Lacko, The Popes and Great Moravia in Light of Roman Documents (Rome,
1972), p.86-7; Dvornik, Byzantine Missions, pp.147-9; Vavtinek, Staroslovénské Zivoty, p.96; Floria, Skazaniia,
p.73. Betti strongly questions its authenticity but does, on a number of occasions, then use it as actual evidence for
papal behavior, see: Betti, The Making of Christian Moravia, pp.86-9 (doubts of authenticity), p.172, p.192 (uses
nonetheless).
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the simplest explanation is the most plausible: the VM just uses the letters by John VIII that were at hand.

The Industriae enjoins:

‘[...] ut in omnibus ecclesiis terrae vestrae propter maiorem honorificentiam evangelium Latine
legatur et postmodum Sclavinica lingua translatum in auribus populi Latina verba non

intellegentis adnuntietur.”3!

‘that in all your lands’ churches, as a sign of reverence the gospel let the Gospel be read in Latin
and afterwards proclaimed translated into the Slavonic language for the ears of the people who do

not understand the Latin words’3'®

This is the same instruction we find in the VM letter, but not in the VC. Whenever this was agreed, it was
clearly after the death of Constantine-Cyril and the completion of his vita. It is also a letter from John VI
to Sviatopluk that makes it clear that Hadrian 11 had first sent Methodios to Moravia.!® With such a letter
at hand, the VM author, whose loose editorialising abilities have been clearly established in the way that
the council synopsis and VC, has clearly taken the information provided in the letters of John VIII, to
formulate what an original letter by Hadrian 1l might plausibly have looked like. The letters of John and
the VM also share a small corpus of relevant biblical quotations to defend vernacular liturgy. The VM
section of the letter stating the custom of reading Latin first and then Slavonic notes the purpose of
Slavonic letters:

‘AA (A H(NBAANHTER IKKNHXERHNOK (AORO0 IISO: “E'LCLXEAAATL FoCMmoAA
Bh(H I-ASLIL[H” H ApPOYTOHAE: “BRR¢H BE3TrAATOANTA A 3kIKKI
PASAAHYLRHNEI E¢(AHYRM EOXKHM, MI0KE AACT HME (EATERIH AOYXE

OTB-BLIJABATH”’32°

‘in order that the word of scripture would be carried out: “Praise God all people” (Psalm, 116:1),
and elsewhere: “Everyone will praise the greatness of God in different languages, as the holy

spirit enabled them to speak” (Acts, 2:4)

The Industriae also dwells on the purpose of Slavonic. However, it is several sentences before asserting

the order of languages that it notes:

317 John VIII, Letters, 255, p.224.

318 Amended from Betti, The Making of Christian Moravia, p.87.

319 ‘Quia vero audivimus, quia Methodios vester archiepiscopus ab antecessore nostro, Adrian scilicet papa,
ordinatus vobisque directus aliter doceat, quam coram sede apostolica se credere verbis et litteris professus est, valde
miramur.” John VIII, Letters, 200, p.160.

320 yvM, 8.13.
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‘Litteras denique Sclaviniscas a Constantino quondam philosopho reppertas, quibus Deo laudes
debite resonent, iure laudamus et in eadem lingua Christi domini nostri preconia et opera
enarrentur, iubemus; neque enim tribus tantum, sed omnibus linguis Dominum laudare auctoritate
sacra monemur, quae praecipit dicens: “Laudate Dominum omnes gentes et collaudate eum
omnes populi”, et apostoli repleti Spiritu sancto locuti sunt omnibus linguis magnalia Dei; hinc et
Paulus caelestis quoque tuba insonat monens: “Omnis lingua confiteatur, quia dominus noster

Iesus Christus in gloria est Dei Patris.”” 32

‘And lastly, we justly praise the Slavonic letters previously found by the philosopher Constantine,
and through which praises of God resound, and we order that the praises and deeds of Christ our
lord, are expounded in that language; and we are reminded to praise God in his divine power, in
all languages, which prescribed as follows: ‘“Praise the Lord all nations, and praise him together
with all people” (Psalm, 116) and the apostles filled with the holy spirit, declaring the wonders of
God in all languages (Cf. Acts, 2:11), here is also the heavenly Paul admonishing us with the
sound of the trumpet: “And every tongue confess that Christ is Lord, to the glory of the Father”
(Phil., 2:11)’

The use of Psalm 116 serves in both texts as a justification for the invention of Slavonic, as is the use of
Acts 2, albeit slightly different sections across the two texts. Psalm 116 is also used in the VC, as one of

the quotations Cyril throws at the Latins in the third major disputation in this text.>??

That the VM is using content from the letters of John VIII therefore seems clear, as was already suggested
by Betti’s analysis. A more sophisticated obfuscation is occurring in the forged letter, however. The
Industriae by John VIII is in fact rather unusual, because it represents a major change in the pope’s
position on the use of Slavonic in the liturgy.®?® In an earlier set of two letters to Sviatopluk and
Methodios, it is clear that John’s position on the role of Slavonic was initially more prohibitive. John VIII
wrote to Methodios in 879, calling him to defend himself in Rome. In the letter, aside from questioning
the content of his teachings, which may be to do with the filioque, the pope separately addressed the

medium of Methodios’ teaching.

321 John VIII, Letters, 255, p.223-4.

322y/C, 16.13. See a table of all quotes in Chapter 1.111.c. Vaviinek has noted this similarity too, but has instead
argued that the reason the letter of Hadrian Il in the VM uses the same quotations as the VC is not because the
former text had the latter at hand but because the third disputation of the VC actually circulated as a separate treatise
written by Cyril himself, and delivered at the papal court before Hadrian Il and John VIII. This seem unnecessarily
overcomplicated, see: Vavtinek, Staroslovénské Zivoty, pp.77-8.

323 Floria, Skazaniia, pp.73-4; Dvornik, Byzantine Missions, pp.162-6.
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‘Audimus etiam, quod missas cantes in barbara, hoc est Sclavina lingua, unde iam litteris nostris
per Paulum episcopum Anconitanum tibi directis prohibuimus, ne in ea lingua sacra missarum
sollempnia celebrares, sed vel in Latina vel in Greca lingua, sicut ecclesia Dei toto terrarum orbe
diffusa et in omnibus gentibus dilatata cantat. Predicare vero aut sermonem in populo facere tibi
licet, quoniam psalmista omnes ammonet Dominum gentes laudare et apostolus: “Omnis” inquit

“lingua confiteatur, quia dominus lesus in Gloria est Dei patris.””3%

‘We have heard, in addition, that you sing the mass in the barbarian, that is to say Slavonic
language, due to which with our letter, sent to you through Paul the Bishop of Ancona, we forbid
that you celebrate the sacred mass in that language, but either in the Latin or the Greek language,
as the church of God delivers it, which has spread in the whole world and has [spread] amongst
all people. We permit you, however, to preach among the populace [in Slavonic] since the
psalmist calls all people to praise God (cf. Psalm 116), and the apostle says: “And let every
tongue confess, that Jesus is our Lord to the glory of the father” (Phil. 2:11)

It seems clear therefore, that a mere year before his letter to Sviatopluk, John VIII used the same two
biblical citations (Psalm 116 and Phil. 2:11), to argue the very opposite case: that Slavonic ought not to be
used in the actual mass, but only in sermons or homilies. What changed John’s policy is beyond the scope
of this study, but it seems clear that the papal position on Slavonic was far from stable, even between two
letters and two years. With no letters from Hadrian Il surviving, it is far from clear under what precise
conditions with respect to the use of Slavonic the initial appointment of Methodios was made. It is
possible, that Hadrian’s policy was much more akin to John’s 879 letter than that of 880, or that his policy
too changed drastically over short periods of time. What the VM is doing therefore, by selecting the later
Industriae, and putting its position into the mouth of Pope Hadrian I, is trying to create a long-term
precedent for an unstable, short lived policy. The VM author was clearly aware this was the best deal they
were going to get. There was no reason for the VM to not use the precedent we found in the VC where
Hadrian Il seems to offer absolutely no restrictions on the Slavonic liturgy in Rome, if this had seemed to
the author a plausible or possible outcome. But if it was clear by the 880s that this was not an option, the
VM settled instead for forging a historic document to propagate a fairly short-lived, but unusually

accommodating papal stance.

The same attempt to fabricate a continuity between the papacy and Moravia can explain the insertion of

Nicholas I into the VM. In the VC, it is noted that ‘the pope’ invites Cyril to Rome, and it is later clarified

324 John VIII, Letters, 201, p.161.
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that this pope was Hadrian 11, who welcomes Cyril.*?% In the VM, however, it is Nicholas I that invites the
brothers, welcomes them, blesses their teaching and places the Slavonic books on the altar of St Peter.32
This has either been accepted as correct, or dismissed as a ‘lapse of memory’ on the part of the VM author
as there is no evidence whatsoever that Nicholas made contact with Cyril.*2” Once again this discrepancy
has not been considered as intentional. Yet inserting Nicholas in the narrative makes good sense, given
the serious instability with which the textual community was faced. Another papal patron on the list could
not hurt. A patron who was associated closely with missionary activity elsewhere and who, in part thanks
to the efforts of John VIII, had acquired a status as eminent as Gregory the Great’s right hand man, would
have no doubt appeared particularly appealing.®?® It is perhaps precisely due to this Gregorian association,
that the VM chooses its words carefully; Nicholas wanted to see the brothers ‘as angels of God’ (‘ma1s0
ANEr¢aa E0xRHR’). Could this perhaps be an allusion to Gregory’s famous exclamation upon first

encountering Anglo-Saxon slave boys, that they ought to be ‘co-heirs with the angels of heaven’?3%

Regardless, spreading the Moravian mission’s support across Nicholas I and Hadrian II is a clear attempt
to invent tradition by appealing to two highly respected and venerated pontiffs. In so doing, however, the
VM distances the Moravian mission’s activity and legitimacy from John VIII. Even when the text is
clearly alluding to John VIII’s letters to Frankish bishops asking that Methodios be released from
imprisonment, it does not name the pope.®® This consistent omission is best explained by an awareness
amidst the textual community responsible for the text, that the legacy of John VIII in papal circles was far
from uncontroversial. John VIII’s rival Formosus, whom he accused of striving for papal office in 876,
and whose condemnation John repeatedly secured, was back in Rome immediately after the pope’s
assassination in 882 and may well have been on the papal throne by the time of the composition of the
VM, i.e. sometime between ca.886-907.33! Thus, the silence of the VM is best read as a silence informed

by the silence of the Liber Pontificalis and by the silence of John VIII’s no longer extant register.

The VM emerged from a community that was readjusting to changing patronage. This meant that the VM
as a document had on the one hand to prove that its community’s papal loyalty was not reducible to John

VIII’s patronage, whilst on the other, to tackle the legalistic discourse of the Frankish authorities from

35 vC, 17.1-2.

38 yM, 6.1.

327 Accepted in, for example: Vlasto, The Entry of Slavs into Christendom, p.52-4; Istrin, 1100 let slavianskoi
azbuki, p.33. Also accepted in Betti, who is mistaken in claiming that Nicholas is also mentioned in the VC, The
Making of Christian Moravia, p.62. Dismissed in: Dvornik, Byzantine Missions, p.138.

328 Discussed above: see Chapter 2.VI.

329 <et tales angelorum in caelis decet esse coheredes’, Bede, Historiam Ecclesiasticam Gentis Anglorum, 2.1.
(http://www.thelatinlibrary.com/bede/bede2.shtml#2), (last accessed: January, 2020).

330vM, 10.1-6.

331 Leyser, ‘The Memory of Gregory the Great’, p.196.
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which it had thus far been protected by papal patronage. To do so, the textual community reinvented the
legacy of Cyril whose own good reputation in the ninth-century papal court for bringing the relics of St
Clement made him suitable for the VM’s author’s purposes, but whose Byzantine imperialism and
concern with education seemed of little relevance or interest. It also had to transform the textual and
political legacy of Byzantine church councils to put them to the service of the community’s newly
adopted papal supremacy, and last but not least it had to tinker with papal documents to provide evidence

for its long-standing alliance with reputable Gregorian popes.

Although these may seem like radical textual interventions, it is worth pointing to one contemporary
parallel to better situate this kind of textual practice within contemporary convention. In his study of the
Life of Anskar, discussed above, Eric Knibbs demonstrates how Rimbert, Anskar’s successor, and his
community forged a number of papal pallia grants in order to resolve the problem that Anskar was only
appointed as archbishop to the see of Bremen, whilst Rimbert had been assigned to the see of Hamburg.3*?
In so doing, the text uses double pallium grants, otherwise unattested, and forges a grant by Pope
Nicholas | to create a previously unattested dual see of Hamburg-Bremen, two locations over sixty miles
apart.*® There is no founding document surviving for ‘any diocese that emerges in the Carolingian
period’, and plenty of surviving documents from the register of Nicholas show the text to be using
‘outright documentary forgery.’*** This practice of forgery is much more radical than what we find in the
VM. The care taken to produce a letter in plausible language, which communicates a position an actual
pope did hold briefly, is a world away from the total invention of non-existent documents and previously
unattested dual sees. But both the Life of Anskar and the VM belong to the same moment, of the late-ninth
century, as authority became less and less centralised, and the papacy’s relationship with Frankish
missions was far from secure. As Knibbs puts it for the Life of Anksar, but as pertinent for the VM, it is in
response to this instability, that ‘these enterprising clerics fought for their own survival, and the survival

of their institution by means of documentary deception’, amongst other things.3%

2.V1.4 Conclusions

To conclude, there is no doubt that the VM is a text produced by a community stuck between a rock and a

hard place. Rather than being a representation of these current affairs, however, it is best to consider the

332 Knibbs, Angsar, Rimbert, pp.176-7.

333 |bid., pp.4-6.

334 1bid., pp.6, 198. More generally, see: pp.137-175.

335 |bid., p.10. This was by no means the only text which was the product of such forgery. The corpus of Pseudo-
Isidore’s writings was also consolidated in the ninth century, blending decretals with the fictitious voices of former
popes, to give the weight of age-old tradition to rulings on contemporary issues. See: C. Leyser, ‘Episcopal Office in
the Italy of Liudprand of Cremona, ¢.890-¢.970°, English Historical Review, 125 (2010), p.803.
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VM as a declaration, as defined in the work of the linguistic philosopher John Searle.®*® A declaration is
an assertion of a particular state of affairs, which seeks to bring into existence that state of affairs. For
instance, if someone standing before two bowls of soup were to point to one and say: “this is your soup”,
then she would be trying to transform a neutral bowl of soup into a possessed one, and if ‘you’ proceed to
eat from that bowl and not from the other, you have accepted the terms of the declaration, and the

declaration has become valid.

The VM is a declaration of a number of things: that the Moravian mission is aligned with long-term papal
practice; that its actors, Methodios, Cyril and the Moravian community have always accepted papal
supremacy; that there are clear and persuasive arguments for the legitimacy of Methodios against claims
to the contrary by the Frankish ecclesiastical administration arousing from his and Cyril’s personal
relationship with the Slavs; and that therefore papal support ought to be continued by the election of

Methodios’ chosen successor, Gorazd.

To make these declarations, the VM’s author and their community adopted and adapted its sources from
Greek and Latin, forging and amending papal documents, and transforming the Cyril of the VC, by side-
lining his concern with rhetoric, disputation and education, by forging a previously non-existent brotherly
bond with Methodios, and by elevating the ethnic qualities of the mission to Moravia and the invention of
the alphabet. This was the first instance in which inventing a Slavonic alphabet for a community of Slavs
and using it in a religious context became a politically pertinent matter, and not simply an intellectual
guestion as in the VC. The invention of Slavonic as it is here repurposed, remains instrumentalised in a

wider conflict over ecclesiastical jurisdiction at the fringes of the Carolingian world.

A declaration need not be successful, nor does it have to be true. As far as the evidence permits us to say,
the pope did not accept Gorazd as bishop to Moravia, and Frankish hegemony returned to the region with
the appointment of Wiching, until the rapid collapse of the Moravian polity by ca.907. This short-lived

tri-lingual community of educated clerics, therefore, was either subsumed in Latin hegemony or expelled.

Nonetheless, in the aftermath of the Moravian mission, the story of the invention of Slavonic, in both the
VC and the VM versions, was transmitted southward to the Balkans. There, some of the two texts’ most
central declarations, interventions and arguments became irrelevant once again, but others proved to be
useful ammunition for particular contemporary intellectual debates in early tenth-century Bulgaria. It is to
this next phase in the process of inventing, contesting and reframing the invention of Slavonic and its key

actors Cyril and Methodios that I turn to in the final chapter of this thesis.

336 J. Searle, ‘A Taxonomy of Illocutionary Acts’, in his Expression and Meaning: Studies in the Theory of Speech
Acts (Cambridge, 1979), pp.149-151.
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Chapter Three:

Defending Slavonic: On Letters
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3. INTRODUCTION

As noted at the end of the last chapter, sometime either after the ban on Slavonic liturgy by Pope Stephen
V in 890 or around the 907 collapse of the Moravian polity, the Slavonic alphabet arrived in the Balkans.
This chapter follows the alphabet from Central to South-Eastern Europe.

It is worth noting, that the memory of the missions recorded in the VC and VM was not totally lost in
Moravia, and was transmitted northward to Bohemia and Poland.* However, the dissemination and use of
the Slavonic alphabet in tenth-century Moravia, Bohemia and Poland remain contested.? The earliest
original compositions from Bohemia, largely legends concerning the Pfemyslid dynasty and especially
their ruler Véclav/Wenceslas and his grandmother Ludmila, were composed first in Latin and then

translated into Slavonic, or were composed only in Latin.?

By contrast, a large corpus of Greek-to-Slavonic translations can be more or less firmly located within the
bounds of the late ninth- and early-tenth century Balkans, and amongst them a much smaller, but
nonetheless significant corpus of original compositions in Slavonic.* These texts discuss the questions of
translation, the Slavonic alphabet, and at times evoke Cyril, Methodios and Moravia, even if they mostly

lack the kind of historical information of interest to historians of high politics.

Yet, this corpus of texts is the earliest record of an intellectual milieu of scribes working in Slavonic and

offering a polyphony of contemporary voices on similar issues.®> This community was distinctly bi-

1 See: Dvornik, Byzantine Missions, (Western Slavs) pp.194-229, (Eastern Slavs) pp.230-259; Vlasto, The Entry of
Slavs into Christendom, (Western Slavs) pp.86-142, (Eastern Slavs) pp.187-207; S. Barlieva, ‘The Cult of Saints
Cyril and Methodios: the Phenomenon of Shared Identity in the Slavic World’, in M. Gray, ed., Rewriting Holiness:
Reconfiguring Vitae, Re-Signifying Cults (London, 2017), pp.229-41.

2 The same scholars can express more or less confidence in how widespread it was. A more sceptical assessment: P.
Sommer, D. Ttestik, ‘Bohemia and Moravia’, in N. Berend ed., Christianisation and the Rise of Christian
Monarchy. Scandinavia, Central Europe and Rus’ ¢.900-1200 (Cambridge, 2007), pp.233-4. A more positive
assessment: P. Sommer, ‘Saint Procopius and the Sdzava Monastery’, in Koufil ed., The Cyril and Methodius
Mission and Europe, pp.296-99. On the interesting developments of the memory of Cyril and Methodios in
thirteenth-century Bohemia see: M. Wihoda, ‘The Tradition of Saints Cyril and Methodios in the Memory of the
Pfemyslid Era’, in Koufil ed., The Cyril and Methodius Mission and Europe, pp.310-14.

3 Sommer, Tiestik, ‘Bohemia and Moravia’, p.249.

4 These will be introduced and discussed at length in Part V of this Chapter. The area | loosely refer to as the
Balkans here and throughout this thesis takes modern day Albania and Northern Macedonia as its western border,
the Black Sea as its eastern border, the Carpathian Mountains on the north and the Aegean coast from Thessaloniki
eastwards to Istanbul as its southern border. The surviving epigraphic evidence from the tenth century clusters in the
south west (between modern day North Macedonia and Albania) and in the north east (in the Danube region
between modern day Bulgaria and Romania). Locating texts surviving in manuscripts is a trickier task, however, so |
have chosen a wider geographic area to permit contemplating production outside of known monastic and imperial
centres. For the inscriptions’ distribution, see: K. Popkonstantinov, O. Kronsteiner eds., Altbulgarische Inschriften,
vol. 1, (Salzburg, 1994).

5 By contrast, the number of texts surviving which can safely be dated to Moravia is highly contentious, as discussed
in the introduction. See: Turilov, ‘K izucheniiu velikomoravskogo literaturnogo naslediia’, pp.130-52.
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lingual, working in both Slavonic and Greek. Of course, “all literate technologies to one degree or another
are embedded within structures of privilege, access, textual codes, and literacy education.’® Thus, this
chapter can ultimately offer insight on this privileged bilingual milieu, or literate social class. But written
text was disseminated orally, and literacy was a complex sliding scale, and so the ideas and decisions
made by this milieu could ‘influence the illiterate and quasi-literate as well as those who can read and
write.” ’ Thus the ideas about writing, formulated and formalised by this intellectual circle, could have had
profound consequences for the spread and use of Slavonic across South-Eastern and North-Eastern

Europe.

This chapter will start from On Letters, a treatise attributed to the Monk Khrabur (or Khrabr), and the first
surviving text dedicated entirely to a defence of the Slavonic alphabet explicitly against the Greek
alphabet. It will then turn to the wider corpus of texts that can be dated to the late ninth- and early tenth-
century Balkans. It is the purpose of this study to approach these texts not as sources for historical
narrative, to establish events that occurred, but as sources of intellectual history, reflecting varied and
changing ideas about writing in Slavonic, the alphabet and its use in the early medieval Balkans.® As is
the case throughout this thesis, | seek to destabilise the consolidated narrative of the birth of Slavonic
culture and to offer instead an alternative narrative, of the repeated new representations and
reconfigurings of its origin story, and of the continued contestation and transformation of the Slavonic

alphabet and ideas about its use and purpose over the ninth and tenth centuries.

Section Il of this chapter will highlight two already-assumed contexts which have shaped the study of On
Letters and the other texts which emerge from the Balkans at the turn of the tenth century: first, the Life of
Clement, and second, the objectification of the Bulgarian state as an actor in the preservation of Slavonic
culture. Departing from these predetermined contexts, the chapter starts instead with a close study of the
text, On Letters. Section Il introduces the modern scholarship and pre-modern reception of On Letters.
Section IV turns to an assessment of the sources the author used, focusing on two kinds of source:
Byzantine texts in Greek, and the VC and VM. It identifies a specific Greek source for a section of On
Letters formerly considered original, and moreover demonstrates that the author uses Greek language
material differently to the use we find in the VC and VM. This use marks a shift away from compositions

about the Slavonic alphabet which face outwards from Slavonic speakers to external sources of authority

& Amsler, Affective Literacies, p.xvii.

" B. Stock, The Implications of Literacy: Written Language and Models of Interpretation in the Eleventh and Twelfth
Centuries (Princeton, NJ, 1983), p.7.

8 Despite the large number of editions of On Letters | cite the most recent one by Veder throughout and use the
numbering he provides, but often render the English myself. | have referred to the other major editions and will note
them only if there are discrepancies when discussing word choice. On Letters in W. Veder, Utrum in alterum
abiturum erat? A Study of the Beginnings of Text Transmission in Church Slavic (Indiana, 1999), pp.159-167.
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or legitimacy, and toward textual production aimed directly at Slavonic speakers. That these speakers
were bilingual or at least educated in Greek leads me to call On Letters a Byzantino-Slavic text, aimed at
a Byzantino-Slavic milieu. In addition, | posit that the text is either intentionally omitting and profoundly
transforming the VC and VM, or that it simply does not have access to the two lives as we know them
today.

Section V assesses the main argument of On Letters, which is presented in the form of a thesis-anti-thesis
relationship between Slavonic and Greek. | argue that the author frames Slavonic and its invention as
more sacred than that of Greek, by elevating the sanctity of Cyril on the one hand and abstracting the
invention event on the other. The text distances Cyril from his ethnic and linguistic markers as we find
them in the VC and VM, and omits altogether the specific historical circumstances in which the alphabet
was invented. It thus shifts the focus away from missionary activity, an issue central both to the VC and
VM in different ways, towards a much more academic question of the history of language and alphabet
creation. In this way, | argue, against the grain of existing scholarship, that On Letters is a radical
departure from the VC and VM and that its author transforms the legend of Slavonic invention in new

ways toward a new specific historical context, namely the early medieval Balkans.

