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The Byzantine-Bulgarian Confrontation

in the first Half of the 10th Century
and Kyivan Rus’

Dmytro GORDIYENKO (Kyiv)

The first half of the 10" century is of great importance in the history
of Southeastern Europe. At that time Bulgaria claimed itself as a powerful
competitor of Byzantium in the Balkans region, while in the north coast
of the Black Sea Kyivan Rus’ declared itself to be an important factor in
the foreign policy in the North. However, if Byzantine-Bulgarian and
Byzantine-Rus’ relations of that period are sufficiently covered in historio-
graphy,! the interlacing of all three factors of international politics
(Byzantium, Bulgaria, Rus’) and the Rus’-Bulgarian relations in first half
of the 10 century have not found their proper coverage in historiogra-
phy? yet. That can be explained, first of all, by a lack of sufficient sources.
In fact, the sources give only fragmentary and indirect information about
the Rus’-Bulgarian relations of the period mentioned. Therefore, “the
role of Bulgaria in the formation of ancient Rus’ ... is undervalued in the
historiography™ and at the same time, as G. LITAVRIN notes, Bulgarian
relations to Constantinople were an example for the Rus’ ruling elite con-
cerning Rus’-Byzantine system of economy, as well as political and cultur-
al relations in the 9" — the beginning of 11" centuries.*

1 See, for example: I'. T'. JINTABPUH, Busanmus, boaezapus, /lpesuas Pycv (IX-
Hauano XII s.), Cankt-IleTepOypr 2000, 398.

2 Typically, the scientists in their exploration restrict themselves to study cul-
tural mutual influence between the two nations [See, for example: E. 'EOPTHEB,
Hauano 6oneapcko-pycckux KyabmypHuIX U aumepamypHwuix céazeli, in: Pycko-
Obarapcku Bpb3ku Ipe3 BekoseTe, Codust 1986, 12-22; I'. ITAHKOBA-TIETKOBA,
Kyavmypnu u noaumudecku 8pv3ku u omuoutenus mexcoy boaeapus, Kuescka Pycus
u Buszanmus npes panHemo cpeOHosexo8ue, in: Pycko-Obarapcku BpB3KH Ipe3
BekoBete, Coust 1986, 71-81; I'. JINTABPUH, KyabmypHubiii nepesopom 6 boazapuu u
Lpesnsasa Pycv, in: Kupnno-Meronuescku cTygun. XWisaa 1 CTO TOAUHA OT CMBbPTTA
Ha Meronuii, Ku. 4, Codus 1987, 393-403]. The political component is partly exam-
ined only in the works of G. Litavrin [I'. T'. JIUTABPUH, /pesuas Pycb, Boaeapus u
Busanmus e IX-X se., in: lcropus, KyiabTypa, 3THOrpadus 1 (poIbKIOp CIaBSIHCKUX
HapopnoB. IX MexxnyHaponHblil cbesp ciaaBucToB, Mocksa 1983, 62-76], although sci-
entists also focused on cultural and economic components.

3 I'. T. JIutABPvH, Busaumus, Bbosaeapusa, /Ipeenas Pycv (IX-auaso XII s.),
Cankrt-ITetep6ypr 2000, 6.

4 Thus, by assumption of G. Litavrin, in the conclusion of the Rus’-Byzantine

agreement in 911 Rus” took into account the Bulgarian experience concerning
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The fact of close territorial contact between Bulgarians and Rus’ peo-
ple in the basin of Transnistria and the Danube mouth?® favored the rela-
tions between them in the 9™ and 10™ centuries. At the end of 9t —
beginning of 10" centuries Bulgarian government established a stable
authority in the north of the Danube mouth.6

It is known that along the upper part of the stream of the Dniester
River and near upper Vistula lived such a group of Slavic tribes, as the White
Croats were.” And thus, some East Slavic tribes settled gradually in the
South-Danube region® which means that Bulgarians and the Rus’ had con-
tacts in the Dniester and Danube area. In addition, in the conditions of
political centralization of East Slavic tribes around Kyiv this area must have
been in the sphere of interests of Grand Prince Authority,? whose interests
directly coincided with aspirations of the Bulgarian government.!?