Section VI seeks to situate the text in its contemporary milieu. It suggests that On Letters is neither an
attack on Cyrillic nor on the Byzantine clergy as has previously been argued, and that both of these
positions have been shaped by a theory of ethnicity, which assumes it to be impossible for Slavonic
speakers to oppose Slavonic literacy. Instead, | posit that the text is arguing against bi-lingual Slavonic-
Greek speakers, who were likely literate in both, but were nonetheless resisting the use of Slavonic
writing, or showing what the author considers undue reverence for Greek. On Letters seeks to create
division, between Slavonic and Greek speakers and bookmen, in an environment in which such categories
were clearly fluid. The premises of the positions that the text opposes can be seen in the other
contemporary texts of the tenth century. These demonstrate both ambivalence and ambiguity with respect
to their authors’ personal self-identification as Slavs or Byzantines, and some clear reverence for the
Greek language. In short, although On Letters survives in over a hundred and forty manuscripts and has
become in some sense the hegemonic reading of the invention of Slavonic, | suggest that in the tenth-
century Balkans, this text was an extreme and radical assault on a contemporary consensus of

bilingualism, identarian fluidity and some hesitation to the adoption of the new Slavonic literacy.
3.1l WHERE NOT TO START

In the absence of a Slavonic chronicle tradition, studies of the arrival of Slavonic literacy in the Balkans

at the turn of the tenth century, and thus of On Letters and other contemporary texts, have been framed by
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two main kinds of context. The first and backbone historical account is found the eleventh-century Greek
Life of Clement which survives under the name of Theophylact of Ohrid, but which scholars largely
accept drew on older, possibly Slavonic-language material.® This has been supplemented by tenth-century
Byzantine sources, even though, as discussed in Chapter 2, they have nothing to say about the Slavonic
alphabet in particular.® Using these sources, scholars have consolidated a reified object, the Bulgarian
state, which is either treated as an actor in its own right, or as one anthropomorphised in Symeon, its ruler
(ca. 897-927); this state is then regarded as responsible for the conscious preservation of the Slavonic
alphabet and culture. The Bulgarian state, when conceived thus, is the second kind of context which has
shaped the study of On Letters. In turn | offer a critique of the use of the Life of Clement to frame our
understanding of On Letters, and a more general critique of the objectification of the Bulgarian state or its

people, as agents in this wider narrative of preservation.
3.11.1 The Life of Clement

The Life of Clement is often used to explain or contextualise the tenth-century texts mentioned above, as it
offers a narrative account of the Cyrillo-Methodian mission’s arrival in the Balkans after the expulsion of
Slavonic from Moravia.!* Yet, rather as the VM restructures information about the mission to Moravia
from the VC to its own ends, the Life of Clement too significantly reframes the Moravian mission and its
arrival in the Balkans, in light of what are clearly eleventh-century concerns.

The Life of Clement as it survives was authored by Theophylact of Ohrid, the eleventh-century Byzantine
court intellectual who wrote about his time in Ohrid as exile.*? This complex text clearly does have
earlier, perhaps Slavonic language, sources.’* These may be the VC and VM and/or an earlier Life of
Clement which used the VC and VM as sources.* The narrative voice oscillates between regarding the

Slavs as ‘us’ and as ‘them.’*® This is further complicated by the ethnicization of the Slavonic peoples and

% Theophylact of Ohrid, The Life of Clement, in Grutskite zhitiia na Kliment Okhridski. Uvod, tekst, prevod i
obiasnitelni belezhki, ed., trans. A. Milev, (Sofia, 1966), pp.76-163.

10 The sources from Byzantium are mostly chronicle accounts of Symeon’s wars with Byzantium, and the letters of
Patriarch Nicholas Mystikos to the ruler during these wars. For the most thorough chronicle narrative see: Symeon
the Logothete, Chronicle, in Symeonis magistri et logothetae chronicon, ed. S. Wahlgren, (Berlin, 2006). The
Chronicle of the Logothete, trans. S. Wahlgren, (Liverpool, 2019). Nicholas Mystikos, Letters, eds., trans., R.
Jenkins, L. Westerink (Washington, D.C., 1973), esp. Letters 3-31.

11 E.g. Vlasto, The Entry of Slavs, pp.168-9; Dvornik, Byzantine Missions, p.245; Obolensky, The Byzantine
Commonwealth, p.95-6. All switch to the Life of Clement as their main narrative source when VC/VM run out. It is
also often the backbone narrative into which the short Life of Naum is plugged. See: M. Kuseff, ‘St Nahum’,
Slavonic and East European Review, 29 (1950), pp.139-52, pp.142-3 (text).

12 See: Mullett, Theophylact of Ohrid, pp.43-69.

13 Theophylact, Life of Clement, pp.76-147.

141t presents Cyril as a scholar and Methodios as an institutional bishop, as do their two vitae, e.g. Ibid. 2.4.

15 “Us> when discussing the students of Clement of Ohrid, ibid. 18.58. ‘Them’ when treating the Bulgarians, their
dark land, their rough language, and their wild and unlearned nature etc.: ibid. 2.5, 2.6. 21.63.
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their language as Bulgarians, rather than Slavs, and the assertion that Methodios baptised Boris himself.'®
Such ethnic re-labelling is a radical departure from the materials we can safely date to the early tenth

century, where the most common label used to name and categorise is Slavs and not Bulgarians.'’

It is clear that much of the Life of Clement as it survives today has been reorganised around the
subsequent eleventh-century context, and in particular the 1054 split between the eastern and western
churches over the filioque.’® Although the filioque was already an issue of contention in the ninth century,
it does not feature in the VC and VM.*® The Life of Clement reframes Methodios and his disciples, as
bastions of Byzantine theology, arguing for the Chalcedonian position in brand new staged debates with
Latin opponents.?® The fact that some of their words in these debates have extremely close textual
parallels in Theophylact’s own treatise against the Latins and that no other tenth-century Balkan sources
in Slavonic reveal a preoccupation with the filioque, strongly point to the likelihood that the anti-Latin
sentiment in the Life of Clement was Theophylact’s own.?* The Life of Clement frames the exodus from
Moravia as a doctrinal issue, but in light of doctrine as it had solidified by the eleventh century.?? As such

it offers little insight into our inquiry.

Thus, this chapter starts by accepting that Slavonic writing did arrive in the Balkans and at the Bulgarian
court most probably through clerics and scribes from Moravia, sometime in the late ninth or early tenth
century, but it will withhold judgement on the precise way this occurred.

3.11.2 Bulgaria in the History of Slavonic

The birth of Slavonic culture, presented in both political and scholarly common-sense narratives, which
unify the VC and VM as texts, and Cyril and Methodios as a sacred pair, does not come to its conclusion
in Moravia. This established story continues in the medieval Bulgarian polity, which popular and
scholarly discourse, both within and without Bulgaria, considers as a crucial period for the preservation of
Slavonic culture. This common-sense takes it as a given that the various groups of actors involved in the
adoption and adaption of Slavonic in the Balkans shared an overarching mission of conscious continuity

and preservation, and an idea of what Slavonic meant and what it was for.

18 E.g. Ibid. 2.6, 4.15-16.

17 This will be discussed in depth in Part V1.2 below.

18 Theophylact, Life of Clement, 4.17, 8.25.

19 This was probably due to the fact, that unlike the Frankish churches, the papacy had not made its position clear
until the turn of the tenth century and was therefore not the target of heretical claims in the early texts, as discussed
by Tia Kolbaba, Inventing Latin Heretics, esp. p.153.

20 Theophylact, Life of Clement, 8.25, 16.47-52.

2L See: Milev, Grutskite Zhitiia, p.47

22 Theophylact, Life of Clement, 12.35-39.
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Medieval Bulgaria’s role in the universal narrative of Slavonic culture, is perhaps best represented by The
Slav Epic (‘Slovanska epopej’). This cycle of twenty monumental canvass paintings (the largest at over
six by eight meters) by Czech Art Nouveau artist Alfons Mucha, executed between 1910 and 1928,
represents nineteen key moments in the history of Slavonic peoples, and one futuristic concluding piece
entitled ‘Slavs for Humanity.’?® The first few paintings deal with the period that concerns us. The opening
two, ‘Slavs in their Original Homeland” and ‘The Celebration of Svantovit’ (a supposedly pre-Christian
rite), present dark and moody mythological scenes, where Slavs face current or oncoming disaster before
their supposed mass migration southward. Scene three, ‘The Introduction of Slavonic Liturgy in Great
Moravia’, depicts a major shift in colour and mood. The wild natural scenes steeped in deep blue are
replaced by a bright palatial courtyard. Prince Rastislav sits on a throne before a priest reading a letter
which confirms Methodios’ legitimation by the pope. Methodios stands to the side flanked by two

followers. It is clear that Mucha considers this the true birth of a victorious Slavonic culture.

Figure 3. Alfons Mucha, The Slav Epic cyc_ie No.4: Tsar Siﬁwén | of Bulgaria (1923) (photo:
muchafoundation.org)

23 The paintings were on display in Moravsky Krumlov until 2012, when they were moved into the Veletrzni Palace
in Prague, the city to which Mucha bestowed them, where they remained until 2016. They spent May-December
2019 in Brno, and are, at the time of writing, not on display. For the full images see:
http://muchafoundation.org/gallery/themes/theme/slav-epic/ (last accessed, January 2020). | am grateful to Dr
Alexandra Vukovich for bringing this to my attention.
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The next scene is entitled ‘Tsar Symeon I of Bulgaria’, and once again presents a bright and warm
coloured palatial scene. This time, a lavish palace interior frames the tsar in old age sitting pensively on
his throne and reading from an open manuscript. A court full of scribes sprawls before him frantically
writing and reading pieces of parchment on the marble floor and its fine carpets. This is the preservation
of Slavonic literature, and the refuge for the Cyrillo-Methodian mission directed by Bulgaria as state,

anthropomorphised in Symeon as ruler par excellence.

As | have sought to show throughout this thesis, the popular, the fanciful, the political and the scholarly
are deeply intertwined in the study of the invention of Slavonic. This twentieth-century imagining of the
legendary Cyril and Methodios fading to be replaced by a state-based and leader-centred preservation
effort is not far removed from the language of academic literature, and not only from within Bulgaria. In
the words of the Czech scholar Francis Dvornik, ‘the work of Constantine-Cyril and Methodios, rejected
by the west, was saved by the Bulgarians.’® The Russian scholar Boris Floria notes that the task of
preserving Slavonic ‘was only completed successfully and fully in Bulgaria. The First Bulgarian
Kingdom became the main hearth from which Slavonic writing and Slavonic literature were spread to

other countries.’?®

The most complete iteration of this thinking is found in the words of French Slavicist Roger Bernard from
a 1963 speech in Paris, later published in a Bulgarian translation as the preface to a scholarly publication

under the title ‘Giants in Spirit’.?

‘Ho emna mimama nbpikaBa, MPUBISAKIA BHUMAHHETO HA CPETHOBEKOBHHS CBAT C BOCHHHUTE CH
mo0e M, MOCThIK OJIATOPOJAHO W MBJPO, KATO MPHUSATH MPOTOHCHUTE ydeHHIM Ha Kupun u
Meroamii, mMOBEYETO OT KOWUTO B CBITHOCT Osixa HeWHM dYema. Tasm mbpikaBa ChXpaHU U
MOJKJIAXKIAIIe TIaMbKa, KOWTO JBamara Opars Osxa 3amajwid, 3a Ja Mpeaajae Mo-KbCHO TO3H
IJIaMbK Ha OCTAHAJMTE CJIaBSIHCKM HApOJIU M Ha ObJeIMTe MOKojeHMs. Ta3u abpikaBa Oeiiie
benrapus. Ilopagu 61aropofHOTO CH TOBElEHHWE M 3HAYMMOCTTA HA HACIEACTBOTO, KOETO TS
cnacw, bbirapus cu criedenu HeyBsiXBamaTa 0JarogapHOCT Ha OCTAaHAJIUTE CIABSHCKHA HAPOIU U

YBaXXCHHUCTO Ha LCJINA NUBUIIN30BaAH CBfIT.’27

24 Dvornik, Byzantine Missions, p.244.

% ‘ycnemHo u B IOTHOM 06beMe ObuTa pentena unib B bonrapuu. IlepBoe Bosrapckoe napcTBo cTajo Tem
TJIAaBHBIBIM O4arom, OTKyAa CJIaBAHCKas MUCbMCHOCTD U CJIaBAHCKaAsA JIMTEPATypa CTAJIU IPOHUKATL B IPYTHUC
ctpanbl’, Floria, Skazaniia, p.105.

% R. Bernard, ‘Velikani na dukha’, in B. Kastelov, et al eds. Bulgaristika i Bulgaristi: statii i izsledvaniia,
bulgaristikata v chuzhbina, portreti na bulgaristi (Sofia, 1981) pp.25-33.

27 |bid. p.28.
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‘But a young country, which had attracted the attention of the medieval world with its military
successes, acted nobly and wisely, when it gave shelter to the banished students of Cyril and
Methodios, most of whom were in fact its own children. This country preserved and fuelled the
flame, which the two brothers had lit, in order to pass on this flame later to the other Slavonic
peoples and to future generations. This country was Bulgaria. Due to its noble behaviour and the
significance of the inheritance which it saved, Bulgaria won the unfading gratitude of the rest of

the Slavonic people and the respect of the whole civilised world.’

This discourse relies on two ideological manoeuvres. The first is the unification of Cyril and Methodios,
their purpose and mission, into one flame. As | have sought to demonstrate this unification is not
warranted by the surviving texts, but rather is an invention of the later VM, as part of a wider project to
make acceptable and legitimate the position of Methodios before the papacy’s changing policy. This
papal agenda is lost in the narrative presented above. The second is the formalisation of the unit of
(medieval) Bulgaria as an object in history, and then the reification of this object as a (cultural) agent in
its own right in the history of Slavonic culture. This historical object or agent, responsible for ‘saving’ or
‘preserving’ or ‘fuelling’ the Slavonic flame is at times personified by its rulers Boris, or in Mucha’s
paintings Symeon, and is at other equated times more generically with the state, the ‘kingdom' (‘tsarstvo”)

in the words of Floria or ‘country’ (‘durzhava’) in the translated words of Bernard.

This objectification of medieval Bulgaria, as the second phase of the birth of Slavonic culture, is just as
uncritical as the unification of Cyril and Methodios as a holy, ideologically aligned pair. The overall
narrative summarised by Bernard fails to engage closely and critically with the textual monuments from
the early medieval Balkans which are called upon to support this monolithic story, as individual
contributions to a complex and versatile intellectual and political life. As | have shown, in the case of the
VC and VM, this failure to address these monuments on their own terms has had the consequence of
disguising the specific agendas of each text and their fundamental difference, and thus significantly over-

simplifying early medieval intellectual culture in Central and South-Eastern Europe.

| take the same to be the case here: that the term Bulgaria and its use in scholarship, especially
interchangeably with Symeon, has, in striving to preserve continuity, disguised a complex and multi-
vocal intellectual culture. This is not to say that Symeon was not literate, or not responsible for
patronising translations at his court.?® Rather, it is to make two points of caution. The first is to assert that

even if dedicated to a ruler, individual texts cannot be assumed to have an agenda interchangeable with

28 Plenty of his correspondences survive from the Greek side, as do a few short letters in the Byzantine bureaucrat
Leo Choerosphaktes’ collection, which are assigned to Symeon, and scholars generally accept as his own, see Leo
Choerosphaktes, Letters, 1, 3, 5, in FLHB, Vol. 8, pp.176-8.
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that of the ruler, or of that ruler’s state. Such reductionism is unthinkable in the works of, say Bede,
whose Ecclesiastical History would never be reduced to King Ceolwulf or the state of Northumbria, or
Thomas Aquinas, whose On Kingship would never be mistaken as at one with the position of the text’s
dedicatee and patron, the King of Cyprus.?® And the second is to challenge the readiness with which
scholars attribute texts which have no textual link to Symeon, to his influence or to his personal agenda. *°

Due to this readiness to attribute total agency to Symeon, whenever a text does not contain within it any
direct link to Symeon’s imperial patronage I refer to that text as emerging from the Balkans,
geographically, rather than Bulgaria as a polity. In so doing | try as much as possible to avoid subsuming
the agendas of individual authors and textual communities within the objectives and purposes of the state
(or state personified as ruler). This kind of separation is by no means always necessary, but | use it here to
serve as an over-corrective to the scholarship concerning medieval Bulgaria in particular. In large part
due to the persistence of the label ‘Bulgaria’ throughout the middle ages and into the modern state of
Bulgaria, the term has become especially charged with narratives of national continuity. This is quite
unlike other labels which | use in this thesis, such as Moravia, which is now a largely geographic label for
a region in the Czech Republic, whilst its medieval location remains contested, and Byzantium, which
was an antiquarian label referring to the old city of Constantinople in the middle ages, and a different kind
of antiquarian label from the Renaissance onwards referring to the East Roman Empire as a whole. The
Bulgaria of the tenth century, by contrast, is accepted and assumed to be the progenitor of the Bulgaria of
the twentieth. How pervasive this continuity is can be seen in the 1981 state-wide celebrations ‘1300
Years Bulgaria’ (‘1300 Toguau Bearapus’), which led to the production of a large body of scholarship
alongside several architectural monuments, and eighty documentary films and various country-wide

exhibitions on Bulgarian history.®* The key monument of this celebration, a large statue entitled <1300

29 Bede, Historiam Ecclesiasticam Gentis Anglorum, Praefatio; Thomas Aquinas, On Kingship (To the King of
Cyprus), Proemium, in S. Thomae Aquinatis Doctoris Angelici Opuscula Theologica, eds. R. Verardo, R. Spiazzi,
M. Calcaterra (Torino, 1954), p.257.

30 See for instance this very recent attempt to suggest Cyrillic was in fact Symeon’s own idea: Trendafilov, ‘Simeon
v Pliska’, p.183. This elevation of Symeon is somewhat akin to the way authorial agency and control is attributed to
Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos in the field of Byzantine studies, yet Symeon lacks a reassessment as damning
as: I. Sevéenko, ‘Re-reading Constantine Porphyrogenitos’, in J. Shepard, et al eds., Byzantine Diplomacy
(Aldershot, 1992), pp.167-95. This question of Constantine’s literacy and literary output is still being debated, most
recently see: N. Gaul, et al eds., Center, Province and Periphery in the Age of Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos:
From De Ceremoniis to De Administrando Imperio (Wiesbaden, 2018).

31 The 1300 years start with 681, the date of a peace treatise between Asparukh and Constantine 1V, shortly after the
arrival of one branch of the Turkic steppe Bulgar tribe in the Danube region, recorded in rather mystical terms in:
Theophanes, Chronicle, 357-8. The following are just a small selection of scholarly works commissioned for the
occasion: N. Kovachev ed., 1300 godini Bulgarska durzhava: dokladi i suobshteniia ot nauchna konferentsiia
provedena na 5 i 6 noemvri 1981 g. v chest na 1300 godishninata na Bulgarskata durzhava (Veliko Turnovo, 1982);
G. Bogdanov, 1300 Godini Bulgariia: tematichna preporuchitelna bibliografiia (Sofia, 1973); D. Cholakova, et al
eds., Bulgariia 1300: shornik ot metodichni i bibliografski materiali (Plovdiv, 1980); B. Cholpanov, I Nii sme dali
neshto na sveta: 1300 godini Bulgariia (Sofia, 1972). On the films, exhibitions and other celebrations, see: I.

179



Years Bulgaria’, erected in the centre of Bulgaria’s capital, Sofia, in 1981 and only recently dismantled in

2017, was divided into three scenes, which moved forward in time and told the story of ‘Bulgaria’.®

Figure 2: ‘1300 Years Bulgaria’ Monument, Sofia, (Source: bgspomen.com)

The composition representing the present is an elevated male figure standing upright on left hand side of
the monument. It depicts a victorious worker, and more broadly the idealised body of the Bulgarian
socialist citizen. The middle scene represents a pieta, a variation on the representation of the lamentation
of Christ by the Virgin Mary, except here it is a lamentation for the Bulgarians lost in wars and uprisings
against Ottoman rule. If the present is the worker, and the past a lament for the Bulgarian state’s absence
under Ottoman rule, it is perhaps no surprise to see how the origins of the Bulgarian state and its 1300
years of history are depicted in the lower right hand side of the monument: ‘Tsar Symeon and the Golden
Age of Bulgarian Literature’, which portrays the ruler standing over scribes and laying the foundations of

Bulgarian literature.

Kunchev, ‘Proektut 1300 godini Bulgariia — raztochitelna gradnomaniia ili nevizhdano kulturno dostizheniie?’, 16
April 2016 (https://bulgarianhistory.org/1300bulgaria/), (Last accessed: January, 2020).

32 ‘Pametnikut pred NDK otide v istoriiata’, 28 July 2017, (https://frognews.bg/novini/pametnikat-pred-ndk-otide-
istoriiata.html ), (last accessed: January, 2020)
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To use the state label, Bulgaria, and the cultural and ethnic homogeneity it evokes in popular discourse,
therefore, is especially unsatisfactory when one studies the complex, multi-lingual intellectual production
of the Balkans, and Central and Eastern Europe more broadly. | have sought to show throughout this
thesis, that polities in the early medieval world, and especially in Central and Eastern Europe, are not
useful guides to the substance of cultural production. Thus, throughout this chapter | retain the label
‘Bulgaria’ when a text relates to the court or ruler, recognising that Symeon clearly did concern himself
with commissioning Slavonic text but maintain this to be a distinctly medieval Bulgaria; | opt for the
Balkans elsewhere, as an explicitly politicized recognition of the region’s mixed ethnic and linguistic

population.
3.11 ON LETTERS

The treatise On Letters is one of a handful original compositions datable to late-ninth or early tenth-
century Bulgaria. Scholarly consensus, with which | agree, has settled on sometime between 897 and 927
for both philological reasons, and the fact that defending the alphabet against Greek makes most sense in
an early medieval Balkan context, although where exactly the text was written remains a matter of
contention.®® In contrast with the rather brief accounts of the invention of Slavonic we find in the VC and
VM, On Letters is the earliest surviving text to deal entirely and completely with the Slavonic alphabet.
Under 3,000 words in length, the text opens with a summary of the invention of Slavonic letters by
Constantine-Cyril. It then asserts the Slavonic alphabet’s superior sanctity by comparing it to the history
of the Greek alphabet’s compilation. It offers a list of all Slavonic letters, before turning to a more
polemical format of question and answer, defending the alphabet from a number of aggressors who argue
the alphabet was not sacred as it was not one of the alphabets to be found on the cross of Christ, and as it

continued to change over time.**

In some manuscripts, including the earliest dated Laurentian Codex of 1348, the text is attributed to the
Monk Khrabur (or Khrabr in Russian spelling), in the vast majority of others from the fifteenth century
onwards it is assigned to Constantine-Cyril, and in the rest to no author. 3 Even so, no information

concerning the author survives outside the treatise, and the name itself could simply be the short adjective

33 For a comprehensive summary of the dating debates: Kuev, Chernorizets, pp.20-38; more recently, and for the
terminus ante quem: Veder, Utrum in alterum, pp.179-182.

34 This list of letters is missing in the earliest surviving manuscript. Floria, Skazaniia, pp.109-10.

3 The name Chernorizets Khrabur appears in only eight of the seventy-three manuscript attestations of the text for
which Kuev produces full editions, including the 1348 Laurentian Codex and two fifteenth-century codices, the
Moscow and the Sava. Already in the fifteenth century, however, an alternative attribution developed to Constantine
Cyril, as in the Chudov Manuscripts N.269, and this became the dominant attribution into the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries. More manuscripts of the text have come to light since Kuev’s study and are used by Veder in
his critical edition, but these are usually later attestations and do not disrupt the general dominance of Constantine-
Cyril. Kuev, Chernorizets, pp.185-418.
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‘brave’ (‘xpaE®p®’), i.c. the brave monk. In part due to the possibility that ‘Khrabur’ may or may not
be a name, historians have argued that Khrabur was in fact any one of the handful of named figures who
tower over the anonymous mass that is early medieval Bulgaria: the Cyrillo-Methodian disciple Clement
of Ohrid; the court translator John the Exarch; the monk Duks who transcribed Constantine of Preslav’s
translation Four Orations Against the Arians; and even Symeon himself (more evidence to the attempts to
equate Bulgarian literate culture with the state and tsar).*® There are, however, no obvious textual reasons
to reduce the author of On Letters to any of these named individuals. As with the VC and VM, | prefer to
avoid assigning anonymous texts to known authors, once again stressing the multi-vocal nature of
medieval intellectual culture. Throughout, as with the VC and VM, I shall simply refer to ‘the author’, as a
functional term, as discussed in the introduction to this thesis.®’ It is once again, my purpose, on the basis
of textual analysis, to make arguments for the kind of community that may have produced this text, rather
than to start from a community or person, and seek to understand the text through them. For this reason, |
avoid the use of Khrabur, as a name, in part due to the small number of manuscripts that transmit it, and
to avoid the moralising character its meaning, ‘brave’, has added to discussions of the author.® | leave it
to the reader, after a close study of the text and its contemporary context, to decide whether or not the

author and their textual community were in fact brave.

Perhaps due to the text’s uniqueness, On Letters was extraordinarily popular in the pre-modern Slavonic-
speaking world.* It survives in over a hundred manuscripts from the fourteenth to the nineteenth century
and has been estimated by Kuev to be the single most copied non-liturgical text in medieval Slavonic.
With liturgical texts included, Kuev places it either second or third, after a homily in praise of Michael
and Gabriel (roughly a hundred and fifty manuscripts) and roughly equal to a homily in praise of Lazarus
(roughly a hundred manuscripts) both attributed to Clement of Ohrid.*° It is worth dwelling on this
popularity a little.