At that time Kyiv tried to conquer the tribes Tiwerci and Ulichs.
According to the Primary Chronicle, during the reign of Oleg Tiwerci
moved to the west bank of Dniester,!! and during the reign of his succes-
sor Igor Ulichs moved to the area between Dniester and Southern Buh.!2

the treaty with Byzantium in 716, according to which Bulgarian Empire guaran-
teed peace in exchange of the contribution payment and establishing intergov-
ernmental trade [I. T'. JIMTABPUH, Busanmus, boaeapus, [pesuas Pyco, 135; idem,
Kyavsmypnuiii nepesopom 6 boazapuu u /[pesnsas Pycwv, 395, 401].

5 E. MuxannoB, Kuescka Pycus u Boazapus npe3 X 6., in: Pycko-6birapcku
BpB3KHM mnpe3 BekoBeTe, Codust 1986, 62; I'. JINTABPUH, KyabmypHblii nepesopom &
boazapuu u /lpesnas Pycw, 401.

6 E. MUXAWIOB, 3a pycko-0a2apckama emuuyecka panuya 00 kpas Ha X 6ex,
Topmmrank Ha Codpmiickast yruBepeuret 3 (1973) 195-198.
7

8 A. H. HACOHOB, “Pycckas 3emas” u 06pasosaniie meppumopul OpesHepyccKo-
20 20cyoapcmea, Mocksa 1951, 130.
9

JI. Hungpne, Caasarnckue Opesnocmu, Mocksa 1956, 155.

Remarkably, the first mention of the name “Rus’” in medieval German
sources was used to indicate ethnonim or residents of a territory (in Latin form
Ruzarii) associated with the area of the Bavarian Danube [A. B. HA3APEHKO,
Lpesnasa Pycv Ha mexcOyHapooHbix nymsax: MexcoucyunaiunapHole ovepku Kyabmyp-
Hblx, mop208blx, noaumudeckux ceazeil IX-XII ss., Mocksa 2001, 18]. Also in the
charter of Emperor Otto II of 979, the mountain which is located in the south of
the Danube between the rivers Ibs and Grosso Erlauf, is called Riiznic, which also
comes from ethnonim “Rus’” [ibidem, 20]. Thus, in the first half of 9t century
ethnonym “Rus’” is present on the territory of Bavarian Danube [ibidem, 25-26].

10 So, V. Nikolaev assumed that the famous Nikolaos I Mystikos’s threat Symeon

(as below) was caused by the fact that at that time it was going to be the conflict
between Rus’ and Bulgaria in Transnistria and because of the domination over
Tiwerci and Ulichs, who were not conquered by Kyiv [B. [I. HUKONAEB, K ucmopuu
6o0neapo-pycckux omuouteHuli 6 Hauaase 40-x 2e. X 6., CoBeTckoe claBsHOBEIeHHE 6
(1982) 49-55].

' Moanoe cobpanue pyccxux aemonuceii. T. 2: Unamveeckaa aemoniico, Mocksa
1962, Cr. 9.

12 Hoez0podckas nepsas aemonucy cmapuiezo u maaduiezo 1360006, Mockpa —
Jlenunrpan 1950, 109.

157



158

Dmytro Gordiyenko

Kyiv’s actions in reference to these tribes restrained the movement of
nomadic tribes to the west in the North Black Sea region (Hungarians,
Pechenegs, Ouzoi, etc.). However, the “steppe factor” weakened the influ-
ence of the Bulgarian government in that region.!3 Thus, the question of
conquering the tribes was left open for Rus’ and for Bulgaria as well.

In the history of Byzantium, the beginning of the Macedonian
dynasty’s reign was marked by the entry of the Empire into a new era in
its history — the period of the highest cultural and later a political devel-
opment, too. On the international stage the character of relations
between Byzantium and neighboring countries (not only the East or West,
but the North as well) is largely determined by the peculiarities of its
geopolitical location.!* At that time no state in the world had a direct con-
tact, peaceful or hostile, with so many countries and peoples, as
Byzantium had. The situation was complicated by the fact that the Empire
never had reliable natural boundaries; safety was not secured from any
side.