3 Here are just a few examples. Clement: F. Snopek, Apostoloveé slovanst/ Konstantin-Cyrill a Methodeéj: slovo
odvety universitnimu professoru dru. Brzicknerovi (Prague, 1913). John the Exarch: G.A. II’inskii, ‘Kto byl
chernorizets Khrabr?’, Vizantiiskoe Obozrenie, 3 (1917), pp.152-6. Doks: E. Georgiev, Raztsvetut na Bulgarskata
literatura v IX-Xv. (Sofia, 1962), p.312-4. Symeon was most avidly proposed by Bulgarian scholar Zlatarski, ‘Koi e
bil Chernorizets Khrabur?’ in Istoriia na Bulgarskata durzhava, pp.820-9. And more recently Trendafilov, ‘Simeon
v Pliska’, p.185.

37 See: Introduction, 0.V.

38 It is possible this moralising character was the product of the fourteenth-century context of our earliest
manuscript, or an earlier myth or legend.

39 As noted in the introduction to this thesis, this rather clunky ‘pre-modern’ label, in the sense of pre-modernist,
specifically in this context to demarcate the before and after of the so-called ‘re-discovery’ of the VC, VM, On
Letters and other medieval texts by the first wave of nineteenth-century professional scholars, interested in
scientifically revealing medieval Slavonic history. See: p.21, n.58.

40 Kuev, Chernorizets, p.182.
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The treatise On Letters, regardless of the accuracy or intentional inaccuracy of the way it portrays the
invention of the alphabet with respect to the versions of the story transmitted in the VC and VM, became
the most representative pre-modern text about the invention of Slavonic. Present in over a hundred
manuscripts, it has a circulation over twice that of the VC (at forty-eight manuscripts) and over six times
that of the VM (at fifteen). More pertinently still, most of the manuscripts in which the text is found are
full of other grammatical or philological treatises concerned with Slavonic writing, at least thirty-seven
according to Khristo Trendafilov’s count. The text makes it into the earliest (seventeenth-century)
Russian bukvary, or textbooks designated to enable readers to acquire literacy.** This meant that for many
late medieval and early modern East Slavonic readers, an engagement with On Letters would have
predated and shaped their encounter with most other written literature, including the VC and VM.
Whatever the argument of On Letters and the author’s purpose, therefore, it is worth bearing in mind that
this rendition of the invention of Slavonic would become relatively hegemonic amongst pre-modern
readers at least by the sixteenth century. This hegemony has no doubt affected modern scholars’ opinions

of how widespread or dominant the text’s position was in the ninth or tenth century.

This significance notwithstanding, the text and its anonymous author have received far less historical than
philological attention. The mention of On Letters is often brief in key historical works such as those of
Dvornik, Vlasto, or Curta and usually integrated into a wider narrative based on the Life of Clement and
Byzantine chronicles, as discussed above.*? Philological studies, on the other hand, centred entirely on the
text are in abundance. In the twentieth century alone, the text received one monograph with seventy-three
individual manuscript editions, one monograph of a critical edition based on eighty manuscript
attestations, and another critical edition that drew on eighty-three attestations.** At fewer than 3,000

words, it may well be the Slavonic text with the highest ratio of scholarship per word of primary source.

Given that the genre of the text does not lend itself to narrative history, scholars have been more willing
to accept and label On Letters as a polemic than to consider the VC or VM as such, and thus to discuss
On Letters in terms of the ideas it puts forward.** These ideas, however, have been treated by scholarship

more akin to medieval exegesis than critical assessment, with inaccuracies excused or corrected, but

4l Kh.Trendafilov, ‘Skazanie za bukvite na Chertnorizets Khrabur: retseptsiia i funktsiia’, in Vtori mezhdunaroden
kongres po bulgariskita, Sofiia 23 Mai — 3 luni, Dokladi 11: Stara bulgarska literatura (Sofia, 1987), pp.92-4.

42 See: Chapter 3.11.

3 In seventy-three individual editions in Kuev, Chernorizets, pp.185-419; critically reconstructed from eighty
attestations in Chernorizets Khrabur: O Pismeneh, ed. A. Dzhambeluka-Kosova, (dictionary) E. Dogramadzhieva
(Sofia, 1980); and once again from eighty-three attestations in VVeder, Utrum. Another monographic study of On
Letters was published in this period, with a translation and commentary but it used earlier critical editions: D.
Petkanova, Chernorizets Khrabur (Sofia, 1984; 2nd ed., Sofia, 1999).

4 For instance: Georgiev, Raztsvetut, pp.317-21. Vlasto, The Entry of Slavs, p.177. Petkanova, Chernorizets, pp.62-
75.
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rarely explained. The overwhelming assumption has remained that, as it defends Cyril and the letters he
invented, the text is therefore in some sense a continuator of the Cyrillo-Methodian mission and its
supposedly coherent objectives.” To my knowledge only once in the vast body of work on the text has
the suggestion surfaced that the treatise’s critique and defence may be purely rhetorical.*® Exegetic study
has been especially prominent in work on the sources of On Letters. In what follows | offer the first
detailed critical assessment of the sources of text in Part 1V, and then of its argument in Part V, which
does not already assume the text’s intellectual validity or that its arguments were widespread or

successful.
3.1V ON LETTERS AS A BYZANTINO-SLAVIC TEXT?

The first part of this section explores the use of Byzantine grammatical sources in On Letters. It argues
that On Letters uses Byzantine sources, but that it does so in a way which is completely unlike the VC and
somewhat unlike the VM. What | mean by this is that the arguments the text is trying to make are not
intended to be understood within a Byzantine, papal, or Frankish intellectual milieus, but that material
from Byzantium’s textual production is co-opted toward new, for want of a better term, Byzantino-Slavic
ends. The second part addresses a question which is far too often taken as a given in the field: namely,
whether On Letters shows any sign of a direct use of the VC or VM as texts, and what consequences this
use or non-use has for the established narrative history of Slavonic culture.

3.1V.1 On Letters and the Grammarians

It has long been acknowledged that the author of On Letters uses Greek-language sources, and that they
were therefore proficient in Greek.*” Despite the long lists of potential influences produced by scholars
such as Kuev, however, only two short sections of the text have been shown with any degree of certainty
to be citing a Greek text.*® These two sections, the first on the meaning of the first letters in the Greek and
Hebrew alphabets, and the second on the history of the compilation of the Greek alphabet, sit somewhat
apart in On Letters, but are found in one consecutive section of a single text in Greek. The exact origin of
this Greek text remains an open question, because the grammatical information it contained has been

transmitted widely under different authors, and often with no clear date of composition.

4 An excellent example of this exegetical style of study is the diligent work of Kuev, which is entirely devoted to a
historical and philological explanation of the text, its production, the dating system it uses, and the potential sources
it may have used. This is a profoundly useful study. Yet, no critical assessment of the arguments, alongside the
corpus of literature about Slavonic is to be found here: Kuev, Chernorizets, esp. pp. 38-46. See also: Petkanova,
Chernorizets, pp.62-75.

46 Franklin, Writing, Society and Culture, pp.194-5.

47 At least as early as 1895: Jagi¢, Razsuzhdeniia, pp. 297-319.

48 See: Kuev, Chernorizets, pp.56-71.
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The source text which was put forward first, was the treatise On Grammar, a text which has recently been
argued to be the authentic work of Theodore Prodromos, the twelfth-century Komnenian court poet, to
whom it is attributed in thirty-three manuscripts.*® Later, Antonin Dostéal pointed instead to the Scholia
Marciana, a short explanatory treatise on the alphabet found in a fourteenth-century manuscript; it is one
of the many undatable scholia accompanying Dionysios Thrax’s Art of Grammar, the text which formed
the backbone to Byzantine grammatical education and was mentioned briefly in Chapter 1.5° As some of
the wording of On Letters is closer to the Scholia Marciana than to On Grammar, this has been largely

accepted, although the Scholia Marciana remains rejected or unknown to some scholars.®®

It is clear, however, that neither text is definitively the source, as both post-date On Letters in one way or
another. If we accept the attribution to Prodromos, then in its composition his treatise, On Grammar,
post-dates the tenth-century composition of On Letters.5? Moreover, many of its manuscripts post-date the
earliest manuscript of On Letters, the 1348 Laurentian Codex.>® The Scholia Marciana is anonymous and
has no clear date of composition, but its earliest manuscript dating to roughly the fourteenth century, is at
best a contemporary of the 1348 Laurentian Codex. That both On Grammar and the Scholia Marciana are
citing much older material is clear. But what is not so clear is whether the two have a common medieval
ancestor, which perhaps the author of On Letters also had access to, or whether their two traditions had

split in antiquity.

That the two texts have some sort of early medieval shared ancestor is certainly possible, as a close
examination of On Letters shows that the Greek text translated by the author is indeed in some instances
closer to that of the Scholia but in other instances, the text of On Letters is actually closer to the now

largely dismissed On Grammar.

49 In its original edition On Grammar was attributed to a Pseudo-Theodosios, considered to be a later continuator of
another ancient Greek grammarian, Theodosios of Alexandria. It is this name, Pseudo-Theodosios that one can find
in the studies of On Letters, but Zaglas has since made a strong case for the authenticity of Prodromos. Jagic,
Razsuzhdeniia, pp.310-9; Kuev, Chernorizets, pp.57-9; N. Zagklas, ‘A Byzantine Grammar Treatise Attributed to
Theodorus Prodromos’, Graeco-Latina Brunensia, 16 (2011), pp.77-87; For the text: Theodore Prodromos (under
Pseudo-Theodosius), On Grammar, in Theodosii Alexandrini grammatica, ed K. Goéttling, (Leipzig, 1822) pp.1-197.
Manuscript data from Pinakes, (http://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/), (last accessed, October 2019).

50 A. Dostal, ‘Les origines de I’apologie slave par Chrabr’, Byzantinoslavica, 24 (1963), pp.236-246. The Scholia is
found in: Scholia Marciana (partim excerpta ex Heliodoro, Tryphone, Diomede, Stephano, Georgio Choerobosco,
Gregorio Corinthio) in Grammatici Graeci, ed. A. Hilgard, vol.1.3 (Leipzig, 1901; repr. Hildesheim, 1965), pp.292-
442. See Chapter 1.11.2.

51 Veder makes no explicit commitment on the text he cites, but a close study of the Greek in his edition suggests he
is using the Scholia Marciana, Veder, Utrum, pp.101-107. Discarded by: G. Ziffer, ‘Le fonti greche del Monaco
Chrabr’, Byzantinoslavica, 56 (1995), pp. 561-570. Ignored or unknown to: Kuev, Chernorizets, p.56. |. Dobrev, ‘Za
Otnoshenieto na Chernorizets Hrabur kum edno razsuzhdenie na gramatika Psevdo-Teodosii’, Ezik i Literatura, 33
(1978), pp.38-40.

52 Manuscript data from Pinakes, (http://pinakes.irht.cnrs.fr/), (last accessed, October 2019).

%3 For a facsimile of the whole Laurenian codex, see: Lavrentiy’s Miscellany (Tsar Aleksandur’s Miscellany of
1348), ed. E. Zashev, (Sofia, 2015).
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ppneapevor T TpdTOV on oi "EAAnveg dpoimg H rpnyH, MoAOEAIIE ¢A

otovyeiov drhpa kKeKMjKaol...’ ppneapevor 10 dioa TOMOY, AARPA pEMA’
Scholia Marciana, p.320, 7-11  kekMkoot ... On Letters, 4.1-6

On Grammar, p.1.1-5

‘The first of the letters by the The beginning of the letters by For the Jews have ‘aleph’ as
Greeks was from the etymology the Greeks was from ‘aleph’, [their] first letter, which means
of ‘aleph’, the first letter of the the first Hebrew letter, which ‘teaching’, perfecting the child
Hebrews, which means means ‘teaching’, commanding  being led, and saying: “learn!”,
‘teaching’, commanding to the to the child being introduced, which is aleph. And the Greeks
child being introduced: “learn!”,  and saying: “learn!”, and from imitating this, called [it]

and from which ‘aleph’, the which aleph, also the same alpha...

same ones, likewise imitating, Greeks, likewise imitating

have called the first letter have called [it] alpha...

‘alpha’...

As we can see in the section highlighted in bold, both On Letters and On Grammar specify ‘the Greeks’
where the Scholia Marciana only has ‘the same ones’ (‘avtoi’). Likewise, On Letters and On Grammar
note the Greeks ‘called [it] alpha’, omitting ‘the first letter’ we find in the Scholia Marciana. It is still the

case however that the two Greek texts share much more with each other than they do with On Letters.

Given that the relationship between On Grammar and the Scholia remains unclear therefore, and the
possibility that On Letters is citing a shared ancestor of both extant Greek texts, it remains imperative to
study On Letters alongside both On Grammar and Scholia. But, to establish the kind of ancestor of On
Grammar and the Scholia Marciana that the author of On Letters had before them, it is worth briefly

turning to the use and circulation of the treatise of Dionysios Thrax and its scholia collections.

Dionysios Thrax, was a second-to-first century BC grammarian, from Alexandria (rather than Thrace),
who is believed to have written a short grammatical treatise entitled Techné Grammatike, or the Art of
Grammar, which if genuine, makes it the oldest surviving such text.>* The question of how much of what
survives is genuine remains in doubt, but due to its brevity (less than 3,000 words) the text was often

accompanied by elaborate supplements (four regular ones) and scholia, which alone, when collated, form

54 R. Robins, The Byzantine Grammarians: their Place in History (Berlin, 1993), pp.41-3.
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a 600+ page volume. % One such collection of scholia is the aforementioned Scholia Marciana.
Importantly, the Art of Grammar and its scholia appear to have been the ubiquitous source of Greek
grammatical education by Late Antiquity. Wouter’s examination of grammatical papyri from Egypt
available in 1979 makes the important conclusion that ‘at least by the first century A.D. there was
widespread teaching of Greek grammar based on manuals very much on the lines of the Art of Grammar,
sometimes apparently copying parts word by word’ or making individual and small variations.>® The use
of Dionysios and his scholia continued in Byzantium. Parts of his treatise were commented on by George

Choiroboskos, an eighth-to-ninth-century grammarian and possibly librarian at Constantinople.®’

The kind of text the author of On Letters had before them in the tenth-century Balkans, therefore, was
probably a manuscript with Dionysios Thrax’s Art of Grammar and its scholia for the purposes of Greek-
language education, akin to that which George Choiroboskos had before him. Scholarship has alluded to
this in the past, but | will argue that the author of On Letters had access to a copy of Dionysios Thrax’s
Art of Grammar proper, and not simply to its scholia. ®® I demonstrate this to be the case by using parts of
On Letters formerly considered original, before offering an assessment of the method of citation of Greek

texts in the treatise more broadly.

To begin with, Dionysios’ text proper opens with a definition of ‘grammar’, and the six elements thereof.

Number six is as follows:
‘ITIEPI CTOIXEIOY

Ipappatd éotv glkoc1TéccOPa ATO TOD O PEXPL TOD ©. YPAUUOTE 6E AEYETOL S1dL TO YPOUOIC Kol
&uopoig tumodobar ypayor yap 10 Edoat Topd Tolg maAotols, d¢ Kol map’ Ounpm. “Nov &
EMypayag Topoov 1od0¢ eyl abtwg” [A 388]. Ta 6¢ avtd Kol otoryeio KaAgitor o1 1O Exsv

ototydv Tva kod TaEy.

% E. Dickey, Ancient Greek Scholarship: A Guide to Finding, Reading and Understanding Scholia, Commentaries,
Lexica and Grammatical Treatises, from their Beginnings to the Byzantine Period (Oxford, 2006), pp.77-8, 83; R.A.
Kaster, Guardians of Language: the Grammarian and Society in Late Antiquity (Berkeley, 1988), pp.366-7. In
Bekker’s 1816 edition there are 362 pages of scholia, for under 3000 words of text. In 1901 Hilgard published a
roughly 650-page volume of scholia alone. I. Bekker, Anecdota Graeca (1816); A. Hilgard, Scholia in Dionysii
Thracis artem grammaticam (Leipzig, 1901).

%6 Dickey, Ancient Greek Scholarship, p.44; A. Wouters, The Grammatical Papyri from Graeco-Roman Egypt:
Contributions to the study of ‘Ars Grammatica’ in Late Antiquity (Brussels, 1979).

5 N. Wilson, Scholars of Byzantium (London, 1996) pp.22, 70.

%8 The difference between Dionysios ‘proper’ and the scholia has been dealt with very loosely in both Dostal and
Ziffer. For instance, see the ambiguity in: Ziffer, ‘Le fonti greche’, p.567.

% Dionysios Thrax, The Art of Grammar, 9.1-7.
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‘On Letters

Letters of the alphabet are twenty-four in number, from alpha to omega. They are called
“scratched letters” because they are formed by scratching and scraping; for writing was the same
as scraping among the ancients as it is also with Homer: “Now that you have scratched the sole of
my foot you are boasting like this” (lliad 11, 388) They are also called “ordered elements”

because they have an ordered place and position in the language.”®°

The two key terms used to describe letters by Dionysios, point to the opening section of On Letters.
Scholarly attention has focused primarily on this section’s historicity as a narrative of the invention of
Slavonic. Much more pertinently, however, this section reveals something fundamental about the author’s

use of sources and the argument for literacy that the text puts forward.

‘
‘ypaupota 8¢ Aéyetan S TO Ypoppaic TIpEXRAE OYEO CAOBEHNE H¢
koi Euepaic Tvmodcbot yphyor yap to HMEAXX IMH(M(NE HE
Ebcon mopd Toic makatoic’ YPRTAMH H pE3AHRMH

YRTEXX H I‘ATAAX)K...'

Art of Grammar, 9.1-3
On Letters, 1.1-4.

‘They are called “scratched letters”

scratching and scraping; for writing have letters but with lines and
ancients’

I would here amend Robins’ translation slightly, as the word for ‘with scratching’, literally ‘with
scratches’ (“ypopupois’), can also be translated as ‘by making lines’ or ‘with lines’, which aligns with the
Slavonic ‘with lines” (‘vpsTamn’).®t Whilst for ‘scraping’, or literally ‘with scrapes’ (‘vopaic’),
Liddell, Scott and Jones have simply ‘scratching’, and Robins’ choice of word seems purely cosmetic.
Both the Greek (‘Svopaic’) and Slavonic (‘p-e3aHkMH’) indicate something cut, scratched or scraped
with a sharp point. These are very peculiar terms to use, especially with reference to letters, both in Greek
and Slavonic. For ‘scratching’ in Greek (‘n Euoun’), Liddell, Scott and Jones only offer the citation from
Dionysios’ treatise.®? For ‘scratches’ or cuts in Slavonic (‘p=3a’), both of the most detailed Old

Slavonic dictionaries, Miklosich’s Lexicon Palaeoslovenico-graeco-latinum and the Czech Academy of

8 Amended from: Robins, The Byzantine Grammarians, p.53.

611.SJ, p.359. See: LPGL, p.1123; LLP, p.890, in the latter there is also a word closer to scratch, a cut, or incursion,
but the only attested source is the passage from On Letters above.

621.5J, p.1193.
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Science’s Lexicon Linguae Palaeoslovenicae, only have the citation from On Letters.®® So, given that we
know a popular scholia collection to the Art of Grammar contains information found in On Letters, this
similarity in terminology makes it very likely that the author of On Letters had access to the Art of
Grammar proper. The same is suggested by the line that follows in On Letters.

e S s - - . ISPRCTHBRRIIE K (A,
Ta 6¢ adta Kol ctotyelo Kadeiton St

Y ~ 1 v . PHMLCICLIHMH H

10 &xewv cTOlYOV TVaL Kol TAEWY ph¥ RIS RIHALH 1A ENA

The Art of Grammar, 9.5-6 HEAXKAAAXR (A HEATH
CAOBREHN(IEX P‘BYL E¢3
‘They are also called “ordered oy eTpo m’
elements” because they have an
ordered place and position in the On Letters, 1.4-9.

language ‘And having been baptised they tried

Robins, p.45 to write Slavic speech with Roman
and Greek letters without order’

Both texts utilise the idea of ‘order’ (‘oycTPOH’, ‘ta&1c’) when discussing alphabets or letters. When
Dionysios is talking about Greek letters, letters are called ‘ordered” in Greek, because they have a place
and position. The point being made by On Letters is that this position in Greek is lost when trying to write

Slavonic with Greek letters, and this naturally results in disorder (‘se3 oy cTpor’).

A final section of On Letters quite clearly confirms that the author had access to Dionysios’ Art of
Grammar proper. This section is the history of the compilation of the Greek alphabet, which is based on
the Greek source common to Prodromos’ On Grammar and the Scholia Marciana. Despite the interest in
the sources of On Letters, and the debate concerning whether it was Prodromos’ text or the Scholia that
the author was using, the actual words found in On Letters have remained surprisingly unnoticed. These
show a crucial difference between the history of the Greek alphabet as it is to be found in On Grammar

and the Scholia, and as we find it in On Letters.

83 LPGL, p.811; LLP, p.660.
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kol ®, Exiyappog 8¢ 0
Xvpakovotog tpia, § & v, Kai
obtog Eminpdbnoay td
glkooitécoapa.

Scholia Marciana, 320, 20-26

And Palamedes, having come
later, began from alpha and found
only 16 letters for the Greeks, [a
BydetkAipuvompgrtl,
Kadmos of Miletus added 3
letters to these, [0 ¢ y,] and after
a long time they found 19. [...]
After these things, Simonides of
Keios, having found them added
two letters, n and ®, Epicharmos
of Syracuse [added] three, [C &
y], and in this way 24 [letters]
were added up.

[p&toc totvov fv 6 Hodoundng O
ap&Eapevog evpioke VGTEPOV TA
EMANVICOL YPAIOTO: EDPE OF
ExKaidexa LOvov ototyeio
tovtéotv A. B. T A E. 1. KL A. M.
N.O.IL P. 2. T. Y. Kéodpocg 8¢ 6
Muinotog petd tadto tpocédnikey
avToig kol GAAL Tpio ypappata, TO
® Kkoi 10 © kol 10 X 010 TOAAD TG
YPOV® TOIG EVVENKAIOEKD GTOLYEIONG
ExpAdVTO *[...] Enerta Zipwoviong o
Kelog evparv 10 H kai Q péya
Tpocébnie Toig GAAOG: peTETELTL
10 Z, 10 E, 10 ¥, Kai o¥twg
EMANpOONGaV T0 gikooitécoapa
ypéupota TV EAMveov, d kol
ototyelo Aéyovtat:

On Grammar, 1.18-2.9

And first it was, therefore,
Palamedes who later began to find
the Greek letters. But he only found

16 letters, here they are: [A. B.T. A.

E LK AMNO.ILP.ZT.Y].
After this, Kadmos of Miletus
added to them also another three
letters: the ® and the @ and the X.
After a long time, they found the 19
letters. [...] Then, Simonides of
Keios found the H and Q and added
[them] to the others, and since then
the Z and =, and ¥, and in this way
the 24 letters of the Greeks were
added up, which are also called
stoicheia.
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ALBEOFAACRNBRIXE OEPpETE, IO
TOME X¢ APOYIr® H ¢ H
APOYrE H T YH(M(NHTAR.
H TaKxo MEHNOZH
MEFOFEIHMH AKThRI KATLKRA
(REBRPAIIA AH NMHCMENE.

On Letters, 10.1-18.

For Palamedes came after, [and]
having begun from Alpha and Beta,
he only found 16 letters for the
Hellenes. Kadmos of Miletus added
3 to them. And it was so for many
years, they were writing with 19
letters. After Simonides found and
added 2 letters, Epicharmus the
‘Commentator’ 3 letters, and 24 of
them where brought together. And
after many years, Dionysios the
grammarian found 6 diphthongs,
and then another 5 and another also 3
numerals. And in this way, many
people over many years barely
gathered 38 letters.



It is clear from the use of names, that in this instance the text On Letters is closer to the Scholia which
mentions Epicharmus of Syracuse.® It is also the clear that when the author got to Epicharmus, and the
twenty-four letters of the Greek alphabet, they had run out of Greek alphabet creators but were in
desperate need of more, in order for them to make the point that the Greek alphabet, in fact, has as many
letters as the Slavonic, namely thirty-eight. Rather deceitfully, then, the author has inserted none other
than a ‘Dionysios the Grammarian’, who cannot be anyone but Dionysios Thrax, together with a number
of diphthongs (which are not technically letters) to boost the numbers up to the required thirty-eight. The
first number of diphthongs listed in On Letters, six, aligns with the number of diphthongs listed by Thrax
in the Art of Grammar proper: ‘There are six diphthongs: o1 ov £t gv o1 ov.”®® Hence, On Letters and its

author must have had access to the full text of Dionysios rather than just its scholia.

Despite this access to the text, the author of On Letters chose not to relate its contents exactly. Dionysios
neither claims to invent or discover these diphthongs, nor that diphthongs are in fact letters, nor does he
proceed to add another five diphthongs and three numerals. That On Letters was not intended as a Greek
grammar is clear, but so too is the fact that the author was certainly using one. This method of citation is
worth exploring, as the deployment of Byzantine material in On Letters reveals some key differences with
the VC and VM.