Strengthening of Byzantium in the East was very important for the
policy of the Empire in the Balkans and in the Northern Black Sea region.
In addition, each of the Slavic states — Rus’, Moravia, and South Slavs
caused certain problems to Byzantium.!> The Rus’ attacks on
Constantinople in 860 were remembered for two centuries in Byzantium,
and its rescue was explained by the patronage of the Virgin. It is remark-
able that the chronicler marked the origin of Rus’ from this campaign.!16
Exactly this Rus’ attack forced Byzantium to restore the alliance with
Khazaria to maintain a balance of forces in the northern region.!”

In “De administrando imperio” Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus put
the Empire to the center of the world. The emperor described the neigh-
boring nations purely in succession according to clockwise. Constantine
started this description from the north. Despite some semantic meaning
of this principle!® we can assume the particular importance of the north-
ern region for the Empire at that time, too. So the emperor singled out

13 E. Muxainos, Kuescka Pycus u Bvazapus npes X 6., 64.

14 T, T. JIutaBpuH, I'eonoaumuueckoe nonoxcenue Buzanmuu 6 cpednesexoeom
mupe 6 VII-XII s6., in: Buzantus Mexny 3anagoM u Boctokom. OnbIT UCTOpHYECKOM
xapaktepucruku. CO. crareii, Cankr-IleTepOypr 1999, 11.

15 T. Ocrporopcukuit, Icmopia Bizanmii, nep. 3 HiM. AHaronis Onumika, JIbBiB
2002, 213.

16 [ICPJI, T. 2, Cr. 12; K. E. Jlu, IIpoucxomodenue Pycu: ucmopuko-aunzec-
muueckuli anaaud, in: Morunguceki yntanns 2003 poky: 36. Hayk. np.: ITam’aTku
aBHbOI Pyci B cTymisix cyyacHHX BUEHHX: iCTOpisl, ROCIiIKeHHs, 30epexkeHHs, ed.
B. M. Konmakosa Ta inmn, Kuis 2004, 238.

17 T. Octporopchkul, ibidem, 213.

18 See: B. B. IIEHCKON, Cnpasedausbie u Hecnpasedausble 60LiHbL 6 6U3AHMULICKOI
mpaouyuu (Ha npumepe Ooazapo-susanmulickux e6otiH), in: Mup Buszantum /
Marepuansl Hayd. ceMuHapa, otB. pefi.-cocT. H. H. Bonros, benropox 2007, 93.
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the chapters about Pechenegs (1-8), Hungarians (3, 4), Rhoses (2),
Bulgarians (5), that is, the peoples who lived near the northern borders
of the Empire. Similarly, the 13t chapter was devoted to “the peoples of
the North™? pointing out the great importance of the region for the
Empire. In the struggle against barbarians Byzantine diplomacy skillfully
used a system of “alliances”. Thus, Constantine called Serbs and Croats his
allies in the Balkans, whereas in the Northern Black Sea region in the first
half of the 10" century the Empire counted on an alliance with
Pechenegs. They had to oppose Rus’ as well as the Hungarian horde and
Bulgarians. Pechenegs played an important role as trade mediators
between Kherson and Rus’, Khazaria and other northern people.
Therefore, as A. VASILIEV marked, Pechenegs were very important for
Byzantium both in political and economic sense in the 10" century. 20

In mid-10"" century Byzantium survived three major Rhos attacks
(860, 907 and 941).2! Two of them occurred in the period of Macedonian
dynasty. All these campaigns were held as sea expeditions, and therefore
the way of the Rus’ fleet inevitably passed along the Bulgarian Black Sea
coast. On that account it was quite problematic for Rus’ to attack
Constantinople without silence consent of the Bulgarian government.
According to chronicle, Oleg with a great army came to Constantinople
and forced Byzantine emperors to negotiate with him and to conclude a
favorable trade agreement for Rus’. In Romanos I Lekapenos time the
Capital was in danger. Although Igor’s first campaign was unsuccessful in
941, during the second campaign of the Ruthenian prince the Byzantines
decided not to risk and at great distance Romanos decided to come into
terms with Rus’, giving the prince and boyars generous gifts.??

The growing Rus’ state power caused an anxiety in the Byzantine rul-
ing circles. However, the relations with Bulgaria were of paramount
importance for the Byzantine Empire in the first half of the 10t century.
Unlike Basil I, Leo VI had no defined foreign policy and during his rule
one of the largest Balkan conflicts in the Byzantine history broke out — a
war with Symeon I the Bulgarian. Byzantium was forced to ask Hungary’s
help that in response to the call of Byzantium firstly intervened in the con-
flict among European states. At that time Hungary occupied the territory
between the rivers Dnieper and Danube along the north-western Black
Sea coast. This attack of Hungary was totally unexpected for Symeon, for
north-eastern border of Bulgaria was not fortified and the Byzantine fleet

19 See: Constantinus Porphyrogenitus, De administrando imperio, ed. B. G. Nie-
buhrii, CSHB III, Bonnae 1840.

20 A. A. BACUNLEB, Mcmopus Busammuiickoii umnepuu. Bpema 0o Kpecmoebix
noxoo0oe (0o 1081 2.), Caukr-IleTepGypr 1998, 428.

21 At least as far as we know it from sources.

22 [ICPJI, T. 2, 34-35.
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conveyed the Hungarian army across the Danube.?3 For his part, Symeon
asked Pechenegs for help. They defeated the Hungarians and forced
them to retreat to the Middle Danubian plain, while Byzantium was
defeated by the Bulgarians (896) and had to pay annual tribute to
Symeon.

The Balkan war paralyzed the acts of the Byzantines against Arabs in
the East and the West. However, right after weakening the Balkan threat
the Empire began to build its fleet. After a great victory over the Arab fleet
in October 908, Byzantium suffered a crushing defeat in spring 912 in the
campaign against Crete. In this expedition there were seven hundred of
Rus’ sailors mercenaries as a part of the Byzantine army.?* This indicates
a new stage in the Byzantine-Rus’ relations. The Rus’ people’s participa-
tion in the expedition was probably a result of the Rus’-Byzantine agree-
ment of 911.25

With the death of Leo VI the power passed to his brother Alexander.
The new emperor tried to break with all that could be related to his pre-
decessor. The change of the rulers on the Byzantine throne had also a
noticeable impact on the foreign policy of the Empire. Thus, Alexander
refused to pay annual tribute to the Bulgarians. In response of it Symeon
began military operations against the Empire?® but soon after it the
Emperor Alexander died (6 June 913). At that time Constantine VII
Porphyrogenitus remained the only representative of the Macedonian
dynasty. The regency for the seven-year emperor was headed by the patri-
arch Nikolaos I Mystikos.

The rule of Symeon I the Great (893-927) is “a new era”?” in the his-
tory of Bulgaria. He had received good education in Constantinople and
became a leader of a new type in the history of Bulgaria. After Symeon
had learned the ancient and Byzantine political doctrine, the main task of
his activities was to defeat Byzantium and become an emperor in
Constantinople,?® which, as noted by G. OSTROGORSKY, gives to the
Symeon’s wars a special character and caused extreme danger to the
Empire.?? Indeed, in the Middle Ages the title of “the Empire” was com-

23 A. II. KaxpaH — I. T. JIutaBpuH, Ouepxu ucmopuu Busanmuu u IOxcHvix
caaean, Cankr-IletepGypr 1998, 168-169.

24 Constantini Porphyrogeniti De cerimoniis aulae byzantinae libri duo, CSHB, ed. . ].
Reiske, Bonnae 1829, Vol. I, 651.

25 T. Octrporopchkui, ibidem, 283; I'. T. JIuTtasruH, Busanmus, Boaezapus,
Upesnan Pyco (IX-nauano Xlls.), 66.

26 A, TI. KaxpaaH, K eonpocy o Hauase 6mopoii 60.42apo-6U3aHmULicKoli 601iHbL
npu Cumeonre, in: CnaBstHckuil apxuB, Mocksa 1959, 23.

27 @. W. YcneHckwi, Memopusa Busanmuiickoti umnepuu. T. 3. Iepuod Makedou-
ckott ounacmuu (867-1057), Mocksa 2002, 329.