First and foremost, this use of Greek-language material, namely intentionally obscuring the Byzantine
content to achieve its own aims, is fundamentally different to the use of Byzantine texts in the VC. As |
argued in Chapter 1, Byzantine intellectual culture is both the source of the VC’s arguments and the
intended audience for its outputs: ‘we’ in the text are the Byzantines not the Slavs. Thus, the use of
Byzantine material, even when it is creative, is within the parameters of Byzantine culture. The expansion
of the definition of philosophy discussed earlier, for instance, seeks to resolve an age-old tension in
Byzantine orthodoxy between classical learning and Christianity, by fusing a neo-platonic definition of
philosophy with an allusion to Genesis. The likelihood of the VC misrepresenting how many letters there
are in the Greek alphabet in order to strengthen the sanctity of Slavonic, as On Letters does, is very slim

indeed.

In the VM, however, one body of Byzantine source material is used in a way that seems much more
familiar to the practice of citation found in On Letters, namely the opening synopsis of Ecumenical
councils. As discussed in Chapter 2, Part I, it is evident that a council-synopsis of the Byzantine type was
accessible to the VM'’s author. However, this source text underwent a number of intentional obfuscations

to represent all Ecumenical councils as papally-guided affairs, even those which the pope did not attend.

8 Dostal, ‘Les origins’, p. 242.
85 <AipOoyyor 8¢ eiotv €&+ ar aw &1 gv o1 ov’, Dionysios Thrax, The Art of Grammar, 10.8.
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It is this kind of politicized repurposing of Byzantine material that On Letters shares with the VM. But
one key difference remains. The VM’s portrayal of political and religious authority looked towards a
papal patron. Thus, the VM is an outward looking text, as far as the community of Slavonic speakers in
Moravia is concerned, seeking legitimacy from without. This the VM shares with the VC, as both texts
have identified within them a ‘Slavonic people’ who receive the liturgy. But for both texts, this
community is a means to an end, whether that be to an argument about Byzantine missionary activity or
to a claim to papal patronage. On Letters on the other hand, is very much an inward-looking text when it
comes to Slavonic-speaking communities. It is the first early Slavonic text which is explicitly about the
invention of the alphabet and specifically aimed at those who can speak Slavonic. That it does so entirely
through and with Byzantine literature, to make points about Greek in relation to Slavonic, is what makes

it, a Byzantino-Slavic text.
3.1V.2 On Letters, the Life of Cyril and the Life of Methodios

Pointing out the differences between the use of Byzantine material in On Letters, the VC and VM, does
beg the question: did On Letters have access to the VC and VM as we know them today? As noted above,
scholars have often assumed that this has been the case, in large part due to the conviction that since On
Letters is about the letters and their inventor, Cyril, it is therefore in some sense a continuation of the
history of Slavonic. A unity of purpose over time and space prevails. To give but one example, Italian
philologist Riccardo Picchio asserts that the same apostolicism that we find in the VC is again re-affirmed
in the VM, and that very same apostolicism acts ‘as a dialectical premise in the treatise On Letters by the
monk Khrabur.”®® As | have shown earlier in this thesis, there is hardly a shared idea of apostolicism
between the VC and VM. To extend this false elision to On Letters, as the fundamental premise for the
text, is to fail to engage with the fact that On Letters is not concerned with the mission to Moravia at all. |

will argue, in fact, that it is not concerned with missionary activity whatsoever.%’

This kind of assumption of what the text is about is very similar to the assumption that VC is primarily
and only about the invention of Slavonic, as discussed in Chapter 1. Both of these are best described as

instances of ‘inductive’ rather than ‘deductive’ contextualisation, where a pre-assumed context of a

% ‘come premessa dialettica nel trattato Delle Lettere del monaco Hrabr’, R. Picchio, ‘Questione della lingua e
Slavia cirillomethodiana’, in his ed., Studi sulla questione della lingua presso gli Slavi’ (Rome, 1972), p.34. The
same sentiment is expressed by Kuev: ‘The defence of Slavonic writing in this case is not a new and unknown
occurrence in history. The same idea is served earlier by the brothers Cyril and Methodios. So in this respect,
Khrabur is their equal and follower.” (‘3amuTara Ha ciaBsHCKaTa MMCMEHOCT B CIydasi HE € HOBO M HETIO3HATO
sBJICHHE B HcTOpHsTa. Ha chiiaTta uaes npeau Tosa ciayxkat 6parata Kupun u Metonuii. Taka, ye B TOBa
otHolreHre XpaObp € TeXeH paBHOCTEH nocneaosaren.’), Kuev, Chernorizets, p.151.

57 The text portrays the invention of the letters and the divine appointment to Cyril as one without a geographical
place. More on this below. See: On Letters, 2.
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conscious continuity and preservation of Slavonic structures scholars’ engagement with the texts before
them. 8 And as discussed in the introduction whilst it is certainly the case that ‘identifying a relevant
context is logically antecedent to the inquiry’, it also remains the case that some contexts are more

relevant than others, and some contextual assumptions can be tested through close textual comparison.5®

The surprising fact is that close textual similarities between the VC, VM and On Letters are thin on the
ground, very much unlike the clear textual borrowings from the VC by the author of the VM. Of course,
the author of On Letters knows who created the alphabet and therefore must have access to some source
relating to Cyril and Methodios.

‘ISONCTANETHHTE PHACCOPE, NHAPHIAECMKEIH IS'IPHA'L. T® HNBI MH(ME¢NA

C'LTBOPH H IKENHTIKI l'lP'BAO)KH, H Me¢o-0AHH EPAT'L 61‘0’71

‘Constantine the philosopher, called Cyril. He created the letters for us and translated the books,
and Methodios, his brother.’

That Methodios makes an appearance in the invention of the alphabet is key. As | argued in Chapter 2,
scholarship has often failed to account for the absence of Methodios from the Moravian mission and
alphabet invention in the VC. This innovation by the VM is accepted here, so the source of On Letters
must come via the VM rewriting of the invention narrative. This composite Methodios invention narrative
is also found in the homily to Cyril and Methodios, often but perhaps erroneously attributed to Clement of
Ohrid, but not in the homily to Cyril alone (also attributed to Clement) which is much closer in content to
the VC and does not mention Methodios.” It is clear that both kinds of narrative continued to circulate in
different genres and texts for different purposes in the late ninth- and tenth-century Balkans. But whilst
there are evident reasons why the VM may seek to stress the role of Methodios in the context of the
instability of the bishopric of Moravia in the late ninth century, it is less clear whether accepting the role
of Methodios and thus the VM narrative of the invention of Slavonic held any particular ideological
weight in the context of the Balkans, and On Letters in particular.

8 Shogimen, ‘On the Elusiveness of Context’, pp.233-52.

% Ibid. p.243. see: Introduction, 0.V.

Tt is perhaps telling that Kuev’s chapter devoted to the sources of On Letters does not even mention potential
Slavonic language material. Kuev, Chernorizets, pp.56-71.

1 On Letters, 14.11-15.

2 Composite two-brother invention: Panegyric to Cyril and Methodios, in: Kliment Okhridski, Subrani, vol.1,
pp.443-511, esp.468-75 and translated in: Kliment Okhridski, ‘Pokhvalno slovo za Kiril filosof®, trans. in L.
Gasheva, Stara Bulgarska literatura, vol. 2, (Sofia, 1982), pp.81-3; Cyril only: Panegyric to Constantine-Cyril, in
Kliment, Subrani, vol.1, pp.415-443, esp.426-8 and translated in: Kliment Okhridski, ‘Pokhvalno slovo za Kiril i
Metodii’, in Gasheva, Stara Bulgarska literatura, vol. 2, pp.84-92.
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In any case, On Letters mentions Methodios only this once but reiterates Cyril’s alphabet creation more
than five times.” The role of Methodios is also rather unclear, both verbs ‘created’ and ‘translated’ are in
the singular so must refer to Cyril: so what did ‘and Methodios his brother’ (‘n M¢¢0AHH EpAT®
¢ro’) do? In short, even though the source of On Letters must have mentioned Methodios, the author is
clearly more interested in Cyril than Methodios. This marks a shift away from the preoccupations of the
Moravian bishopric in the VM, back towards Cyril as a key actor.

Aside from this knowledge of the creators of the alphabet, upon close examination there are no clear
direct textual borrowings between the VC and VM and On Letters. The only topic of discussion that the
three texts share, is the question of trilingualism, that is, the opposition to Slavonic on the basis of the
belief there ought to only be three holy languages: Latin, Greek and Hebrew. This issue serves as a good
barometer of the kinds of things each text is interested in. As already discussed in Chapter 2.111, there is a
stark difference in the way the VC and VM represent the issue of trilingualism. In the former Cyril debates
with Venetian priests and monks and embarrasses them with his brilliance and with a florilegium of
biblical quotations. In the latter the pope reprimands the proponents of trilingualism, and forces some of
them to consecrate Slavonic-preaching priests, thus heavily institutionalising the legitimacy of Slavonic.
Across these two texts and the papal letters by John VIII, there emerges what | discuss in Chapter 2.VI as
a body of biblical quotations or tropes to defend Slavonic in this context, that the three (VC, VM, and John
VIID’s letters) share: in particular Psalm 116 (used in all three texts) and Acts 2 (used in the VM and a
letter of John).” These scriptural quotations are all concerned with the missionary nature of Christianity

and promote the preaching of the word of God to all peoples in all languages.

It is perhaps striking, as already observed in passing by Kuev, that the author of On Letters ‘gives
argumentation about their thesis [i.e. on trilingualism], which cannot be found in the case of the two
brothers.’”™ In On Letters, the question of trilingualism appears and is dealt with in a starkly different

manner to what we find in the VC or VM.

73 Cyril as lone creator: On Letters, 2.6-12; 5.1-2; 7.13; 12.1-4. Only single mention of Methodios with him: 14.11-
15.

74 See: Chapter 2.VI.

75 ‘TakaBa apryMeHTallds Ha CBOSATA T€3a, KAKBATO HAMa y JBamara opats’, Kuev, Chernorizets, p.152.
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““Ne¢ ¢AABHT (¢ EOTh 0 (¢Mb. AIjie
EW EH ¢MOY C(HI[¢ TOA& ERIAO,
TW HN¢ ERl AH MOrAL
(ATBOPHTH AA ERIIC¢ H (IH
H(MPREA, MHCMENH MHIIOV I
E¢CEAKRI (K06, CAABHAH Eora? N=
TPH €3RIKH THRISMO KC H3EPAAR!
¢BPEHCISRIH, H FPRYLCISRIH H
AATHH (SBIH” [...] H TOEBXK AL K,
MApPEYE HXb TPHE3RIYNHISRI H
MHAATEHNKI, A0 [THAATSE TAIs0
HAMH(ABLIIOY HA TITAE
FOCMOANH’

VC 15.5-9.

‘God is not praised in this way [i.e. in
Slavonic]. For if this would have been to his
liking, could he have not created it to be so
that from the beginning they wrote letters and
praised the lord with their words? But he
chose only three languages: Hebrew, Greek
and Latin.” [...] And he (Cyril) defeated
them, and called them trilingualists and
Pilatists, since Pilates had written this on the
cross of the Lord’.

‘EAAXO\( XKe ¢TEpA MHNOraA
YAABR, RXEKE FOYRKAXOY
(AOBREHNKC(ISKIMA ISNHTKI,
FAATOHI[IE, FAKKO H¢ AOCTOHTE
NHISOTOPOMY X¢ RA3KIKOY
HM'ETH EOVISOE® (ROHXE,
PA3E'E ¢EPEH H FPRKE H
AATHNBR, IO HYAATOBO\(’
MHC(ANHK KX¢ NA IKPR(TE
FoCmMOALBNH NHAMHcA. HXe
ATIOCTOAHISE MHAATENKI H
TPEM3HYRNKBI NAPECSAR
NPpOKAATE

VM, 6.3-4.

‘And there were many other people, who
were denigrating the Slavonic books,
saying that no people are worthy of having
its own books, except the Jews, Greeks
and Latins, in accordance with Pilate’s
inscription which he wrote upon the cross
of the Lord. And the pope having called
them Pilatists and trilingualists,
condemned them.’

It is clear here, certainly in the final sentence, that the VM is borrowing nearly directly from the VC. The
author simply changes the agent who names the opposition Pilatists from Cyril to the pope, and transfoms
the action from disputational ‘defeat’ to the more formal ‘papal condemnation’. By contrast, in On Letters

the charge appears as follows.

‘APO\(:;HH K¢ TAATOAER TS “YLCOMO\(' (RXTH (AOBENLCISKI ISENHIKI?
NH TEXx% E0 K(T® Korz (ETEOPHAR, HNH TH ANEIE¢AH, HH (XTHh
HXACKONBNBI, FAIK0 XKHAOELRCISKI H PHMACSKI H ¢ABRAHNBRCSKI, XK
0T®E IKKOHNA (RTH, H NPHMTKEI (RTHh EOrOME.” A ApPOY3HH MEHATHE,
MIK0 EOr: A HME K(Th (ETEOPHABR MH(MENA. H H¢ EEAATE (A
YBETO TFAATOAERIlé, OKAMANHH, RIS0 “ r MH mM3BIKEI K(THE EOIrA

MOBREARATBS KENHIAMTAB ERITH, AIK0X¢ BB ¢€EVANBIr¢eAHH MNMHIIET A H Bk

ABC(KA NHAIIBR(ANA KHAOBLK(ISKI H PHMLCKLI H EANBAHNL(CISKI, A
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,CAOE’BNLCKLI‘ NHE(THB TO\(’. TEMBEX¢ H¢ (XTH (AOBENLCKSKI IKENHIKI

oTrs Bora’’®

‘And others say: “What are the Slavonic books for?” Neither God nor angels created them, nor do
they exist from the beginning, as the Hebrew, and Roman and Greek, which are from the
beginning and are accepted by God.” And others think that God made the letters for them first.
And they do not see what they are saying, the wretches, “God has willed that there be books in
three languages, as it says in the Gospel: And it was written on the board in Hebrew, Latin and

Greek, but Slavonic was not there. Therefore, the Slavonic books are not from God.”’

The argument for trilingualism in On Letters shares only one argument with the VC and VM, and that is
the Gospel of Luke’s account of the three languages written on the cross of Christ. This certainly leaves
open the possibility that the author had access to a text akin to the VC or VM. However, it is clear that
absence from the cross of Christ is a commonplace objection to new liturgical languages, and specifically
to Slavonic, as seen already in the VC. Therefore, a direct textual link is far from necessary. The similarity
could just as easily be the product of the author’s knowledge of the Gospel or more specifically of the

kinds of arguments commonly made against Slavonic.

Aside from this similarity, the objections raised against Slavonic in On Letters are most likely locatable to
the early medieval Balkans. In this context, the group of so-called ‘trilingualists’ makes two innovative
arguments. The first innovation is a specific and explicit concern with who created the letters and more
specifically the accusation that ‘neither God nor angels’ created the Slavonic alphabet. The second
innovation is the anti-Slavonic sub-group which believes that God created letters ‘for them’ first. These

are nowhere to be seen in the VC and VM corpus.

The introduction of these two new concerns, pre-empts a very different answer to the tri-lingualist
position, and points to a different intellectual culture with different objections to the new literacy than
what we found in Moravia. Rather than turning to the corpus of Psalms and Acts quotations which defend
all peoples’ right to praise the Lord (Psalm 116) or declare the wonders of God (Acts 2:11) in all
languages, On Letters uses only one supposedly biblical quotation before deploying some examples: ‘All
things come to be by God, in order, and not at once.””” This quotation is not concerned with the apostolic
mission of Christianity. Rather, it is concerned first and foremost with establishing God as the creator of

all things, including alphabets, and secondly with establishing that those (presumably of the Greeks or

6 On Letters, 8.1-17.
T‘Rucra Mo PAAOY ERIEAKRTE 0T® EOFA A He¢ HHor Aows’, Ibid, 8.21-2.
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Hebrews or Latins) who believe that their alphabet was first, are wrong, because all creation has a natural

order.

The objection of the so-called trilingualists in On Letters is not about apostolicism, but about the
genealogy of the creation of languages followed by alphabets. As a result, On Letters does not employ
quotations from the Psalter, but turns to an argument about the history of language. It argues that neither
Hebrew, nor Greek, nor Latin is the oldest language, because Adam spoke Syriac and then proposes a
history of language difference based on a reading of the Babel myth.”® From Adam to the Flood, and from
the Flood until Babel, all people spoke Syriac. Then, as will be discussed in more detail below, languages
were distributed to the ancient peoples together with specific customs: the Egyptians, Persians, Assyrians,
Jews and Greeks. ° The absence of the Latins here, and more generally in the treatise makes clear that the
Moravian mission and its concerns were no longer matters of interest to the author of On Letters and their
community. This kind of argumentation is entirely absent in the VC and VM, both of which defend the
use of Slavonic either through a broad appeal to education and missionary activity, or through the specific

missionary practices of the early medieval papacy and its saintly heroes.

There are already clear signs, therefore, both in the nature of the use of Byzantine sources in On Letters,
and in the way that the text deals with the so-called trilingualist objection to Slavonic, that this is a very
different text to the VC and more different still to the VM. But the question of the availability of either

remains open. There are two likely possibilities.

The first is that we take as a given the statement in On Letters that all Slavonic scribes or bookmen know
who created the alphabet, and also accept that this knowledge came specifically from one of the two vitae;
given the reference to Methodios, this was more probably the VM. This is certainly possible, as there is
evidence that the vitae were transmitted south before they went to Rus.®! John the Exarch, for instance,
working under the patronage of Symeon and therefore in the early tenth century, explicitly claims that he
is following Cyril and Methodios in their translation efforts, in the preface to his translation of John of
Damascus’ On the Orthodox Faith, named Heavens in Slavonic (and referred to as such in the rest of this

chapter).8? If we accept that On Letters had access to the VM and/or VC, however, we must also accept

8 On Letters, 9.1-5.

% Ibid., 9.11-23.

8<ro En¢H ERAATT, Ibid, 14.9-15.

81 C. Diddi, ‘Towards a Critical Edition of the Vita Constantini: The South Slavonic Tradition, the Russian Copies
of the Menologium for February and the Russian Miscellanies’, in Kulik, et al eds., The Bible in Slavic Tradition,
p.458.

82 John the Exarch, Heavens, in Ekthesis akribés tés orthodoxou pisteas des HI. Johannes von Damaskus: In der
Ubersetzung des Exarchen Johannes, eds. L. Sadnik, R. Aitzetmller, vol 1. (Freiburg im Preisgau, 1967-83), pp.2-
4,
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that the author is choosing to use this text (or these two texts) in the most minimal of ways, and is
choosing to reframe the question of Slavonic entirely, as a matter of language history rather than
apostolicism.

The second, and more sceptical possibility is that the VC and VM were not all that well known in the
Balkans, and that On Letters has a vaguer source, whether a hymn or short homily, or an oral tradition
that the alphabet was created by two men, Constantine-Cyril the Philosopher, and Methodios his brother.
This source must come from the tradition of the Methodian re-writing of the invention of the alphabet, but
it is possible that it is very far removed from the VM itself. This is suggested by a closer look at the
aforementioned preface by the court writer John the Exarch, Heavens, which claims to continue the
translation efforts of Cyril and Methodios.®® John the Exarch ascribes translated ‘readings from the
Gospel and Apostles’ to Cyril (perhaps a gospel lectionary), and translations of “all sixty canonical books’

to Methodios.®* These details however do not align exactly with the VC or the VM.

The VC notes that Cyril started by writing the famous John 1:1 quote, but then vaguely notes that he
translated ‘the whole church ritual order’, and ‘taught them [the Moravian students] the matins, the hours,
the vespers, the post-vespers and the liturgy.’® The VM on the other hand notes that Methodios translated
‘all books in full except Maccabees’, because ‘earlier, with the philosopher, he had only translated the
Psalter, the Gospel with the Apostles and selected church services.’8

John Exarch’s source is clearly closer to the VM than the VC. Just as On Letters, therefore, John the
Exarch is receiving a Methodian-ised tradition of the alphabet invention. But there are still some
differences between the VM and the preface to Heavens which point to an intermediate source or a
flexible oral tradition. John Exarch omits the ‘except Maccabees’ clarification, and renders ‘all books in
full’, meaning holy books, as ‘canonical books.” This could simply be a cosmetic change, but it could also
indicate a reinterpretation of the intended ‘scripture’ into a more practical set of liturgical texts: from a
gospel to a gospel lectionary for instance. John the Exarch also separates the works of Cyril and of
Methodios, which are presented as collaborative in the VM, and slightly diminishes them. The VM notes
the two brothers translated from the Gospel, Apostles and Psalter, whereas John the Exarch omits the

Psalter, and notes Cyril translated service ‘readings from the Gospel and the Apostles.” In short, the

8 Ibid., p.2.

8 TZ EANF¢AHIA H ATIOCTOAA |[...] H3E0p®’, ‘B(A 0Y(TABRNRIA KENHIRL, Ibid., p.4.
EZ(h BPINWEHNRIH YHHNB', ‘NAOYYH K STPRNHLH, H YACORWME, H B¢YEPHH, H
NABEYEPHHIH, H TAHNEH CAO\(';K’E'B’,VC, 15.2-3.

8 ‘EL¢A KNHIBI, ER(A HC(IOEANE, pa3Bs MAKABE(H', ‘Mh(AATRIph EO EE THRINBMO H
¢EANTE¢AHK (E AMNOCRTOAOME H H3ERPANRIMH (AOYAKEREAMH HhPIKERNRIHMH ¢
PHACCOPEME NPEAOKHAR nLPLB-I;}e’,VM,lS.l, 4,

85 ¢

198



author of Heavens has access to something like the VM, but not necessarily the VM itself as it survives

today.

| support the latter possibility, that the Cyrillo-Methodian source of On Letters is not the VC or VM in
particular, but a more diffusely transmitted story, whether in oral form, or in the form of homily or hymn,
which nonetheless emerges from the VM’s re-writing of the invention of Slavonic. Evidence is admittedly
scarce, and thus it cannot be ruled out that the author of On Letters had access to but chose not to use the
two vitae, especially given the flexibility with which they use the Art of Grammar. Either of these options
albeit tentative, point to a very different picture to that of the oft-assumed straightforward continuity
between the VC, VM and On Letters found in scholarship.

The uncertain state of the surviving evidence does not permit us to determine whether the changes to the
Cyrillo-Methodian legend visible in On Letters are original to this text. It is possible instead, that this
version of the legend reflects a widespread rewriting of the Cyrillo-Methodian mission, circulating orally
and textually in the early medieval Balkans when On Letters was written. Perhaps the same Balkan
version is glimpsed in John the Exarch’s preface to Heavens. As such, it is difficult to ascertain whether
the author of On Letters was doing something unusual in their presentation of Cyril and Methodios and in
their use or non-use of the VM, or whether theirs was the common-sense of the community of learned bi-
lingual clerics in the early medieval Balkans.

Nevertheless, a transformation of Cyril and of the invention of the alphabet is evident in On Letters, along
different intellectual lines to those found in the VC and VM. This has only been touched on so far. And
whilst the uncertainties concerning the Cyrillo-Methodian source leave some questions open, the
chronologies of the VM and On Letters permit us at least to locate these changes to a place and time, even
if not explicitly to a person or court. As discussed in Chapter Il, the VM must have been composed
sometime after ca.886 and sometime before ca.907, whilst as mentioned above the terminus ante quem of
On Letters is ca.927. In the grand scheme of uncertainty surrounding early medieval Central and Eastern
European history, these are rather tight timelines. They point to major changes in the representation of the
invention of Slavonic and its creator from what we find in the VC, once after the death of Methodios and
found in the VM, and once again within only a few decades in the early medieval Balkans, found in On
Letters. To put it simply, the Slavonic alphabet and the formation of its meaning was an ongoing process.
Whilst Cyril may have invented the letters, medieval authors continued inventing what they meant and

what they were for, to different ends in different contexts throughout the ninth and tenth centuries.
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3.V LETTERS IN ON LETTERS

In this section | offer an analysis of the argument of On Letters. This has three parts. The first assesses the
representation of the narrative of the invention of Slavonic and its inventor. The second analyses what is
presented as the anti-thesis to Slavonic, the invention of Greek and its inventors, and the consequences
this has for Cyril and his categorisation. The third and final part explores the complex tensions these two
binaries reveal. Throughout, | maintain that On Letters departs radically from the sentiments of the VC
and from the preoccupations of the VM, and | argue that this shift is one away from the Latinised core of
the VM, and back toward a Greek-language core, but one which is also the first to introduce hostility into
the relationship between Greek and Slavonic. This is, therefore, the first Byzantino-Slavic reading of the

invention of Slavonic.
3.V.1 Inventing Slavonic

As noted above, On Letters opens with what I have argued to be a transformation of Dionysios Thrax’s
text about letters in his treatise, the Art of Grammar. It is important to examine precisely how the section |
have identified is manipulated. The author of On Letters uses this to form the basic timeline and

framework for their invention of Slavonic.