28 Ibidem.
29 T. Ocrporopcbkuit, ibidem, 236.
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bined with the right of a hegemony in the world, in which only one
Christian Empire could be.

In August 913 Symeon was again under the walls of Constantinople.
Nikolaos I Mystikos sent pastoral letters to Symeon, which of course had
no impact on the Bulgarian ruler.3? Then the Patriarch threatened him
with a union of Byzantium and Rus’, Pechenegs, Alans and western Turks
(Hungary)3! that was for nothing too, because among those people
Bulgarian emissaries acted successfully.32 The Patriarch’s threat with Rus’,
probably, was conditioned by a Rus’-Byzantine union, which was conclud-
ed in the agreement of 911. Nevertheless, the fact that the agreement was
then concluded, except for mentioning participation of Rus’ people in
the campaign of the Empire against the Arabs in Crete, could be con-
firmed by the form, in which in the charter of emperors Constantine and
Romanos to Rus’ archon 2 gold solidus33 signet was sent, testifying the
high status of the Rus’ ruler in the Byzantine hierarchy of nations.
Similarly, in order to fulfill articles in the agreement of 911, G. LITAVRIN
has supposed that at the time interval 920-922 years (during the war
against Symeon) emperors Romanos I Lekapenos and Constantine VII
Porphyrogenitus sent a charter to Prince Igor with a request to help in the
war against Bulgaria.3* Thus the threat of the Patriarch was not entirely
groundless. In addition, in his epistle Nikolaos I Mystikos meant real “pos-
sible campaign (as a specific campaign) against Bulgaria, where Rus’
forces were exactly from Rus’” but not as part of the Byzantine army,
where Rus’ people probably were.3> While this request did not reach its
goal, the Rus’-Byzantine agreement of 911, according to G. LITAVRIN,
remained in force until 941.36

Although Symeon overestimated his forces (he was simply unable to
take by storm the most powerful fortress in the medieval world of that
time), the government capitulated and Nikolaos I Mystikos went to con-
siderable concession for Bulgarians. According to the agreement, one of
the Symeon’s daughters might have become the wife of Constantine VII,

30 TI. AHTENOB, Memodvi susanmuiickoii ouniomamuu 6 omuoweHusx ¢ Boa-
2apueii no OAHHbIM NUCEM KOHCIMAHMUHONOAbCKO20 nampuapxa Hukonaa Mucmuka,
Bompocs! ncropnn ciassH 1 (1963) 60-68. However, the researcher restricted him-
self to considering the “religious” and “historical” arguments of Patriarch. The
threats of allied Ruses, Pechenegs, Alans and Hungarians liabilities were not con-
sidered.

31 Nicolai, Constantinopolitani archiepiscopi, Epistolae, ed. ].-P. Migne, PG 111,
1863, 153.

32 @. 1. YcneHckud, ibidem, 338.

33 Constantini Porphyrogeniti De cerim., 690.21-691.1.

34 T.T. JIUTABPUH, Busanmus, Boazapusa, [Ipesnan Pyco (IX+Hauano XII s.), 68.
35 Ibidem, 95

36 Ibidem, 68.
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and Symeon received the title of an emperor, though only Bulgarian.3”
The brilliant Symeon’s victory won over the Byzantine army in August 20,
917 near river Achelous eliminated a large part of the Byzantine army. At
the same time Symeon took a part of Macedonia and proclaimed himself
unauthorized “tsar and autocrat of the Bulgarians and Romeis”, while the
Bulgarian church - independent of Constantinople.33

However, owing to a palace upheaval in Constantinople the mother
empress Zoe returned again to power. The new government declared the
marriage agreement with Bulgaria invalid and the coronation of Symeon
ineligible.3 The war between Bulgaria and Byzantium in 919 broke out with
renewed force. Byzantium was forced to dare a vigorous counteroffensive.

Romanos Lekapenos, the Armenian peasant’s son, led the navy of
Byzantium. However, this campaign was defeated by Symeon. Despite the
defeat Romanos succeeded his position within the Empire. He dismissed
the Empress Zoe from power, and in May 919 proposed marriage of the
juvenile basileos Constantine VII and his daughter Helen. Thus Romanos
received the title basileopater, and in December 17 the same year he was
proclaimed a co-emperor.4® These Romanos’s steps ruined completely
the plans of Symeon.