‘ypaupoto 08 AEyeTon o1 TO YPOUUAIC TIP'B?KA ¢ OYEO C(AOBKHM¢ H¢

kol Eucpoic Tomodebor: ypdyon yap to HM'EAXXA MH(ME(NE HE

Edcon mapa toic mwaAaroic. Ta 8¢ avta YPLTAMH H pPE3ANBMH

Kol ctotyelo KaAeitat o1d To Exev YRTEXX HTATAAXX NMOFANH
cToly6V TIvaL Kol Ta&y’ (Ripe. KpPR(THERIIE K¢ (A,

PHMBCISBIHMH H

Art of Grammar, 9.1-6 rPEYBRCISRIHMH MHCMENEI
HAXKAAAXR (A Mh(ATH
(AOBEH(SA pEYh E¢3 oychom’

‘They are called “scratched letters”

On Letters, 1.1-8.
because they are formed with lines

and scratches; for writing was the ‘And so, earlier, the Slavs did not have
same as scratching among the letters but, with lines and scratches,
ancients. They are also called “ordered counted and divined, being pagan. And
elements” because they have an having been baptised they tried to write
ordered place and position in the Slavic speech with Roman and Greek
language’ letters without order’
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The author of On Letters transforms a description of early literacy into a distinction between paganism
and illiteracy, and Christianity and literacy. The text notes that earlier the Slavs used ‘lines and scratches’,
and this is in line with Dionysios who notes that ‘for the ancients’ writing was also done ‘with lines and
scratches.” However, On Letters does not accept the very basic premise of the Art of Grammar that
scratches are letters, arguing instead, that scratching was the product of illiteracy — it is what the Slavs did
when they ‘did not have letters.” This illiteracy is associated with another innovation from On Letters,
namely the introduction of religion. They did this in some sense because they were pagan. In one sweep,
On Letters has denied the Dionysian account of letters, and proposed instead a binary: pagan scratching

versus Christian letter-writing.

The text proposes three stages to this literacy acquisition, the first being pagan scratching, the second
writing with foreign letters which was done ‘without order’. This too is a subversion of the Art of
Grammar’s definition of (Greek) letters, which makes clear they are ordered, and have a ‘rightful place

and position’. The third and most holy stage, is effected by God.

[...] vraoEsKOAKWERYE KEors, ¢TporaH Ehtma [...] MOMHAOBARZ poA=T
(AOBEN(KS, mocaa HM T KONB(TANTEATHHA PHAOCOPA

HAPHIAKMAKIO KHPHAA’87

‘man-loving God, who orders everything [...] having felt compassion for the Slavic race, sent

Constantine the philosopher called Cyril to them.’

On Letters cleverly distinguishes, therefore, between the attempts to record Slavonic in Greek and Latin
‘without order” (‘ses oy ¢Tpom’) and the successful attempts to do so in Slavonic, which are brought
about by God ‘who orders everything’ (‘¢TporaH Ehcrm’). In addition to subverting the scheme
present in the Art of Grammar, the text diverges from the narrative of the invention of the letters in the
VC and VM discussed at length in Chapter 2. In short, in both the VC and VM it is Cyril who reaches out
to God to ask for letters by praying, in a historically situated moment of missionary activity to Moravia.®
God reveals these letters upon the request, and it is the emperor, Michael, who sends Cyril to the Slavic
people. The account in On Letters, therefore, generalises this specific event of imperial policy into an

abstraction of divine compassion, which happens in no particular time or place.

The sanctification of the invention of Slavonic results in the sanctification of Cyril, in much stronger

terms that we find in the VC and VM. One of the main illustrations of this is the terminology used to

87 On Letters, 2.1-6.
88\/C, 14.13; VM, 5.11.
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describe the invention of Slavonic in the text. Both the VC and VM are keen to retain the theological
transferral of agency. Saints act on behalf of or via God, not of their own accord, and so Cyril does not
himself create the letters, ‘God revealed [the letters] to him’ or ‘God revealed the Slavonic books to the
philosopher.’®® On Letters credits Cyril in much more concrete terms: ‘he created the letters and translated
the books.”%

The operative Slavonic verb, ‘to make’ or ‘create’ (‘¢ TropHTH’), renders the Greek ‘to make’,
‘create’ or ‘complete’ (‘moiéw’, ‘mpdoocw’, ‘émtedéw’), and shifts the agentic weight of creation onto
Cyril. °* This is completely at odds with the tendency of the VM to diminish Cyril’s agency to the
advantage of Methodios or the pope, but it is also radically different from the VC where Cyril’s invention
of the alphabet is always described as an answer to a prayer; he is simply a passive receiver. And it is not
accidental, On Letters uses this, and only this verb, to refer to the invention of Slavonic by Cyril and does
SO on seven separate occasions.®? The only other agent in the text who is permitted this verb is God.

Thus, the text makes Cyril vaguer, generalises the invention of Slavonic and unchains it from the specific
time and place recorded in the VC or VM. It also elevates Cyril, in stark contrast with the diminished Cyril
of the VM, but also in contrast with the travelling philosopher of the VC. Cyril in On Letters is permitted
action that the author of the VC considered too sacred even for a saint.

3.V.2 Inventing Greek

In the broad outline of the treatise given at the start of this chapter, it was made clear that the rhetorical
opponent to the Slavonic alphabet in the text is the Greek alphabet. If Slavonic and its sanctity are the
thesis of the treatise, the Greek and its lack thereof are very much the anti-thesis. As Slavonic is

sanctified, therefore, On Letters seeks to paganise Greek.

As noted above, Slavonic letters are made or created by Cyril. When narrating the invention of Greek, on
the other hand, On Letters often uses the verb ‘to discover’ ('osp & ¢ TH’, rendering the Greek ‘e0pioke’)
or ‘to add’ (‘mpHaoxHTH’, rendering the Greek ‘mpootifmu’).*® This is the case when On Letters
quotes from its grammatical source and it does reflect the Greek choice of verb.®* But other instances

where On Letters is not quoting directly, make clear that the author is going to some lengths to avoid

89 ¢

K MOV EOrh mgiH’,VC, 1413, ‘’ARH EOr& $oA0coPoYy CAOEEHNCISKI sKNHrer’, VM, 5.11.
90 ¢

MHC(MENA CERTREOPH H KENHIBI MPEAOKH, On Letters, 14.13-14.
%1 LPGL, p.958; LLP, pp.345-351.

92 0On Letters, 2, 4, 5, 7 (twice), 12, 15.

% Ibid., 7.9, 10.6-18; LPGL, p.476; LLP, p.491.

% See: Scholia Marciana, 320.20-26; On Grammar, 1.18-2.9.
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using the term ‘to create’ or ‘make’, even if it follows from the premise that God created all things, that
God created Greek t00.%

Thus, while Cyril, ‘created the letters and translated the books’, ‘they [were] many [men] over many
years, seven of them ordered the letters.”®® Greek letters were found, ordered or added but never made or
created. This kind of intellectual gymnastics is made most evident in one of the most complete

summaries of the author’s general point in the treatise.

‘CAORENR(ISA MHC(MENA (REATRHIIA (XThA H YR(TBN'EHIIA, (BATHE E0

MXZKB C'LTBOPHA'L R K(THhH, A I'P]:.YLCKA EANBAHNH l'IOl"Al\lHH,97

‘The Slavonic letters are holier and more venerable, for a holy man has created them, while the
Greek [letters] — pagan Hellenes’
Euphemistic verbs have here been replaced by the total absence of a verb. It is understood, of course, that
the supplement is ‘created’, but it is not stated. Thus, On Letters solidifies a distinction between creation
and discovery or ordering, in which the process of creation alone is a divine act. In consequence, never

explicitly created, Greek is de facto not holy.

Just as the sanctity of Slavonic has consequences for Cyril and his sanctity, the paganization of Greek has
consequences for Greek speakers. Throughout the text, ‘Greeks’ and ‘Hellenes’, are used interchangeably,
even though the author seems to prefer the former, which together with its adjectival form is used
fourteen times, whilst the latter and its adjective is used six times.%® It seems at one instance, when the
two are put together that the alphabet is described as ‘Greek’, but the people as ‘Hellenes’, but this is
contradicted elsewhere in the text when ‘Greek’ clearly means people t00.*° As far as On Letters is
concerned therefore, Greeks and Hellenes seem to be one and the same. This makes good sense in the
context of On Letters’ generic theory of languages and peoples, which emerges from a reading of Genesis

11:6-8. The text argues that everyone spoke Syriac ‘until God scattered the languages/people at the

% It came to my attention, late into the writing of this chapter, that this difference in vocabulary was noted also by L.
Karpenko, ““Skazanie o pismenakh’” chernoriztsa Khrabra kak istochnik izucheniia glagolicheskoi problemy’,
Preslavska knizhovna shkola, 7 (2003), p.165.

9% ‘MH(ME(NA (ATROPH H ISENHIKI IT 'kAO}KH’, ‘A ONH MBENO3H MBHNOCKI AKTKI - '; HX'L.
MHCMEN A OYCTPOH’, On Letters, 14.13-14; 12.6-8.

% Ibid. 12.9-11.

% Greeks: Ibid. 1.11; 2.10; 2.12; 3.5; 4.6; 4.7, 4.9; 6.4; 7.4; 7.5; 11.5; 12.11; 13.5; 14.1. Hellenes: 8.5; 8.15; 9.3;
9.23;10.1; 12.11.

9 ‘but the Greek [alphabet] - Pagan Hellenes’, (‘a FPEYR(ISA €ABRAHNH MOFANHH’), Ibid., 12.11; but then:
‘And the Greeks, imitating this, say ‘alpha’, (‘H CPRUH, MOAOEALIE (A TOMOY, AARPa P-gmA’),
Ibid., 4.6.
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building of the tower, as it is written.”’® The consequences of this scattering, for the author, seem to be

more profound and elaborate than the scant text of Genesis reveals.

‘H RIS0KE (A IA'%LILIH PAZM’ECHH.[A, TAIK0 H NPABH H OEBRIYAH H

OYCTABH H ';AKOI\IH H XLlTPOCTH HA hﬁ"hllikl’ml

‘and just as the languages/people were mixed up, so too were the dispositions and customs, and

rules, and laws and arts into the languages/people’

The word used here, literally meaning ‘tongue’ (‘kaz®1s®’), has a very large range of meanings,
including both language and people, or ethnos.® It is unclear whether the author uses it to mean
specifically the former or the latter, but they clearly take the scattering of Babel to have resulted in the
making of different peoples with different dispositions. Thus, what we would perhaps consider ‘ethnic’
difference, is here perceived as interchangeable with and the product of linguistic practice. The text lists a
series of peoples/language speakers, and their respective key customs or dispositions. The Egyptians were
given geometry, the Persians, Chaldeans, and Assyrians are given astronomy, witchcraft, soothsaying,
spells and all the human arts.!®® These are rather standard Greek topoi. Kuev’s source-study finds lists
like these in early Christian literature such as the Clementine Recognitions assigned to Clement of Rome
from the first century, and Tatian’s Against the Greeks from the second century, as well as the fifth-
century Theodoret of Cyrus’s A Cure for Pagan Maladies (although literally the word translated as
‘Pagan’ is ‘Hellenic’, ‘1 EAMAnvikov TMabnudtov Gspanevtikny’) as well as in the near-contemporary
ninth-century Chronicle of George the Monk, Hamartolos.1%

The author of On Letters assigns broadly the same skills to the same peoples, as we find in Tatian,
Theodoret and the like. In some sense, the anti-Hellenism of early Christian writers such as Tatian and
Theodoret has found a new home in On Letters, to be used against contemporary, ninth-century Greek.
This section of On Letters, dealing with languages/people and their divinely assigned post-Babel

attributes, clearly has a Greek source, different to that of the grammatical history of Greek found in On

100 ‘H AONBEAEXKE Bor=s PA"A’BAH hﬁ"l;[lil;[ l'IPH CT'LAI'[OTBOPGHHH, RAKOXE l'lHlJ.[éT'L’,
Ibid., 9.7-8.

101 1bid., 9.10-12.

102 See: LLP, pp.1020-2.

103 1pid., 9.13-23.

104 Kuev, Chernorizets, pp.59-60; Clementine Recognitions, in Die Pseudoklementinen I1. Rekognitionen eds. F.
Paschke, B. Rehm, (Berlin, 1965). Tatian, Against the Greeks, in Tatian, Oratio ad Graecos and Fragments ed.,
trans. M. Whittaker, (Oxford, 1982). Theodoret of Cyrus, A Cure for Pagan Maladies in Théodoret de Cyr.
Thérapeutique des maladies helléniques, ed. P. Canivet, 2 vols. (Paris, 1958). Theodoret of Cyrus, A Cure for Pagan
Maladies, trans. T. Halton, (New York, 2013). George Hamartolos, Chronicle, in Georgii monachi chronicon, ed. C.
de Boor, 2 vols. (Leipzig, 1904).
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Grammar and the Scholia Marciana.'® I would argue that an early Christian text against Hellenism is a
likely suspect for this source. But the text in On Letters is not close enough to any of the potential sources
identified by Kuev, such as Tatian, Theodoret and George Hamartolos, to be considered as a translation or

citation.

Its key difference with the aforementioned texts is the way it treats the Jews, who are absent in the texts
identified by Kuev. What On Letters considers to be the ‘dispositions, and customs and rules’ given to the

Jews are:

‘CRATKRIEA IKENHCKI R%& NHX'L}KG K(Th Nh(ANO0O KKO0O Kor=zs C'LTBOPH
NH¢EO H ';GMAhK H BR(FKA A XKE¢ HA NE¢H H YRAOBKISA H BR(RA 110 PIAAO\(',

A €EABAHNOME — FPAMBEMATHISHM, PHTOPHIKHRA, H cl>HAoco<l>Hm’l°6

‘the holy books in which it is written that God created heaven and earth and all things which are
on it, and man and everything according to order, while to the Hellenes - [were given] grammar,

rhetoric and philosophy’

Note once again this preoccupation with divine order. This contrast between Greeks and Jews is clearly
intentional, marked by the ‘a’ connective, here translated as ‘while’, which usually indicates a weak
opposition; more than ‘and’, less than ‘but’. The rest of the passage listing Egyptians, Persians and the
other peoples uses the simple ‘and’ connective; only here at the very end of the list do we find
grammatical opposition. On Letters is keen to stress therefore, that the Hellenes, who are the same as the

Greeks within the text, were not the chosen people of God; they were given Hellenic arts alone.

This is precisely the kind of categorical separation of sacred scripture and Hellenic learning that | have
argued the VC seeks to reconcile by casting Cyril as a Christian philosopher. The VM on the other hand,
whilst it diminishes Cyril and his rhetoric at the hands of the pope and church, seems more uninterested in
than hostile to Hellenic education. The expression of clear hostility here marks a major change in
discourse about the Slavonic alphabet, as well as a return to sourcing its defence exclusively from Greek-
language sources. In On Letters, we witness the return of the invention of Slavonic from its temporary
Latinate milieu back into the fold of Byzantine intellectual influence. But this transition is not back into
the world view of the VC and its Byzantine supremacy, but a new hybrid culture of Slavonic speakers

with a Greek education.

105 This is also clear from the fact that here the text uses only the word ‘Hellene’ to describe ‘Greeks’ whereas
everywhere else it sticks to ‘Greek’ or uses both interchangeably. See footnote 98 of this chapter.
106 On Letters, 9.17-23.
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The author of On Letters seems to have gone to some lengths through Greek-language literature to find all
the possible ways of diminishing the role of Greek and with it, reducing Greeks to Hellenes. It is Greek
grammatical texts which allow the author to reveal the paganism of the founders of the Greek alphabet.
Likewise, it is early Christian texts against Hellenism offering Greek-language tropes about ancient
peoples, which allow the author to reveal that Greeks were given philosophy and pagan learning but not
sacred texts by God. Whilst I have not found a direct source for this, I would add a text to Kuev’s list of
possible relatives, a text whose sentiment is certainly in agreement with that of On Letters: Eusebius of
Caesarea’s Praeparatio Evangelica, concerned with elevating Hebrew above Hellenic Greek culture.X%
By putting together these two kinds of text, a grammatical history of the alphabet and an early Christian
assault on Hellenism, On Letters makes a strong case not only against Greek, but against the holiness of

its people, both historic and contemporary.

One could be tempted to say, in light of the discussion in Chapter 1 Part IV, that there is something
Ignatian about the position the author of On Letters on grammatical and rhetorical education. But just as
the VM’s use of the Ecumenical Councils, the position of On Letters is more extreme than any discourse
within Byzantine intellectual culture. On Letters both denounces Hellenic learning in the past and
associates the Hellenes with contemporary Greek speakers. The totality of these arguments, sourced from
different types of document, are damning and would not be to the liking of even the staunchest Ignatian
supporter: for the author of On Letters Greek is not the oldest language, it is not a holy language, and nor
are its speakers holy or sacred in any way. This starkly contradicts contemporary Byzantine discourses,
such as that of the new ‘chosen people’ or in the words of Shay Eshel, Elect Nation, which sought to
elevate the sanctity of the Byzantines as the new Israel and became especially strong from the eighth
century onwards. 1% This Old Testament discourse had ethnic specificity, and elevated the Byzantines
over others, in contrast with a more inclusive idea of the Christian church as universal to all believers

regardless of ethnos.

197 E.g. ‘For by copying different sciences from different [peoples], they [the Greeks] got geometry from the
Egyptians, and astrology from the Chaldeans, and other things again from other [peoples]; but nothing from any
others like that good which they found from the Hebrews. This was knowledge of the God of everything, and the
rejection of their own deities.” (‘@AAa yop mop’ dAA@V dmopottopevol pobnuata yeopetpiov pev map’ Aiyvntiov
goyov, aotporoyioy 8¢ mapd XoAdainv kai ad Tel Etepa mop’ ETEpmV: 0VSEV 8 ToPE TIGWY HAAOIC 01OV TIVEC
avtdv 10 map’ EPpaiotc dyaddv ebpavto. TodTo & R 1) 10D TV Shv Ogod yvAOIC Kai 1) TdV oikeiov Osdv
Kothyvoois’). Eusebius of Caesarea, Preparation for the Gospel, in Eusebius Werke, Band 8: Die Praeparatio
evangelica, ed. K. Mras, vol. 1 (Berlin, 1954-6), 10.4.28-30.

108 Mike Humphreys argues for instance that the reform of law, especially with the imperial code of the Ekloga of
741, propagated the idea of Byzantium as a new ‘Chosen People’, and subsumed Justinianic Law to that of the Old
Testament. See: M. Humphreys, Law, Power and Imperial Ideology in the Iconoclast Era, ¢.650-850 (Oxford,
2014), pp.81-128. Shay Eshel traces this discourse in other types of texts and notes similarly that it is the product of
Byzantine decline in the face of Arab conquests. He stresses that it became particularly strong after the 843 Triumph
of Orthodoxy and can be found in various letters to Tsar Symeon of Bulgaria from the early tenth century: Eshel,
The Concept of the Elect Nation in Byzantium, pp.10, 86-138, esp. pp.122-33.
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But where does this leave Constantine-Cyril? Although Cyril was already somewhat de-Hellenised in the
VM which reduced his disputations to brief summaries and entirely dispensed with his education, there is
no doubt that it remained known to the authors of the VC and VM that Cyril and Methodios were
Byzantines, came from Thessaloniki and spoke Greek. This is undeniable even when the VM makes clear
that the brothers had strong connections to the Slavs. The hybridity the VM tries to construct for Cyril and
Methodios however, is nowhere to be seen in On Letters. Rather than Greek-speaking individuals with
personal connections to the Slavs, forged by emperor and pope, in On Letters Cyril is portrayed as the
very opposite of the Greeks. His ethnic or linguistic identity is erased entirely for a sacred, albeit vague
one. Simply put, ‘the Slavonic letters are holier and more venerable, for a holy man has created them,

while the Greek [letters] — pagan Hellenes.”%®

The categorical imbalance in the qualifications here is crucial. The Greek alphabet was invented by
people defined and categorized by their religion, pagan, and their ethnicity, as Hellenes (as noted above,
this text considers linguistic practice and ethnic markers as interchangeable). The Slavonic alphabet was
invented by a man without an ethnic marker, but only a religious one: sanctity suffices, Cyril is holy and
that is all he is. This generalization is very much at odds with the VM, and its narrative innovations to the
early lives of Cyril and Methodios, which forge a personal relationship between the brothers, and
especially Methodios, and the Slavs. There is no attempt in On Letters to suggest Cyril knew Slavonic,
had personal compassion for the Slavs or was one. He is simply a man sent by God, ‘righteous and

sincere.’110

In short, as it elevates the sanctity of Slavonic, On Letters sanctifies Cyril by abstracting him from a
specific historical time and place and from any linguistic or ethnic identity. In so doing, it paganises
Greek, its alphabetic history and its speakers, as Hellenes whose linguistic identity is the same as their

ethnic disposition and reducible to grammar, rhetoric, philosophy and no more.
3.V.3 And the Cracks begin to Show

As already noted in the case of Cyril and his identity, the thesis-antithesis of On Letters relies on
obfuscation, whether that be of the number of letters in the Greek alphabet, or of the background of Cyril
as it is found in the VC and VM. It is clear within the text itself, however, that these categorical
distinctions are not as neat as they appear, and this tension shows in On Letters. The tension reveals itself

in a number of inconsistencies within the text, which are especially revealing of the authorial concerns.

109‘CAOB’BHLCI§A MH(ME(NA (BATEHIIA (XTHE H YR(TEN'EHIIA, (BATHE E0 MXXKXb

(ATBOPHAR FHA K(TH, A TPEYEC(ISA EABAHNH noranNHH’, On Letters, 12.9-11.
110‘1‘1PABLALNA H HcTA’, lbid,, 2.8.
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The first source of tension is to do with Cyril’s ethnic profile and that of the alphabet. As presented, in the
treatise Cyril is an un-ethnicised holy man, opposite to Greeks or Hellenes in his sanctity. Yet On Letters
also concedes that he ‘created thirty letters and eight for them, some according to the system of the Greek
letters while others in accordance with Slavonic speech.’*! It follows logically that Cyril spoke Greek.
But the text’s own ideology of language presents a problem here. As discussed above, in the text, as
revealed when discussing Babel, linguistic practice is equated with ethnic character. If Cyril spoke Greek
therefore, by the rules of On Letters itself, this would make him a Greek. This issue is left unaddressed.
On the one hand therefore, the author stresses the Slavonic letters’ likeness to Greek. On the other, they
go to great lengths to stress the profound difference between the invention of Slavonic by a sacred man,
and the compilation of Greek by a group of pagans. Why salvage the letters but not the Greek alphabet or

its speakers?

The second source of clear tensions is on the issue of change over time. On Letters makes a strong case
for the superiority of Slavonic on the basis of its invention in one moment by one holy man, and on the
convergence of this moment of invention with the moment of the translation of the holy scriptures. In
short, ‘Constantine, called Cyril, both created the letters and translated the books in a few years. But they
[i.e the Greeks] [were] many and over many years.’*2 In the text more generally, nothing good happens
‘over many years’ nor is anything good corrected or changed over time. The Slavs wrote with lines and
notches and were pagan for ‘many years’ (‘manora axsTa’).!® The Greeks wrote with Phoenician
letters for ‘many years’ (‘maNora axTa’).!* Andin the end, ‘many in many years barely gathered’
the totality of Greek letters. 1> But the author’s own definitive statement of the fast completion of the

Slavonic alphabet is undermined by a question from the imagined opponents.

‘AIfe AH KBTO peYe¢THR, RAISO ‘Ne(T® OV¢TPOHAT AOEPE, AA MO N¢ME
(A MOCTPAMRTE H KIi¢’, 0OTBET® PEYEMB  (HMB! “H IPbYhCISBI
TAKOXKXKAE¢ MBENOFrAIIKALKI (XTHA nOCTPAmAH AIKHAA H CHM'LAX'L, H II0
TOMEL H HNH MEHNOZH.” OVAOERK EO K(THR MOCAKKAC MOTEROPHTH,

HEXKE TMPREOK C'LTBOPHTH’MS

111‘CLTBOPH HMBE A IMMH(MENA H H, 0BA OYEO mno YHHO\(’ FPBYLCKLIHX'L MHC(ME(NBS, 0BA

XKe MO0 (AOBENB(E P'l;YH’,”)id., 2.9-12.

L ISON(TANTHNE, HAPHIA¢MBIH ISHPHAR, H MHCMENA (BTEOPH H IKENHIEI
Hép‘l;AO?KH B MAAEXE ABTEXB. A OHH MBHNO2H MBHNOICRI AKTERI, Ibid., 12.1-6.
113 1pid., 1.25.

114 |bid., 10.3. Identical with the above phrase in 1.25.

I5‘H TAKO MENOZH MHOFRIHMH AKTEI KALEA ¢aEnpama’, Ibid, 10.17-18.

118 1bid., 13.1-9.
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‘And if someone says: “He has not ordered [them] well, if after him they are still being
reordered”, we say [this] answer to them: “And Aquila and Symmachos also reordered the Greek
[ones] many times, and after them many [others]” For it is easier to add [to a creation] than to

initially create.’

The mention of Aquila and Symmachos, who were first- and second-century AD translators of the
Hebrew Old Testament into Greek, indicates that this passage is concerned with translation rather than
letter invention. Yet the author’s riposte seems rather weak. They concede the very thing for which they
have spent much of the text reproaching the Greeks. Namely, that alphabet compilations and scriptural
translations go on for many years and change over time. The admission that it is harder to invent, than it is
to amend must reflect contemporary practice, and in turn must reflect the contemporary amendment of
scriptural translations in Slavonic. It does the author no favours to insert it if it does not. | will return to

this question of stability in alphabet and translation below.

The third tension within the text is the relationship between abstraction and specificity in the invention of
the alphabet. Throughout the text, as discussed above, Cyril’s invention of the letters is framed as an
event in the relative chronology of the Slavonic peoples: it came after paganism, and after conversion and
the use of Greek and Latin. However, it is not portrayed as an event that occurred in a historically specific
place or time, as in the VC and VM. God sends Cyril to the Slavonic people, not Emperor Michael. There
is no sign of the narrative mission to Moravia, or its missionary concerns. Yet knowledge of the invention
of Slavonic is crucial to the argument of the text, and thus at its conclusion the author offers a date for the

invention.

‘R= EpEMENA MHuxaHAA, E(APRA TpPhYh(KA, H EOPH(A KBENA3A
EABRCAPR(IKA, H PACTHIA, KBEHNA3A MOPABR(KA, H Kogham KEHA3A

EAATEHR(IEA Y

‘In the time of Michael, Caesar of the Greeks, and Boris, kniaz of the Bulgarians, and Rastislav,

kniaz of the Moravians, and Kocel, kniaz of the Balatons’

The text proceeds to give the year 6363 since the beginning of the world, either 855 or 863 depending on
whether the author was using the so-called “Constantinopolitan” or Alexandrian estimation of the
beginning of the world.!® By giving a time, and a list of rulers who ruled at that time, On Letters also

offers a space within which the alphabet was created. But the text consciously avoids naming the specific

17 1bid., 14.21-27.
118 This has been the source of some debate. For a summary of the positions and an argument for the Alexandrian,
and therefore the later 863 date, see: Kuev, Chernorizets, pp.85-95.
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place in which this occurred. The rulers listed are mostly those through whom Cyril comes to invent the
letters — from Michael, to Rastislav to Kocel, as attested in the VC. But none is given a role or any
agency. If the author had these names to hand, it is likely that they also had some version of the mission
to Moravia even if only an oral or abbreviated one. They have chosen to omit it, however, and put in its
place a dating year. The dating year puts Rastislav and Kocel, those involved in the early mission, in the
same list as Boris of Bulgaria, who is not mentioned as having any role whatsoever in the VM and VC.
This clearly points to the fact the text was composed in the Balkans, and likely under the rule of the polity
of Bulgaria, as scholarship has long suggested.!'® This addition also makes clear that On Letters seeks to
transform the moment of alphabet-invention, fixed in time, place and political circumstance in ninth-
century Moravia, into an event in universal Slavonic history, a transition from illiteracy to literacy, which

occurred in all these Slavonic-speaking places at once.

To conclude this section, in short, On Letters presents a binary opposition between Greek and Slavonic, in
nature, creation and inventor, which is very much a reinvention of the invention of Slavonic as we find it
in the VC and VM. By seeking to abstract the moment from its particular historical context into one that is
central to a universal history of the Slavs, the author performs a number of manipulations to the kinds of
materials probably available to them. This new argument for Slavonic, however, is not failproof, and a
number of tensions are evident within the short treatise. These, | argue, can help us identify the kind of
context this text emerges from. In the next section, | turn to precisely this: given what the text is trying to

argue, who is the text arguing with?
3.VI ON LETTERS AS AN EARLY TENTH-CENTURY ARGUMENT

On Letters and its context pose a very different set of challenges to those posed by the VC and VM. With
the latter two texts, even though the precise location of authorship, Moravia or Rome, seemed at first
unclear, one obvious place to start when seeking to analyse the texts was in terms of genre: contemporary
hagiography between Rome and Constantinople. On Letters, on the other hand, is quite clearly written in
the Balkans, in the aftermath of the Moravian mission. That much is clear in light of its addition of Boris
to the list of rulers of relevance to the alphabet invention, and in light of its shift away from the Latin
preoccupations of the VM, and back toward a firmly and exclusively Byzantine set of sources. But a
genre-based context for a comparative intellectual analysis of On Letters is not forthcoming. There is no

particular historic type of alphabet-defence that can be found in the Byzantine tradition, in this instance

119 In other and later manuscripts from the East Slavonic world this list of rulers is expanded with the addition of
names from early Rus, such as Riurik, Vladimir and Olga. However, Boris is present in all traditions. See: Veder,
Utrum in Alterum, p.149 for Boris, and p.150, esp. traditions a and a for Rus.
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the obvious place to look. Instead, the text has loosely been called an apologia, a polemic, a philological

treatise, a grammatical preface or an encyclopaedic entry.'?

The closest comparisons, already noted by scholars, have been drawn from other languages, for instance
to the tenth-century Georgian short hymn by John Zosimos entitled Praise and Exultation of the Georgian
Language.’® This text although seemingly superficially similar, in fact, offers little help in understanding
On Letters. Written by a monk in exile either in Palestine or at Mount Sinai, it reflects on Georgian as a
language in some sense in a dormant phase, ‘buried’ in the words of the author, but which will emerge
victorious and witness the Second Coming first.?? This makes good sense, given Zosime’s flight from the
Caucasus, and time spent amongst non-Georgian speakers. On Letters seems, on the contrary, to be
written amongst and for people who can speak Slavonic, and its defence is not simply of the language, but
rather of its alphabet, of the act of writing in Slavonic, not simply speaking in it.

In the absence of an obvious generic family to turn to, the structure of this analysis will break with the
patterns set up for the VC and VM. In the case of both texts my contextual method was twofold. | first
offered a genre-related analysis of contemporary hagiography, so a similar form but different content.
Secondly, | turned to sources in different genres, whether anti-Photian or Latin legalistic documents,
which nonetheless discussed issues pertinent to the VC and VM, so: a study of texts similar in content but
different in form. Lacking a genre-based corpus, however, in the case of On Letters, | shall turn directly to
texts scholars have accepted to be similar in content but different in form: namely the original
compositions dated to or around the late ninth and early tenth century in the Balkans, mentioned at the
very start of this chapter. In part one of this section (V1.1), | seek to point out a few ways in which On
Letters is a very different text to its most likely Slavonic contemporaries. In part two (V1.2), | posit an
argument for the intended audience of the text by returning to the tensions identified earlier in this chapter
(in Part 1V.3).

3.V1.1 The Texts of the Late Ninth- and Tenth-Century Balkans

As alluded to at the start of this chapter, there is a large body of translations and a small corpus of original
compositions securely datable to the late ninth- and tenth-century Balkans with a significant number
locatable at the court of Symeon of Bulgaria in particular, on the grounds of invocations of his patronage.

Some of the most notable of these texts are: a translation of a collection of homilies of John Chrysostom

120 For a full list see: Trendafilov, ‘Simeon v Pliska’, p.188.

121 John Zosime, Praise and Exultation of the Georgian Language, trans. D. Rayfield in his, The Literature of
Georgia: a History. (London, 2010), pp.34-35. It is used as a relevant comparison for On Letters in: Kuev,
Chernorizets, p.75; B. Martin-Hisard, ‘La langue slave, la langue géorgienne et Byzance au Xe siécle’,
Byzantinoslavica, 50 (1989), pp.33-45.

122 Rayfield, The Literature of Georgia, p.33.
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associated with Symeon; translated homilies for every feast of the year and Anastasius of Alexandria’s
Four Orations against the Arians (surviving in a copy by the monk Duks dedicated to Symeon) by
Constantine of Preslav; John the Exarch’s aforementioned Heavens and his translation of Basil of
Caesaria’s Hexaemeron, which is dedicated to Symeon; and a number of religious texts, a large
proportion of which are in a question-and-answer format, now known as the lzbornik 1073, which is
extant in a version dedicated to Sviatoslav of Rus, but was probably originally dedicated to Symeon as

well 1%

Since most texts in medieval Slavonic lack a named patron, are otherwise undated, and are usually found
in late medieval or early modern manuscripts, there is also a body of floating texts whose language has
led philologists to point to an early medieval, likely south Slavonic providence. This means the texts were
probably translated or compiled in the Balkans but if and when exactly remains unknowable. These texts
include translations of histories such as the Chronicle of John Malalas, the Chronicle of George Synkellos
and the Chronicle of Theophanes Confessor, and what Willian Veder has argued to be a series of
interwoven florilegia of a range of theological texts, which he dates mostly to the tenth century and places

at the Bulgarian court.!?

Although the body of translations or compilations is fairly large, certainly in comparison to the body of
texts we can firmly date to Moravia, datable original compositions remain a rarity from the late ninth and
early tenth centuries.!®® They are limited mostly to prefaces: Constantine of Preslav’s Prologue to the

Gospel Homiliary which includes the Alphabetical Prayer, an acrostic introducing his homiliary, some

123 No full edition of the Chrysostom homiliary exists, but for a thorough study of the sources see: Miltenov,
Zlatostrui; Starobulgarskoto Uchitelno evangelie na Konstantin Preslavski, eds. M. Tikhova, E.V. Ukhanova,
(Freiburg im Breisgau, 2012). Only the third oration against the Arians has been edited with a parallel Greek text.
Constantine of Preslav, Four Orations Against the Arians in: Sv. Atanasii Aleksandriiski vtoro slovo protiv Arianite
(v starobugraski prevod), ed. P. Penkova, (Sofia, 2015); John the Exarch, Heavens. John the Exarch, Hexaemeron,
in Shestodnev loanna ekzarkha Bolgarskogo, eds. G.S. Barankova, V.V. Mil’kov (St Petersburg, 2001); loan
Ekzarkh, Shestodnev, trans. N. Kochev (Sofia, 1981). The Izbornik 1073 is published both as a Rus and as a
Bulgarian source in: 1zbornik Sviatoslava 1073 goda (Moscow, 1983); Simeonov sbornik v tri toma: po
Sviatoslavoviaat prepis ot 1073, 3 vols. (Sofia, 1991-2015).

124 See: S. Franklin, ‘Malalas in Slavonic’ in E. Jeffreys, et al eds., Studies in Malalas (Sydney, 1990) pp.276-86.
George Synkellos, Chornicle, in A.-M. Totomanova ed., Slavianskata versiia na khronikata na Georgi Sinkel
(izdanie i komentar) (Sofia, 2008). Theophanes Confessor, Chronicle, in A.-M. Totomanova ed., ‘The Chronicle of
Theophanes Confessor in the Slavic Tradition’, in M. Jankowiak, et al eds., Studies in Theophanes (Paris, 2015).
Veder has identified at least two other collections which he dates to tenth-century Bulgaria, the Kniazhii Izbornik
and the Izbornik of John the Sinner see: W. Veder, Khiliada godini kato edin den: zhivotut na tekstovete v
pravoslavnoto slaviianstvo (Sofia, 2005) pp.120-185.

125 On the issue of compilation versus composition in early Slavonic texts see: R. Picchio, ‘Compilation and
Composition: Two Levels of Authorship in the Orthodox Tradition’, Cyrillomethodianum, 5 (1981), pp.1-5. W.
Veder, ‘The Treatment of Texts in Early Slavic Literature’, repr. in his Khiliada godini kato edin den (Sofia, 2005)
pp.93-6.
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short words of introduction and a single original homily of the fifty-one collected in his Didactic Gospel,

the preface to John the Exarch’s Heavens and to the Hexaemeron, and finally of course, On Letters.*?

These aside, once again, a handful of texts float undated and undatable, but linguistically and
morphologically likely to be from the early medieval Balkans. Two such texts are introductions to gospel
lectionary translations. The first is a text I shall refer to as Annunciation to the Gospel by a Constantine.*?’
It is the introduction to a gospel lectionary translation which survives in a thirteenth-century manuscript
of Serbian recension, where it is ascribed to some Constantine.*?® Scholars have long remained divided
over whether it is Constantine-Cyril himself or Constantine of Preslav, but the simplest solution may be
once again that there were in fact more than two people in the early medieval Byzantino-Slavic world
called Constantine.’®® The second gospel preface, which | shall refer to simply as Anonymous
Annunciation to the Gospel is a partly corrupted text. It discusses translation and as a result of this was,

until Vaillant’s convincing case to the contrary, associated with John the Exarch.!*®

I will consider On Letters, in the context of all of these original compositions as they dwell in part on the
new alphabet, its purpose and use. | omit the homilies attributed to Clement of Ohrid dealing with Cyril
and Methodios due to serious concerns about their attribution to their alleged author and therefore of their
composition in our period, which I do not have the space to elaborate upon in this thesis.*!

126 The Alphabetical Prayer in its oldest manuscript and the original homily: Starobulgarskoto uchitelno evangelie
na Konstantin Preslavski, pp.3-5. And in a critical edition: K. Kuev, Azbuchnata molitva v slavianskite literaturi
(Sofia, 1974), pp.170-5. The full preface and the text | use in this thesis is found in: Constantine of Preslav,
Prologue to the Gospel Homiliary, in Veder, Utrum in Alterum, pp.153-7. Prologues found in: John the Exarch,
Heavens, pp.2-28. loan Exarkh, ‘Prolog kum Nebesa’, trans., K. lvanova, S. Nikolova, in Turzhestvoto na Slovoto.
Zlatniyat vek na bulgarskata knizhnina: letopisi, zhitiya, ritorika, poeziya (Sofia, 1995), pp.181-3. John the Exarch,
Hexaemeron, pp.301-8.

127 Annunciation to the Gospel by a Constantine: A. Vaillant, ‘Une poésie vieux-slave: la Préface de I'Evangile’,
Revue des études slaves 33, (1956) pp.7-25. ‘Proglas kum evangelieto’, trans. Ivanova, Turzhestvo na Slovoto,
pp.12-5.

128 The thirteenth-century manuscript is found in the Hilandar Monastery collection, under shelf-mark HM.SMS.23.
| am grateful to the Hilandar Research Library, at Ohio State University and the monks of the monastery for
granting me access to the microfilm during my time in Ohio.

129 Those who consider it is Constantine-Cyril, for instance include: E. Georgiev, Dve proizvedeniia na Sv. Kirila
(Sofia, 1938). Vaillant, dismisses the Philosopher and sensibly notes that this does not therefore mean it has to be
Constantine of Preslav, but does concede that the language and topic suggest this was produced at around the turn of
the tenth century, and so the Preslav scholar seems as good a candidate as any. Vaillant, ‘Une poésie vieux-slave’,
p.25.

130 Anonymous Annunciation to the Gospel: A. Vaillant, ‘La préface de I’Evangéliaire vieux-slave’, Revue des études
slaves, 24 (1948), pp.5-20.

131 All texts associated with Clement are printed as a corpus, but the criteria for selection vary from the use of his
name on the MS, to the topic being perceived as relevant to him, to texts which utilise a model homily which is
assigned to him, even though surely the purpose of a model homily is that anyone could use it. Kliment Okhridski,
Subrani Suchineniia, 3 vols (Sofia, 1970-7).
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Existing studies of On Letters have already pointed to the relevance of texts such as John the Exarch’s
Heavens, but they have tended to look for sources which the author of On Letters used directly.*®2 This
seems in some sense a futile task, as what survives in Slavonic translation was most likely the tip of the
iceberg of once-extant Greek language materials in the Balkans that the author of On Letters, in light of
their use of other Greek sources, was perfectly capable of navigating. Moreover, a close study of the
materials put forward leaves the reader sceptical of direct textual relationships.'*® A secondary concern of
studies of this kind, and in particular of those keen to situate On Letters amidst the early tenth-century
literature of the Bulgarian court has been to try to pin authorship onto known figures, and at times to go
down the slippery slope of ascribing it all to Symeon. In the words of Khristo Trendafilov, after pointing

to some (unconvincing) similarities between On Letters and John the Exarch’s work:

‘ToBa, KOETO BCE IMaK MOXeE Jla ce Kaxke €, ue 3a bykBuTe oTroBaps UCISUIO HA 3aMUCIIHUTE HA Iap
CrMeoH 1 Ha uIeiHO Hal-ONM3KUTE 0 HEero KHKOBHUIM. BEposITHO TpakTaThT € HANWCaH OT

€IMH OT TAX, 10 HHULATHBA Ha BIAJIETENsA U C HETOBOTO JICHHO ydacTthe. 4

‘That which can be said, after all, is that On Letters fully corresponds to the intentions of Tsar
Symeon and to the bookmen closest to him ideologically. It is likely that the treatise was written

by one of them, at the initiative of the ruler and with his active participation.’

I once again refrain from attributing imperial agency where it is not necessary, and seek to consider these
texts, not as a set of sources, but as texts available within the discursive milieu in which the ideas of On
Letters can be assessed. Since some of these texts are much harder to date and place than the texts I
discussed when contextualizing the VC and VM in Chapters 1 and 2, | will take them to be indicative of
the kinds of ideas available in the early medieval Balkans, rather than consider them to be the specific
texts to which On Letters may be responding (quite unlike, for example, my argument about the

Conversio in Chapter 2.V1.2)

There are a number of overlapping spheres of concerns that can be found amidst the texts identified
above. Whilst highlighting the complexity of the discourse and the position of On Letters within it, 1 will

pick out two: namely, the ‘Slavs’ as category, and the role of Greek and the question of translation. After

132 See for instance: Kh. Trendafiov, ‘Preslavski izvori za traktata ‘Za Bukvite’ na Chernorizets Hrabur’, Preslavska
knizhovna shkola, 7 (2003), p.286 K. Ivanova, ‘Edin veroiaten iztochnik na “Za Bukvite” ot Chernorizets Khrabur’,
in Literaturoznanie i folkloristika. Sbornik v chest na 70-godishninata na akad. P. Dinekov (Sofia, 1983), esp.
pp.82-8.

133 Especially in: Kh. Trendafiov, ‘Preslavski izvori’, p.286.

134 1bid., p.291. More recently, Trendafilov has made his argument much more extreme, arguing that Symeon wrote
On Letters originally in Greek shortly after returning from Constantinople. Trendafilov, ‘Symeon v Pliska’, p.185.
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addressing these | turn to the key question that has preoccupied scholars with reference to a number of

tensions within the text identified in Part 3.1V: to whom is On Letters addressed?

One key issue pertaining to the texts noted above is the question of the role of the ‘Slavs’ as an entity in
these texts. The VC and VM are aimed at Byzantium or the Latin west, and take the ‘Slavs’ as an
uncritical object of the Cyrillo-Methodian mission. In the case of the VM in particular, the relationship
between Methodios and the Slavs becomes instrumental to the case for the mission’s success. The way
this manifests itself is not permitting complexity to the Slavonic speakers of central Europe, but rather
through constructed association between Methodios and the category the VM considers as ‘Slavs’. There
are Slavs, out there, and Methodios knows them, but little thought is given to more complicated questions
of identification, such as why it is that those from Thessaloniki who know Slavonic are not Slavs in the

same way as those in Moravia.

In the Alphabetical Prayer of Constantine of Preslav, some of the sentiment of the VM is also manifest, as
the author addresses God on behalf of the ‘Slavonic tribe’ (‘¢cA0BENECIK0 maemAa’) which now
‘seeks the word of the gospel’ on the one hand, and on the other addresses directly ‘my brothers, fathers
and sons’ to not look down upon him. ** He does not seek to ethnicise this brethren, which given its
gender, is likely the monastic or at the very least a clerical class. So, while the ‘Slavs’ exist out there, as
the tribe that seeks God, they are not necessarily the same as the audience or the author. Likewise, John
the Exarch’s prologue to Heavens opens with an account acknowledging Constantine created ‘the letters
of the Slavonic books’ (‘mH¢M¢NA (AOBEBNB(KBIX® IKHNHIC®’), spends time dwelling on

translation, but nowhere ethnicises the ‘brothers’ he is addressing. ¢

The ‘Slavs’ as a category are
altogether absent, and the author never moves from Slavonic books to ‘Slavonic people’. The only text
which survives and breaks with this ambiguity between the Slavs out there in the world, and the
addressees of the author is the Annunciation to the Gospel by a Constantine. Here, the addressees of the
text are explicitly the Slavs: ‘Listen to this, Slavs’ (‘carrmuT¢, CAOBR=EHN¢, ¢H’), ‘listen Slavonic

peoples, listen to the Word for it came from God.’**” Yet the identity of the author remains distant, the

Slavs are addressed as ‘you’ never as ‘we’.

135 ‘HmeTE ¢ERANICE¢ARCISA (AOBA’, ‘EPATHK MOM, 0TRIYH X¢ H c(aIHog¢’, Constantine of

Preslav, Prologue to the Gospel Homiliary, pp.153-7.

136 John the Exarch, Heavens, p.2.

37 e ARIIIHTE 0 E0, HAPOAH (AOREHNLR(TH, (ARIHNIHT¢ (AORO, 0TE® Kora Eo nPHAe’, The
Annunciation to the Gospel by a Constantine, p.10, 9. 24-4.
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This ambiguity of identity is permissible on part of these authors precisely because their activity is one of
translation.*®® As some historians of nationalism have suggested, cultural, linguistic or other kinds of
identities are produced and at the very least sustained in texts.!® All three of the above texts seek
consciously to contribute to a written culture in Slavonic. A process of cultural translation may seek to
produce a new cultural identity, but it is inevitably the case that its producers’ own linguistic and cultural
backgrounds must be mixed, or liminal, for them to be the vehicles of this translation. Thus, such an
activity does not permit a rigid linguistic-ethnic divide, and whilst a number of these texts point to a
category of Slavs, or Slavic peoples out there in the world, their authors do not speak of themselves in

these terms.

Translation, the second major issue a number of these texts deal with explicitly, is a case in point of this
identitarian ambiguity. Common across the aforementioned texts is the trope of authorial humility. As
Constantine of Preslav notes, he was ‘afraid to begin’ his translation of the gospel lectionary, ‘having seen
the worry of the words to be beyond my incomprehension and strength.’**® Or in the words of John the
Exarch in the preface to Hexaemeron, ‘so poor is our mind, that having nothing in our own home, it put

together these words using [the words of] others.” 4!

But in addition to this more generic humility which comes naturally to the intertextual nature of medieval
written culture, some texts exhibit apologia for translation, and especially for deviation from the Greek
text at hand. John the Exarch’s preface to Heavens, is the most famous and elaborate example. And here,
as in On Letters, Hellenic and Greek are one: Methodios translated ‘from the Hellenic language, that is to

say Greek. 142

‘MOAK X6 BEI HO‘A’HTAI’OL].IAA IKNHICBRIH (HFRA MOAHTI EOrra 34 MR
FP'BLLILNHKA, (b AOEPOMLICALHML H BEBENHMANHR NMOYHTANHRR
TBOPHTH H l'lPAI.l.IATH MA HACKAGE MNI—AI.].IG MR PASAH‘A’L CAATO0ABI
l'lPeAO)KI:.l.l.[A. Ne¢ EO PABLH'B (KA MO0XKE¢Th HPHCHO MOAATATH KAHNBR(KA
A3BIKA B & HHNA HP'EAAI"AGM'L. H BCI‘AKOMO\(’ I'ASLIKO\(' Bh HHBA

HPEAAFAGMO\(’ TO0O X€é¢ EBIBA¢ThR. N¢EONE HXKEeé raarons EE HHNOME

138 T mean this both in the mundane sense, but also as an alternative to the paradigm of ‘reception’ of Byzantine
culture, as proposed by Simon Franklin, ‘The Reception of Byzantine Culture by the Slavs’, repr. in his Byzantium —
Rus — Russia: Studies in the Translation of Christian Culture (Aldershot, 2002), pp.384-5.

139 Maxim developed by B. Anderson, Imagined Communities. Reflections on the Origins and Spread of
Nationalism (London, 2006). Put in roughly these words in: Plokhy, The Origins of the Slavic Nations, p.4.

140 ‘OYEOPAX'L Ke (A HAYATH’, ‘TPLI‘ILT'L C(AOBRECE BHA'ER'A, BREINI¢ HGAOO\(M'];HH]—A H
cHaBI Mmoem caipn’, Constantine of Preslav, Prologue to the Gospel Homiliary, 4.40-2.

141 ‘CHLIG EO0 ¢(Th HHl.l.[IH NHAIIE OVM%A, AA H¢ HMEKI B AOMOT (R06¢ME HHYEC0 K¢,
YHXHMH BEB3rPAAH (AOBECA (H, John the Exarch, Hexaemeron, p.308, 6b 23-5. 7a 1-2.

Y292 ¢AHHRC(ISA A3SBIISA KX¢ K(Th rpayeciss’, John the Exarch, Heavens, p.4.
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I'ASLIL['B KPACLI\I'L, TO0O BB AP\(’S'BML HGKPACLN'L, HX¢ BB HNOMB

(TPAMIENE, TO BE APOY3EME HECTPAMBNE [..7*

‘And I beg you, who will read these books, to pray to God for me the sinner, to read with grace
and care, and to forgive me where you believe | have put down words differently. For it is not
possible to always render the Greek language equivalently in another translated [language]. And
in every language rendered into another, it will be thus. Since that word which is pleasant in one
language, is then unpleasant in another, and which is fearsome in one [language], is then not

fearsome in another [...]°

The text carries on by pointing to words which have a different gender in Greek and Slavonic, such as the
masculine Greek word for river, ‘potamos’ (‘motauds’), rendered by the feminine Slavonic ‘rieka’
(‘P-mqa’).““ A similar set of examples is given in the second, and partly corrupted, Anonymous
Annunciation to the Gospel edited by Vaillant. Due to this similarity of topic, the text has been associated
with John the Exarch, but as Vaillant makes evident, it is clearly a separate text (although I disagree with
his attempt to assign it to Constantine-Cyril.)!*® Here too, gender is involved, but a more sacred reason is

given in addition.

‘<HOAL>BH3AXLML CA AA ELIXLML H(TO<RBROK> MOAOKHAH

<¢>BANIr¢éAHH EOAILITE (A HPHAO}KHTH .. AA AINTE H XO\(’A']; (A KBAE¢
OEPAIJ.I'T'G'T'L HPHAOXGHO <HEY>TO TO AA PABO\(’M'BHTL YRETA. H
AIS0XKEe TII10 NO\(’?KAH TO0O <K(>Th CLTBOPHAO A H¢ ALPBOCTHX\ HH

(hMENHKME

‘we were striving to lay down the true [form] ... fearing to add to the gospel ... and where
anything small is to be found added, so that the [person] reading could comprehend [it], know

that it was done by necessity and neither with boldness nor temerity.’

Both of these texts reveal reverence or respect for the source language. This is rather weaker in John the
Exarch who recognises such changes are essential in all translation, but nonetheless proceeds to list Greek

words he is apologising for re-gendering. In the second instance, the reverence is much stronger as

143 1bid., p.22-4.

144 1bid., p.24-6.

145 Anonymous Annunciation to the Gospel, pp.6-11. Attribution to Cyril: Vaillant, ‘La préface’, p.18. One can and is
indeed tempted to collect a body of scholarship on authorship, which if one is careful and selective may as a whole
render the vast majority of surviving early Slavonic literature either to Constantine-Cyril or Symeon’s pen.

146 The triangular brackets are Vaillant’s additions, the dots indicate a gap in the original text, unlike the dots in
square brackets used elsewhere in this thesis which indicate my omission. Anonymous Annunciation to the Gospel,
16-20.
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rendering the words equivalently is associated with the holiness of the Gospel itself. It is not impossible
that this reverence is related to the aforementioned liminality of the authors involved, whose loyalties
were not necessarily all Greek nor all Slavonic. John the Exarch, Constantine of Preslav and the vast body
of dark matter that makes up the translators of the early medieval Balkans were at the very least bilingual
authors. What this meant definitively for their personal sense of self remains inaccessible, but the distance
between the ‘Slavonic tribe’ out there in the world to be enlightened, and the much more immediate but
un-ethnicised community of brothers these texts often invoke, and this humility with respect to Greek,
seems to point to a complexity of personal self-identification hitherto unacknowledged in the scholarship

of early Slavonic.
3.V1.2 On Letters in the Balkans

As in the texts above, the Slavs are also presented as an entity out there in the world in On Letters.
Moreover, like the Slavs of the Alphabetical Prayer, the Slavs of On Letters are also grammatically
othered, ‘God sent them Constantine’ (my emphasis), not ‘us’.'*” But there are some key differences
between On Letters and its contemporaries. The first is that the text gives a rather more mature account of
the level of Slavic Christianization, than the Alphabetical Prayer. In the latter, the Slavonic tribe has only
just turned to conversion, whilst in On Letters these Slavs have already been christened and have now
proceeded to greater piety by receiving literacy from God.4

There is also a collective ‘we” in On Letters which is absent in other texts. This ‘we’ is defined not so
much by ethnicity, as by position on the Slavonic alphabet: ‘what do we say to them [i.e. those who object
to Slavonic]?’(my emphasis), asks the author.!*® It is constructed against the antagonistic ‘they’; once
again not explicitly the ‘Greeks’ but those who object to Slavonic. This is a significant break with the
narrative voices of the texts discussed so far, where, at best, the audience of brothers (‘you’) was to be

instructed.

On Letters breaks even more aggressively with the custom of translation apologetic and reverence for
Greek found in the texts noted above. Greek texts are transformed to suit the author’s argument and the
Greek language and its history are exposed as Hellenic, pagan, and unholy in comparison with Slavonic.
Rather than apologise for Greek words losing gender or being changed due to their connotations when

transferred into Slavonic, On Letters posits a different argument altogether.

4 ‘mocraa HME ISONE¢TANZTHHNA, IDid, 2.6.

148 On Letters, 1.6.
Weigr TErME YRTO raaroacms?’, Ibid., 8.18.
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‘NB ISAIS0 MOXE(TH (A NME(ATH AOEPE TFPhYh(SERIHMH MH(M¢NBI “Bors”
13 2 “ 2 3 2 3 2
HAH "RKHBOTS®” HAH “3EA07, HAH "IJphIKkEI’ HAH “YBAOBEIE [...] H HNA

MOAOERNA (HME?M

‘but how is it possible to write “God” or “life” or “mightily” or “action” or “church” or “person”

[...] and others similar to them, well with Greek letters?’

The words chosen by the author all include letters representing vowels which are unigue to Slavonic, and
therefore which have no alphabetic representation in Greek. Rather than dwell on what is lost in
translation, the author focuses on what is gained by adopting the Slavonic alphabet to write in Slavonic,
namely a full and accurate representation of the sounds of the Slavonic language. This shifts the issue
from a question of whether one should translate at all, into a question about whether this translation into

Slavonic should be into the Greek alphabet or into a new Slavonic alphabet.

Moreover, the author of On Letters seeks to make clear or dispel the idea that the Greek words of the holy
scripture in particular should be revered, as is suggested by the Anonymous Annunciation to the Gospel. It
is clear in On Letters that scripture was given to the Hebrews not the Greeks, and that it was translated
into Greek and changed over time by various actors like Aquila and Symmachos.*! It follows that one
should not be concerned with the exactness of the Greek in translation. The silence of On Letters on the

fact that the New Testament was first written in Greek is telling.

In short, On Letters does not ‘fully correspond’, in the words of Trendafilov, to the ideas of John the
Exarch or Symeon, or any of the texts we can posit as its near contemporaries. Whether the author of On
Letters had direct access to these texts in particular remains less relevant than the likelihood that these

kinds of positions on Greek and on the ‘Slavs’ as a category were available in their discursive milieu.

The text tackles the ambiguities of personal identity present in the prefaces discussed so far, with a clear
attempt to disambiguate between the languages of Greek and Slavonic, and between the people who
defend Greek rather than Slavonic. But it is crucial that, when carefully examined, the text does not refer
to either those objecting to Slavonic (i.e. the ‘they’ of the text) or those defending the use of Slavonic (i.e.
the ‘we’ of the text) in simple ethnic terms. Rather than target the disambiguation at either Slavs or
Greeks in particular, these two groups of ‘us’ and ‘them’ are only fleshed out once in the text. In contrast

to the usual ‘us’ and ‘them’ ambiguity, one question is posed more specifically.

150 |bid., 1.10-24. I have omitted “ A s nHe” (‘action’) which Veder includes in this list but is not attested in any
of his MS traditions, nor in any of the other editions of the text by Dzhambeluka-Kossova and Kuev discussed in the
introduction.

151 1bid., 9.17-23., 13.5-9.
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‘AI.].IG E0 B'BHPOCHH.IH KBENHIAYHR I'PLYLCKLI]—:A, FAATOARAL “li'LTO BhI
K(THE INTH(MENA C'LTBOPHA'L, HAH IKBNHTIKI HP'BAO?KHA'L?” To P'BA,'LL[H
0THh I\IHX'L BEAATTE. Al.l.l& AH B'LI'IPOCHIJ.IH CAOBEN(L(IKBIRA EO\(’KAPA,
CAATO0AAL “I{'LTO BkI IMHCMEN A C'LTBOPHA'L K(THh HAH IKBENHTI BI

npeA0KHAB? To BER(H BEAATE [...]'152

‘And if you ask Greek bookmen, saying: “Who created your letters, or translated your books?”
Then few of them will know. But if you asked Slavonic bookmen: “Who has created your letters

or translated your books?”” Then all know [...]°

The author, and their literati contemporaries in the early medieval Balkans, were undoubtedly both Greek-
and Slavonic-language bookmen. On Letters is therefore a clear attempt to make a complex set of
identities appear neat, to separate those using Greek from those using Slavonic, and to equate the former
with opposition to Slavonic, and the latter with opposition to Greek. The author does this even with their
choice of vocabulary. The word which I translate as (Slavonic) ‘bookmen’ (‘boukaria’ ‘& oyIsapa ) is
unattested elsewhere in old Slavonic texts, whereas the word which I translate as (Greek) ‘bookmen’
(‘kuniguchiia’ ‘s =aHHr&aYHm®’), is rather common.’® The meaning of the rare word, scribes or
learned men is clear, but this looks like the author’s attempt to derive a unique word for Slavonic
bookmen from the Slavonic word for ‘alphabet’ (‘azbouka’), once again to differentiate them from Greek,
or more generic bookmen and to firmly fix their identity to the new alphabet. It seems the word itself,
however, did not quite take off.

In short, On Letters is quite unlike the prefaces discussed so far. But the question remains, who is this for?
3.V1.3 On Letters, Audience and Greek in the Early Medieval Balkans

Scholarly consensus in the early twentieth century considered On Letters to be an attack on the Byzantine
Greek clergy still in Bulgaria after the arrival of Slavonic.'® Given the obvious problem that a treatise
against the Byzantines written in Slavonic, a language they could not read, would not be particularly
persuasive, this opinion has been largely abandoned.’®® Instead, scholars have settled on reading On

Letters as an inter-alphabetic polemic. Two alphabets which record Slavonic survive from the medieval

152 1bid., 14.1-9.

181 LP, pp.148, 91.

154 Zlatarski, Istoriia na Bulgarskata durzhava, p.283. And also taken up by: Kuev, Chernorizets, pp.20-25.
Obolensky, Byzantine Commonwealth, p.153. This argument still holds in some Bulgarian scholarship, see:
Petkanova, Chernorizets, p.81.

155 More recently, Trendafilov has tried to resurrect the case that the treatise was written against the Byzantine Greek
clergy, by positing that it was originally written in Greek by Symeon. Trendafilov, ‘Symeon v Pliska’, p.185.
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period: Glagolitic, a script with letters less akin to Greek and Latin and more strokes per letter on average
than either, and Cyrillic, a script much closer to Greek with additional letters to represent specific
Slavonic vowels and consonants absent in Greek.'®® Despite their misleading names, the former,
Glagolitic, is associated with Constantine-Cyril. The most common reading of On Letters is that it is a
defence of one alphabet against the other, more usually of Glagolitic against Cyrillic, ‘in the guise of

Greek’ .

However, despite the co-existence of the two alphabets in the earliest Slavonic manuscripts and in
epigraphy, none of our medieval sources specify the alphabet being discussed, mention this difference of
scripts or imply any animosity between them. At most, some texts, like the later Greek Short Life of
Clement (possibly by the thirteenth-century bishop Demetrios Chomatenos), and On Letters, allude in
vague terms to changes being made to the unspecified Slavonic alphabet.'%

The reason scholars have become so preoccupied with an inter-alphabet animosity in which sources show
no interest, has to do with their common-sense assumptions about identity, and how identity manifests
itself on the ground. This understanding is made explicit by Floria, in his narrative of the emergence of a
dominant opinion on the target audience for the treatise.

‘Hakonen, ¢ omnyOnukoBanueM B 1963 1. CHEIMAIBHOTO HMCCICIOBaHHS O Xpadpe
4eX0CI0BaIKoro uccienosatens B. Tkaampurka NOIydn, JyMaeTcs, OKOHYaTeIbHOE pellieHe U
BOIIPOC: IPOTHUB KOI'o OBbUI HAampaBjieH TpakTaT Xpabpa? [...] XpaOp Ben MOJIEMUKY HE C
NpPE/ICTABUTEISIMA  BU3AHTUIICKOTO JTyXOBEHCTBA, [...] a ¢ 00pa3oBaHHBIMH MpPEICTABUTEISIMU
Oosrapckoii 3HaTH W OOJTapcKOro JyxXOBeHCTBA. JIjis HHMX OBLIO CaMOOYEBHIHBIM, HYTO
CIIaBSIHCKHMH S3BIK BITOJIHE MOXKET 6LITB SA3BIKOM 6OFOCHy)I(eHI/IH N ITHCBMCHOCTH, HO OHH
BO3paXkajl MPOTUB TOT'O CIIOCO0A 3alKCH, KOTOPBIA Npe/iarajid Halleamue npuT B bonrapun

yuenuku Koncrantuna u Megoaus.” >

156 One of the reasons Glagolitic is considered older is that it is found under Cyrillic in palipmpsested manuscripts,
but never vice versa. Floria, Skazaniia, p.113. See for instance the Sinai Slavonic NF 3, double palimpsested codex:
https://sinai.library.ucla.edu/viewer/ark:%2F21198%2Fz1rb7dmv (Last accessed: January, 2020)

157 See: from the early twentieth century see seven scholars arguing for Glagolitic and six arguing for Cyrillic listed
in: Georgiev, Raztsvetut, p.327. More recently for Glagolitic: Curta, Southeastern Europe, p.215. Floria, Skazaniia,
p.112. Dvornik, Byzantine Missions, p.251. Vlasto, The Entry of Slavs, p.177. Only Franklin dismisses this
argument. Franklin, Writing, Society and Culture, p.194.

138 The list of the oldest Slavonic manuscripts, which nonetheless lack precise internal dating, has a mix of both
manuscripts in Cyrillic and Glagolitic. Mirchev, Starobulgarski ezik, pp.10-12. The inscriptions that survive are
overwhelmingly in Cyrillic, but some Glagolitic can also be found in both the north east and south west:
Popkonstantinov, Kronsteiner, Altbulgarische, e.g. for Glagolitic in the north east: p.73, p.167. Demetrios
Chomatenos, Short Life of Clement, ed. A. Milev, Grutskite zhitiia, 14; On Letters, 13.1-9.

159 Floria, Skazaniia, p.114.
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‘In the end, with the publication of the special study concerning Khrabur by the Czechoslovakian
scholar V. Tkadl’chika in 1963, the question received what is considered its conclusive answer:
who was the treatise of Khrabur written against? [...] Khrabur was not polemicizing with the
Byzantine clergy [...] but the educated representatives of the Bulgarian elite and clergy. For them
it was obvious that the Slavonic language was fully capable of being a language for religious
worship and literacy, but they objected to the means of recording it [i.e. in Glagolitic], which

were offered by the students of Constantine and Methodios, who found refuge in Bulgaria.’

What is here assumed to be ‘obvious’ for the Bulgarian elite and clergy, rather appears to be what is
obvious to scholars in the twentieth century: namely, that the primary causal force behind the actions of
medieval speakers of Slavonic was their identity as speakers of Slavonic and nothing else. In Bulgarian
scholarship in particular, this assumption that Slavonic was an obvious and self-evident choice, has
resulted in the invention of an unattested council led by Symeon which supposedly made Slavonic the
‘official language’ of the medieval polity. This council, and the contemporary politics of early twentieth-
century Bulgaria which led to its invention, have been persuasively exposed in a recent article by Angel
Nikolov, but this was much too late to challenge related assumptions about ethnicity, identity in texts,

including On Letters, from late ninth- and early tenth-century Bulgaria.®®

The question remains. Why is it impossible to contemplate that Slavonic speakers may have preferred not
to write Slavonic? Why must the ability to speak Slavonic be considered the only category which defined
the commitments of scribes in the early medieval Balkans? Personal self-identification cannot be reduced
to language alone. We will never know whether a monk in the north-western Balkans identified first and
foremost as a Bulgarian, a Slav, or speaker of Slavonic, a Roman, or speaker of Greek, or simply as a
servant of God. These loyalties and attributes could be held at once or be activated at different times in
different situations.®! It is to oversimplify the intentions and intellectual abilities of medieval actors to

assume them reducible to one or the other.

| argue instead, that On Letters is arguing against those who can speak Slavonic, who may well be
capable of writing it, but who prefer to write in, or retain reverence for, Greek, not because they are
‘Byzantine’ clergy, nor because they consider themselves ‘Greeks’. Just as personal self-identification
cannot be reduced to language alone, so too individuals and communities’ choice of language cannot be

reduced to their personal self-identification. There are a range of factors which may influence individuals’

160 A, Nikolov, ‘Convocatio Omni Regno: the Council of 893 and its “Reflections” in Contemporary
Historiography’ in A. Kulik, et al eds., The Bible in Slavic Tradition (Leiden, 2016), pp.547-60.

161 | take my lead on these issues from: R. Brubaker, Ethnicity without Groups (Cambridge, Mass., 2004), esp. pp.7-
63.
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choices of language use. In the medieval Balkans, there were clear benefits, financial and career-related,
to the ability to write in Greek, just as there were possible personal, aesthetic, or practical reasons why

individuals may have considered supporting a new literate culture more trouble than it was worth.

I will start by demonstrating some literary and practical reasons why Greek may have appeared more
appealing or, at the very least, a ‘safe pair of hands’ in contrast with Slavonic regardless of the user’s
identity or background. I will then turn to some socio-politically situated reasons which may have also
contributed to the hesitation On Letters is trying to challenge.

First and foremost, learned or literary medieval Greek had a standardised grammar.1%? This was fully
elaborated from at least as early as the fourth to fifth century AD, when Theodosios of Alexandria put
together his Canons. The text offers full inflection tables for nouns and verbs.!®® Secondly, by the
medieval period, scriptural texts in Greek had fairly stable traditions. To give an example: the Greek New
Testament project at the University of Minster, has provided data on the stability of the New Testament
text in Greek in the middle ages.'®* To take just one reading: of the 2,900 Greek New Testament
miniscule manuscripts, the text of John 7:9 has five variants, the first is attested in 1,463 manuscripts, the
second in a hundred and forty-one, the third in fifty six and the fourth in eight, and the last only in one
manuscript.!®® This kind of proportion is fairly representative across the text, with majority readings being
incredibly dominant. Of the thirty manuscripts dated securely to the tenth century, which concerns us,

these texts have ca. ninety percent majority readings, and at times ninety-five.

By contrast, no standard medieval Slavonic grammar survives. In the words of Zhivov about early Rus
written culture, but equally pertinent for the early medieval Balkans, medieval scribes in Slavonic ‘did not
use grammatical textbooks or lexica, and they did not have the conceptions of a monolithic and all-
encompassing linguistic standard.’*®® Instead, variations in both the orthography and morphology of
surviving manuscripts suggest that there were local norms which could temporarily stabilise in a specific

time or place, but that there was no universal medieval Slavonic grammatical, orthographic and

162 |_earned Greek, in all its rigidity was stood somewhat apart from the more fluid vernacular Greek, for the
difference see: M. Hintenberger, ‘Introduction’, in his ed. The Language of Byzantine Learned Literature
(Turnhout, 2014), pp.1-12. It is this more rigid learned Greek that concerns me here.

183 Theodosios of Alexandria, Canons, in Grammatici Graeci, ed. A. Hilgard, vol. 4.1 (repr. Hildesheim, 1965),
pp.3-42 (nouns), pp.43-99 (verbs).

164 ‘New Testament Virtual Manuscript Room’, University of MUnster (http:/ntvmr.uni-muenster.de/manuscript-
workspace) (Last accessed, January, 2020)

185 All data from ibid. Presented by Georgi Parpulov, ‘The Byzantine Text of the Greek New Testament’, Late
Antique and Byzantine Studies Seminar, University of Oxford, Trinity Term, 2017.

166 ‘He MOJIb3UBAJINCh HU TrpaMMaTUKaMH, H CJIOBAPSAMH U HE pacriojiarajind npeaCTaBJICHUAMU O €IMHOM U
o6eobs3aTenbHOM s13biKOBOM craraapre’, V.M. Zhivov, Vostochno-slavianskoe pravopisanie X1-XI1I veka
(Moscow, 2006), pp.24-4.
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morphological textbook comparable to the aforementioned Canons of Theodosoios of Alexandria for
instance.'®” Grammar notwithstanding, major questions remain concerning the early Glagolitic alphabet
too, some of which are as basic as whether it had thirty-six or thirty-eight letters.®

Likewise, the translation of scripture into Slavonic was by no means stable in the tenth century. It appears
most likely, based on the philological study of surviving manuscripts, that whatever early translation was
done in Moravia, was either lost or re-translated by the time the Slavonic script arrived in the Balkans.®®
Even so, this was largely for liturgical purposes as no full translation of the bible was available in
Slavonic until 1499.17° There is no equivalent to the Miinster New Testament Greek project for Slavonic,
but were there to be, the results would no doubt show more difference.

In short, the surviving evidence of language practice and translation stability points very much to the
opposite of what On Letters asserts about Slavonic. As discussed in Part 1V.3, there is major tension in
the text. On the one hand the author accuses Greek of change over time and promotes Slavonic as sacred
precisely due to its invention in a single moment in time by one holy man, who also translated the
scriptures. On the one hand the text acknowledges the critique that Slavonic continues to be changed over
time. Clearly the stability of Greek was appealing, otherwise the author would not have resorted to
asserting the clearly inaccurate case for the stability of Slavonic. On Letters attempts to create stability
simply by declaring it.

By contrast, medieval written Slavonic appears messy, unstable and multi-alphabetic. Its scriptural
translation was ongoing, and the difficulty it brought with it was not simply practical. As Mary

MacRobert notes, translation of scripture is not simply about rendering words but about introducing

167 There are not enough manuscripts surviving and dated from the tenth century to study that period specifically, but
the closest approximation, the manuscripts of early Rus show orthographic and morphological variation between
different places, in short lapses of time, between source manuscripts and copied manuscripts, and even between
scribes within one manuscript. For a case study on a few linguistic features, and some general remarks see: Zhivov,
Vostochno-slavianskoe pravopisanie, pp.9-76.

168 For the other major questions around the alphabet and an attempt to offer some solutions: W. Veder, ‘The
Glagolitic Barrier’, Studies in Slavic and General Linguistics, 34 (2008), pp.489-501, esp. pp.489-90. For a
comparative study of Gagolitic abecedaria, demonstrating the letter variations in the attestation of the alphabet: W.
Veder, ‘The Glagolitic Alphabet as Text’, in M-A. Durrigl, et al eds., Glagoljica i hrvatski glagolizam: zbornik
radova s medunarodnoga znanstvenog skupa povodom 100. obljetnice Staroslavenske akademije i 50. obljetnice
Staroslavenskog instituta, Zagreb-Krk, 2.-6. listopada 2002 (Zagreb—Krk, 2004), pp.375-387.

189 This general pattern is clearly outlined with respect to the Psalter in: C.M. MacRobert, ‘What is a Faithful
Translation? Changing Norms in the Church Slavonic Version of the Psalter’ The Slavonic and East European
Review, 69 (1991), p.405. But can also be noted about the non-liturgical books of the Old Testament:
Starobulgarskiiat prevod na stariia zavet, ed. S. Nikolova, 1 vol. (Sofia, 1998), p.xviii. And of the Old Slavonic
New Testament Apostolos: I. Khristova-Shomova, Sluzhebniiat apostol v slavianskata rukopisna traditsiia (Sofia,
2004), p.14.

10 F. Thomson, ‘The Intellectual Silence of Russia’, repr. in his The Reception of Byzantine Culture in Medieval
Russia (Aldershot, 1999), p.xx.
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‘people to a new and essentially different way of seeing the world, which their language may not be
equipped to express.’*’* This is relevant beyond scripture too, as is made clear from the diligent Slavonic
translation of George Choiroboskos’ treatise On Tropes, which introduces key poetic terms like metaphor
and allegory.!”? The poetical tropes’ terminology is carefully calqued; compound words are translated into
their components producing new Slavonic compound words. Whilst this is technically accurate however,
the specific terminology it introduced was foreign to the Slavonic language, not necessarily connected to

native words or ways of seeing the world.

In short, the translator’s task was not easy nor were the tools at their disposal, namely the Slavonic
alphabet and literary language, fixed and stable. Once we let go of the assumption that ethnic commitment
is a necessary and given driver of the promotion of any literacy, it becomes clear that new literacies have
little internal drive. Everything is stacked against them. Their success needs to be explained with
reference to the socio-political circumstances they emerge in rather than taken as the given victory of

ethnic liberation.

And there are some clear contemporary socio-political reasons why continuing to use Greek in the
Balkans would be beneficial, both socially and financially. First and foremost, evidence strongly suggests
that administrative work within the Bulgarian polity was done in Greek. Before converting to Christianity
and prior to the arrival of the Slavonic alphabet, the early-ninth-century Bulgarian elite already used
Greek for their inscriptions. This was the case both for outward, Byzantine-facing texts, like peace treaties
which defined territory lines, and for more inward facing monuments like funerary inscriptions on behalf
of the ruler for his bereaved elites.'”® These early inscriptions are largely ‘official’ in that they pertain to

the ruler or ruling elite, the state, its boundaries and history.

Official epigraphy in Greek continued into the late ninth and tenth century. The only two surviving
inscriptions by or specifically concerned with Boris and Symeon as rulers are in Greek. The inscription
concerning Boris mentions the conversion of Bulgaria in ca.863/4 and may therefore pre-date the arrival
of Slavonic.}™ The latter is an inscription dated to 904 recording the boundary (‘6pog’) between

Bulgarians and Romans in the reign of Symeon, with two more inscriptions similar to it now lost.}”> The

11 MacRobert, ‘What is a Faithful Translation?’, p.403.

172 George Choiroboskos, On Tropes, in Slavonic: Simeonov Sbornik, pp.668-674. In Greek: Rhetores Graeci, ed. L.
Spengel, vol. 3 (Leipzig, 1856), pp.244-256.

173 See: Beshevliev, Purvobulgarski nadpisi, pp.152-170 (peace treaties ), pp.212-225 (funerary inscriptions).

174 1bid., pp.139-40, n.15.

175 1bid., pp.170-2, n.46. On the fascinating politics of the discovery of the monuments: A. Nikolov, ‘Svidetelstva za
izdirvaneto i prouchvaneto na trite Simeonovi nadpisa krai Solun prez 1897-1898”, in Srednovekovniiiat chovek i
negoviiat sviat. Sbornik v chest na 70-ta godishnina na prof. d.i.n. Kazimir Popkonstantinov (Veliko Turnovo,
2014), pp.825-836.
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Greek text was found around twenty two kilometres north of Thessaloniki, so is perhaps a better guide to
language practice there than at court, but the more general absence of official inscriptions in Slavonic is
peculiar if Slavonic was indeed an official court language.

Slavonic language inscriptions, on the other hand, proliferated over the course of the tenth century.t’
However, those collected in Altbulgarische Inschriften, the main published but by no means
comprehensive such catalogue, point to a notable change in the inscription type: the Slavonic inscriptions
although more plentiful, are much less ‘official’ or related to the state or rulers.’”” Only one text in
Slavonic mentions Symeon. The funerary inscription of an elite man named Mostich notes that he served
under both Symeon and his successor, Peter (ca.927-969). It is not clear when exactly Mostich died, so it
is difficult to know with certainty how much of a guide the language choice is to elite practices under

Symeon.1”®

By contrast the lead seals of Bulgarian rulers Boris, Symeon and his successor Peter reveal an
uninterrupted use of Greek.}™® Letters surviving from Byzantium show that knowing Greek to
communicate with those beyond the polity’s borders was clearly needed. Although the correspondences
of Theodoros Daphnopates and Nicholas Mystikos with Symeon overwhelm our records, it was not only
rulers that were in contact with Byzantium.*® Nicholas also wrote to the archbishop of Bulgaria and the
chief man of Symeon.!® Theodore Daphnopates also replied to ‘those who have written from Bulgaria, to
ask whether the body of the Lord is corruptible or incorruptible.” ¥ These were presumably Greek-
speaking or bilingual clerics who had suddenly become preoccupied with a niche late antique
controversy. The letter they received from Daphopates is written in the most tedious Greek. If their
guestion was written in a Greek anywhere near as dense and complex, they must have been very well
educated indeed. Doubtless many more letters were exchanged between middling bureaucrats and clerics.
But scholars have been less than willing to make the leap that Greek was probably needed to

communicate within the Bulgarian polity too. Greek-language seals of rulers Boris and Symeon have

176 popkonstantinov, Kronsteiner, Altbulgarische, Table 7, ‘Datierte Inschriften’.

17 See the volume as a whole, to find plenty of individual ‘I wrote’, invocations and monastic graffiti. Ibid.

178 Beshevliev, Purvobulgarski, pp.225-7, n.71. See also: S. Stancheva, ‘Nadgrobniiat nadpis na edin preslavski
boliarin ot X v.’, Istoricheski Pregled, 11 (1955), pp.61-75.

179 Jordanov, Korpus na pechatite, pp.31-36 for all twenty-seven surviving seals of Boris, all in Greek; pp.40-54 for
all forty four surviving seals of Symeon, all in Greek, and pp.56-66, for all 52 Greek seals of Peter. See this is also
discussed in: K. Popkonstantinov, ‘Greek Inscriptions from Ninth-Tenth Century Bulgaria: a Case Study in
Byzantine Epigraphy’, in A. Rhoby ed., Inscriptions in Byzantium and Beyond. Methods - Projects - Case Studies,
(Vienna, 2015), pp.196-7.

180 |_etters to Symeon: Theodore Daphnopates, Correspondance, eds., trans. J. Darrouzes, L.G. Westerink (Paris,
1978), 5-7. Nicholas Mystikos, Letters, 3-31.

181 Nicholas Mystikos, Letters, archbishop: 4, 12, chief man: 13,

182 “mpodc Tovg dmd Bovdyapiag ypdyavtag, £l dpa ¢Boptdv doti 1o T0d Kupiov odpa | dpdaptov’, Theodore
Daphnopates, Correspondance, 8.
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been found in and near Silistra (on the Danube), Varna (Black Sea coast, northern Balkans), Shumen
(north east inland), Debelt (central Black sea coast), Sliven (central inland), and Plovdiv (south west
inland), well within the confines of the territory of tenth-century Bulgaria. ® It seems perfectly likely that
some if not most were attached to Greek-language letters.

Nor is it the case that the tenth-century evidence points to a clean Greek-state, Slavonic-church divide.
The surviving seals pertaining to the church are all in Greek, with one exception, a Slavonic language seal
of a monk and synkellos, of which six copies survive.'® Further, the archaeological work of Kazimir
Popkonstantinov in the tenth-century monasteries of Ravna and Chernoglavtsi in the north western
Balkans, has shown that Greek continued to be inscribed on church walls. ¥ In these two monasteries, in
the multi-lingual and multi-alphabetic graphosphere of Cyrillic, Glagolitic, Greek and in very few
instances Latin, Greek made up the majority of material on the monastic complex walls, at roughly forty
percent.’8 Many of the inscriptions are of scriptural texts, the Gospel or Psalter, which suggests Greek
may have persisted as a liturgical language t00.1¥” Another corpus of objects with text which reveal the
use of Greek are medieval amulets with prayers, scriptural quotations or incantations. Personal or private
piety therefore was also multi-lingual, as twenty out of the eighty lead amulets of the tenth to eleventh
centuries from the Balkans are in Greek.!® One wonders what other contemporary monastic complexes,

as of yet unexcavated or not preserved might show.

It is only in the last few decades that Popkonstantinov has pointed, albeit in brief, to the implications of
these findings: namely, the existence of local Greek literacy and education, rather than travel to study in
Constantinople or Byzantium more generally as had previously been assumed.'® But the assumption is
still that Slavs are learning Greek. Yet literacy has to be acquired no matter the native tongue of a person.
Further, in the ninth- and tenth-century Balkans, it is by no means clear that Slavonic was a ‘vernacular’

in the Western medieval sense of the word any more than Greek was, or any more than the Turkic

183 Just an illustrative one seal per place, but many places have several lordanov, Korpus na pechatite, n.32
(Silistra); n.8, n.30 (Varna); n.29 (Shumen); n.12 (Debelt); n.22 (Sliven); n.10 (Plovdiv).

184 |bid., pp.78-86, esp.pp.81-4 for Slavonic. Also published in Popkonstantinov, Kronsteiner, Altbulgarische, p.188,
n.7.

185 popkonstantinov, ‘Greek Inscriptions from Ninth-Tenth Century Bulgaria’, pp.195-201.

18 Tbid., p.196. For the term ‘graphosphere’, see: S. Franklin, The Russian Graphosphere, 1450-1850 (Cambridge,
2019), pp.1-18.

187 popkonstantinov, ‘Greek Inscriptions from Ninth-Tenth Century Bulgaria’, p.197. Some examples in both Greek
and Slavonic can be found here: K. Popkonstantinov, ‘Psaltirni i evagelski tekstove v epigrafski pametnitsi ot
srednovekovna Bulgariia’, in Obshtestvo, vlast, istoriia. Sbornik v chest na prof. d-r. Miliiana Kaimakova, (Sofia,
2013), pp.501-10.

188 |bid., p.198. K. Popkonstantinov, ‘The Letter of Abgar on a Tenth-Century Amulet’, in K. Grunberg, et al eds.,
Ars Philologica. Festschrift Baldur Panzer (Vienna, 1999), pp.649-54.

189 popkonstantinov, ‘Greek Inscriptions from Ninth-Tenth Century Bulgaria’, p.198.
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language of the Bulgar tribe was.’® It is not clear that Greek was a language one had to learn whereas
Slavonic a mother tongue, as Latin was with respect to English in Anglo-Saxon England.** | posit that
the seven bi-lingual inscriptions in the Altbulgarische Inschriften, together with the corpus of Greek-only
texts on walls and objects in multi-lingual graphospheres, point to a much more ethnically complex and
multi-lingual environment than we have formerly assumed in the monastic complexes of the early

medieval Balkans.!?

It is precisely in this social space, the monastic complexes of multi-lingual cohabitation, Greek-to-
Slavonic translation, but also the continued use of Greek, that | seek to situate On Letters. It need not be
that On Letters was written in Ravna or Chernoglavtsi in particular. But | argue that it certainly emerged
from that kind of place, where Greek-language education was carried out with the exact texts the author
of On Letters manipulates in narrating the history of Greek: the Art of Grammar and its various scholia.

The author of On Letters was utilising content available to and shared by a monastic literate class and
demonstrating mastery of this material through manipulation. What they produced was an antidote to
Greek-language education, presenting a carefully crafted case against Graeco-philia, which cannot be
reduced to Byzantino-philia. It is precisely due to this, that even as the author dismisses Greek, they make
efforts to insist that a large number of Slavonic letters are borrowed from it. Greek is the barometer
against which Slavonic’s legitimacy must be judged, as the audience I propose was learned precisely in its
grammar and history. On Letters seeks to divide these bilingual monastic brothers into Greek and
Slavonic bookmen, by promoting the consolidation of distinction with enough aggression to suggest this
distinction was not clear, and by defending the stability of a literary tradition which was by no means

secure.

This narrow milieu of a learned, bi-lingual clerical or monastic set also best explains the profound
absence of missionary sentiment in the treatise. Unlike the other texts discussed above, which preface
gospels or other key theological translations, On Letters does not discuss conversion as an issue of
contemporary concern, nor does it defend Slavonic using the stock phrases of the New Testament found
in the VC and VM. This is not about the spreading of the word, or about the right of all peoples to praise
God in different languages. The treatise has a very narrow set of concerns, namely: to establish that the

language history of Greek, as it can be found in Greek-language sources, necessitates the devaluing of the

190 This Turkic survives in two inscriptions most likely from the ninth century. Beshevliev, Purvobulgarski, n.53-4,
pp.186-190.

191 For an excellent exposition of the circumstances in the West, where Latin was a hegemonic, but non-native
tongue and vernacular literacies offered opportunities for subversion and resistance see: Amsler, Affective Literacies,
esp. pp.1-71.

192 popkonstantinov, Kronsteiner, Altbulgarischen, p.129, p.141, p.153, p.181, p.187, p.215, p.219.
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Greek language. This is done through close analysis, choice selection and gentle subversion of Greek-

language materials.

This is not an outward-facing text. It does not speak to a flock of converts, nor does it face Byzantium, or
Rome. Rather, what is unique about the text is that, in the extremity of its position, it is arguably the first
text written in Slavonic which can reveal insight into contestation about the Slavonic alphabet and its use
within the community of Slavonic speakers. The VC defends missionary multilingualism within a
Byzantine discourse on Hellenic education; the VM defends the Moravian Slavonic mission with an
appeal to papal precedent and a personal relationship between Methodios and the Slavs. There is no sense
in either of these texts that the Slavonic speakers may not be united in their enthusiasm about the Slavonic
alphabet. Rather their support, in both texts, is taken as an unfaltering given.

On Letters reveals what | argue to be the earliest evidence for internal disagreement among users of
Slavonic, as to the need and use of a Slavonic alphabet. As such it marks a key turning point in our ability
to study an actual, active intellectual culture within a Slavonic-speaking milieu, on the question of
alphabet-invention. The position that the text attacks was clearly not totally hegemonic, as texts in
Slavonic were commissioned at court. But as shown, even a brief analysis of other contemporary texts,
including those associated with the court of Symeon, reveals that the works of John the Exarch and the
Gospel Annunciations contain the premises which, taken to an extreme, are attacked by On Letters. As
such the treatise is clearly more purist in its support for Slavonic than even some of its contemporary

Greek-to-Slavonic translators.
3.V1.4 Conclusions

Ideas about the Slavonic alphabet were made and remade, the alphabet was invented and reinvented,
transformed and contested as it travelled from Central Europe to the Balkans. The arguments of the VC
and VM as | have presented them in this thesis, were to some extent unsuccessful. The VC never made it
back into Byzantine intellectual culture, Cyril never made it into the Greek Synaxarion. His legend was
reworked instead for a local Moravian-papal agenda, as it is found in the VM. But in this case too, the
declaration of papal support and legitimacy, was unsuccessful, as the mission lost the patronage of pope
and local ruler. The alphabet arrived in the early medieval Balkans therefore, through a series of accidents
or failures. And in the Balkans, in one particular kind of milieu, the questions surrounding the Slavonic
alphabet were not ones of missionary activity, or local patronage. These were superseded by a much more
specific debate about the use and necessity of Slavonic in direct comparison only with Greek, in a set of
local circumstances of ethnic and linguistic fluidity which had good reason to tend toward resistance to

Slavonic.
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The large body of translations datable to the tenth century in Bulgaria may suggest that on this matter, the
position of On Letters, its reading of Cyril and the sanctity of Slavonic, was successful. Yet there is a
serious problem with the survival of our Slavonic texts. Overwhelmingly preserved in manuscripts of East
Slavonic redaction from Rus or Muscovy, these texts made it north. But what did not?**® The availability
of Greek-language manuscripts, copied or written in in the Balkans during the tenth century, will remain a
known unknown, and this asks us to retain doubts about the victory of the case against Greek found in On
Letters in the tenth-century Balkans. Could the short burst of imperial patronage for translations under
Symeon be simply a courtly political project, whilst monastic complexes elsewhere remained multi-
lingual or predominantly literate in Greek regardless of their inhabitants’ backgrounds? The fact that in
the tenth-century monasteries of Ravna and Chertnoglavtsi, Greek made up the largest share (at forty

percent) of epigraphic material found ought to give us pause.®

193 Knowledge and availability of the Greek language was significantly rarer in Rus than it was in the Balkans, even
if it was not as rare as Francis Thomson’s fatalistic assessment concludes. This alone offers good reasons as to why
Greek-language manuscripts from the Balkans may not have been transmitted en masse. For the extreme case that
aside from Hilarion of Kiev, no Rus author ‘reveals any acquaintance with Byzantine works in the original Greek’,
see: Thomson, ‘The Intellectual Silence of Russia’, p.xi. For more nuanced takes acknowledging some borrowing of
Greek words into East Slavonic, and the continued albeit limited use of Greek in Rus on icon-labels and coins, see:
I. Sevéenko, ‘To Call a Spade or the Etymology of Rogalije’, Harvard Ukrainian Studies, 19 (1995), pp.608-26; S.
Franklin, ‘Greek in the Kievan Rus’, Dumbarton Oaks Papers, 46 (1992), pp.69-81.

194 popkonstantinov, ‘Greek Inscriptions from Ninth-Tenth Century Bulgaria’, p.196.
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4. CONCLUSIONS

This thesis has sought to nuance and complicate a scholarly narrative of relative simplicity: that the
Slavonic alphabet was created by the efforts of two holy apostles to the Slavs and preserved by the
Bulgarians. What | offer instead, through largely intellectual-historical analysis, is an exposition of a
series of arguments about Slavonic, which were made over the course of the late ninth and tenth centuries,
as responses to and as attempts to influence fluctuating socio-political circumstances. Approaching the
alphabet and our texts in the way | have proposed in this thesis makes two important and novel

interventions.

In the first instance, this thesis has sought to contribute to the reassessment of the various nationalist and
intra-nationalist common-senses which have dominated the medieval history of Central and Eastern
Europe. This reassessment is largely in its infancy, but it has come in two main forms. The first has been
the attempt to complicate ideas about how identity manifests itself on the ground, both in the past and
present.! The second has been through an analysis of the role of nationalism in scholarship on the middle
ages from the nineteenth and early twentieth century.? Both of these have informed my approach, and
neither has been previously applied specifically to the study of the invention of the alphabet. This may be
in part due to the fact that the alphabet is often seen as a source of inter-national unity rather than
nationalised difference. But as demonstrated in this thesis, Cyril and Methodios are always-already
nationalised, whether in each local state celebration, or in scholarly disputes over their ethnicity,
intentions, or commitments to the Slavs. | maintain that medieval history is more deeply entwined with
the self-fashioning of contemporary Central and Eastern European nation states than it is in their Western
European counterparts. As such | have proposed a model for the study of the medieval Central and
Eastern European world, which is attuned to and critical of this significance. This is not to say, that
Western European nation states are ‘better’ or more ‘critical’ than their neighbours, but simply that more
often than not their contemporary self-fashioning relies on reifying more recent historical events and

figures.

In the second instance, | show that at each of the three stages discussed in this thesis Slavonic was
invented anew. In Chapter 1, the invention of Slavonic appears as the feather to a philosopher-monk’s

cap, in a text engaged in discourse about mission and education. In Chapter 2, it was ethnicized, attached

! See: Brubaker, Ethnicity without Groups; W. Pohl, et al eds., Strategies of Distinction: The Construction of Ethnic
Communities, 300-800 (Leiden, 1998); Plokhy, The Origins of Slavic Nations.

2See: D. Mishkova ed., “We the People”; D. Dzino, ‘From Byzantium to the West: “Croats and Carolingians” as a
Paradigm-Change in the Research of Early Medieval Dalmatia’, in Dzino, et al eds., Migration, Integration and
Connectivity; Geary, Klaniczay eds., Manufacturing Middle Ages: Entangled History of Medievalism in Nineteenth
Century Europe.
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firmly to the Slavs, and in turn, to Methodios, as the relationship between the two became the clenching
argument for Moravian episcopal legitimacy in the face of the legalistic discourse of Frankish religious
hegemony. It was only in Chapter 3, in the tenth-century Balkans that the invention of the alphabet
became a central issue of concern, at the heart of a learned, bi-lingual milieu. As such it became
generalised and mythologised as an event in the universal history of the Slavs. It was weaponised against

Greek and as | argue, against some resistance to the adoption of the Slavonic alphabet in the Balkans.

The implications of revealing that the alphabet continued to be contested and reinvented are twofold. The
first is to reveal the vibrant intellectual culture to which these texts attest. This culture of contestation is
often lost in the traditional narratives of continuity and general agreement between medieval actors about
the significance of the alphabet. The intellectual world revealed by these texts was produced by
interaction with scribal traditions in Greek and Latin, and by the restless agency of authors and their
textual communities, eager to utilise these scribal traditions to their own ends. Throughout, | show how
the scribal cultures of Greek and Latin were no more monolithic and unified than that of Slavonic. The
authors of our texts often found the tools they required already available in these corpora: whether that be
an early Latin missionary hagiographic model which elevates the authority of the pope, or an early
Christian text against Hellenism. By demonstrating how deeply intertwined the texts at the heart of this
thesis were with Byzantium and the Frankish world, | hope to destabilise the essential and assumed
‘Slavonic-ness’ of my texts and equally the ‘Byzantine-ness’ or ‘Frankish-ness’ of the cultural production
of Byzantium and the Frankish world respectively. As a contribution to the slightly older field of
medieval intellectual history and the brand-new field of Byzantine intellectual history, this thesis is by no
means an exhaustive survey of this field of intellectual production.® It hopes, rather, that it will stimulate
further work concerned with the complex intellectual life in the cultural borderlands between Rome and

Constantinople.

The second point of revealing the contestation of Slavonic has been to show that it is possible to use the
intellectual arguments of our texts, to explore whether and how they sought to affect immediate socio-
political circumstances from which they emerged. Or, in other words, to use the competing ‘figures of
memory’ found in our narratives to gain insight into the social history of early writing. | have argued in
Chapter 1 that the VC was primarily an intellectual exercise, engaging with Constantinopolitan discourses
about education and missionary activity. | show that these discourses had recently been materialised and
politicsed in the figures Photios and Ignatios, but that the VC’s position seems to intentionally avoid
explicitly engaging with this political conflict. Rather the VC seeks to side-step it altogether, with an

example in the form of the life of Constantine-Cyril. By contrast in both Chapter 2 and 3, | have argued

3 See: A. Kaldellis, N. Siniossoglu eds., The Cambridge Intellectual History of Byzantium (Cambridge, 2017).
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that it is in fact possible to gain some insight into the fragile socio-political realities our authors sought to
affect through a close study of texts and their intellectual contexts. This has been done thanks to the
methodological distinctions proposed at the start of this thesis between the ‘ideal audience’ proposed by
each text, and the material audience likely to have received it. In Chapter 2, this socio-political context
has been long accepted by scholars as the Moravian episcopate’s struggle with the Franks and the pope.
But | have sought to show that a text-led inquiry offers the opportunity to significantly expand our
understanding of the Moravian position. It does so by pointing, as | have done, to the specific sets of
arguments posed against the Moravian milieu by Frankish authorities, and to the specific local
significance of hagiography as a genre in the relations between the late ninth-century papacy and the
Carolingian polities. Lastly, in Chapter 3, | posit a novel reading of On Letters, as a text situated in the
monastic centres of the early medieval Balkans. | argue on the basis of textual, epigraphic and
sigillographic analysis, that this was socio-political space of identarian fluidity and bi-lingualism. And
moreover, that the complexity of this space has been masked previously by essentialist understandings of
the relationship between language and identity. Throughout this thesis, | have sought to make a case for

my method as much as for my findings.

In addition to its content and method, this thesis has also sought to contribute to the wider field of the
history of early writing. It was the theoretical advancements of this field, in particular the ‘ideological
model’ for writing that framed my inquiry. But the example of the invention of Slavonic, which has
remained out of touch with this field altogether, can fill a crucial gap in the scholarship on early writing.
As outlined in the introduction, studies of early writing come in two types. Either they are studies of the
mythical narratives of the origin of script, which as Lurie notes are ‘highly ideological depictions of a
particular kind of idealized contemporary literacy rather than attempts to confront the emergence of
something new in the distant past.”* Or, they are studies of what has been termed the pragmatics of
writing, the spread of inscriptions, manuscripts, charters or the levels of literacy of groups or individuals.®
Precisely due to the temporal proximity of the invention of the alphabet and emergence of a series of
contesting narratives around it, the case study of Slavonic demonstrates how these two strands can
interact: how authors and their textual communities’ ideas about writing engaged with the socio-political
spheres which permitted, policed or promoted the literacy. | argue that this engagement was productive: it

kept producing new stories and claims to the alphabet and its creators rather than reifying one origin story

4 Lurie, ‘Parables of Inscription’, p.33.

® See: E. MacArthur, ‘The Conception and Development of the Egyptian Writing System’, in Woods ed., Visible
Language, pp.115-36. J. Palka, ‘The Beginnings of Maya Writing’ in ibid., pp.225-31. Clanchy, From Memory to
Written Record: England, 1066-1307, Larsson, Pragmatic Literacy and the Medieval Use of the Vernacular;
Bubalo, Pragmatic Literacy in Medieval Serbia.
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about a distant past as is the case with Egyptian, Sumerian or Japanese writing.® In consequence, and
perhaps somewhat paradoxically, when it comes to the origins of script, the more recent the invention, the

more contested its origins.

Whilst | have sought to present a diachronic study of three historically specific claims for and to the
Slavonic alphabet, it is by no means the case that this thesis seeks to propose a history of neat, linear
progress or development. To the contrary, each of the new inventions of Slavonic did not supersede or
replace the former. These conflicting arguments about the alphabet coexisted in the intellectual world of
medieval Slavonic. The author of On Letters may well have had access to both versions of the invention
narrative, as presented in the VC and VM, or through more diffuse channels of hymns, homilies or oral
tradition. By the eleventh century all three arrived in early Rus, and one of the opening entries of the
earliest Rus chronicle, the Tale of Bygone Years (‘Povest’ vremennykh let’), records the invention of
Slavonic.” It is once again a foundational moment, yet this time for a new polity, in a new place and time.
Doubtless this process of reinvention continued up until and beyond the earliest manuscripts recording the
narratives of the alphabet invention discussed in this thesis. In many of these instances it is difficult to
establish what the act of recording these texts meant to those recording them. But in some cases, we can
see glimpses into the later receptions, inventions and reinventions of stories about the alphabet, as in the
prevalence of On Letters in literacy textbooks from early modern Muscovy. Much of the work of
understanding how the alphabet continued to be reconceptualised remains to be done, and it will in turn

better inform our understanding of scholarship on the medieval texts.

In short, it has been the purpose of this study to cause some disruption, to offer its own, new narrative of
the process of inventing Slavonic, and, as it does so, to invent Slavonic anew. But it has also sought,
through its method, to open up new avenues of research into an old topic, which precisely due to its

immense contemporary significance has been shaped by a narrow set of concerns for nearly a century.

® Plato, Phaedrus, pp.96-7; C. Woods, ‘The Earliest Mesopotamian Writing’, in his ed., Visible Language, pp.33-50;
Lurie, ‘Parables of Inscription’, pp.33-8.

" Tale of Bygone Years, in Povest’ Vremennykh Let, eds. V. P. Adrianova-Peretts, D. S. Likhachev, (St Petersburg,
1996, rev. M. B. Sverdlov), pp.15-16.
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