The Byzantine-Bulgarian conflict was of a great importance for the
entire Balkan peninsula. Interests of the two warring countries came into
collision particularly in Serbia. Bulgarian ruler was involved in Serbo-
Croatian cases where he suffered considerable defeats. After these fail-
ures, he planned a new campaign against Byzantium, but soon he died in
May 27, 927. With the death of Symeon the great era of Bulgarian wars
against Byzantium for dominance in the Balkans*! came to the end. The
Symeon’s successor Peter I immediately concluded a peace treaty with
Byzantium and in return for it he was recognized as a king of Bulgaria and
married Princess Maria Lekapene, a granddaughter of the emperor
Romanos I and a daughter of his eldest son Christopher.#?> Thus the
Bulgarian conflict was resolved and during some time relations with
Bulgaria remained peaceful.#> The position of Byzantium was strength-

37 A.TI. KAXJAH — I. T. IUTABPUH, Ouepku ucmopuu Busanmuu u Ixcrbix caaésn,
171.

38 Ibidem, 171-172.
39 I. Ocrporopcbkuy, ibidem, 236.

40 Tbidem, 237.

4 AL TI. KaxpgaH — I. T. JIutaBPuH, Ouepxu ucmopuu Buzanmuu u OxcHbix

cnassam, 173.

42 T. Ocrporopchbkui, ibidem, 238-239.

43 T. I. JINTABPUH, Buympennaa u enewnas noaumurxa Buzanwmuu éo emopoii

noaosune X-nepeoti wemeepmu Xl 6., in: cropust Buzantun. B 3-x ToMax, oTB. pefp.
C. [I. Ckaskun, Mocksa 1967, 11, 214.
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ened in other Slavic countries. So Serbia recognized the supremacy of the
Empire and Bulgaria fell within the scope of the Byzantine culture. From
the beginning of Christianization this process had been growing fast and
in the first half of the 10™" century it reached its zenith.

In mid-tenth century Byzantium was forced to join the struggle
against the Egyptian Arabs. Therefore the Empire needed peace in the
West and especially in the North, from which threat arose repeatedly for
Byzantium in the first half of the tenth century. As mentioned, the main
enemies in the North were Bulgaria and Rus’. However, in contrast to
Bulgaria, which was a neighbor and the Empire could control it (it was
difficult to make unexpected attacks), and attacks could have been made
in response, what Tzimiskes and Basil II did successfully, Rus’ was far and
was isolated by both natural and political conditions — there was the land
of Khazar and Pechenegs between Byzantium and Rus’. Therefore
Constantinople was interested in using the political factor for its personal
benefit, especially using Pechenegs to prevent attacks from Rus’ on the
Capital of the Empire, that was also illustrated in the treatise of
Constantine.

In Kyiv, the political situation in Byzantium and the Balkans was care-
fully observed as well. A bright example of this was the campaign in 907,
which was completely unexpected for the Empire. The chronicles of Rus’
presented the campaign as a grand operation of Oleg against
Constantinople. However, the attack of Oleg was not mentioned in
Byzantine sources. Probably at that time some significant military skir-
mishes did not take place. As G. LITAVRIN assumes, Byzantines preferred
the peaceful actions concerning Rus#* as opposed to armed resistance.
According to the chronicle, at that time Constantinople paid an indem-
nity and agreed to pay an annual tribute to Rus’.45

Since the middle of the 9" century Byzantine economy rose, that was
reflected in foreign trade activities of the Empire. However,
Constantinople considered foreign trade as an important but not a major
component of foreign relations, and it submitted to policy. So, as
A. DOMANOVSKY notes, there were export restrictions to those goods, “free
trade of which could raise the priority of diplomacy over commerce”.46
But, besides, direct “economic exchange” was important for the economy
at that time and so-called “non-economic exchange” was carried out pri-
marily to preserve a certain status, not profit.47

44 T, T. JIutaBPuH, Buzanmus u Pyco 6 IX-X es., in: Uictopust BuzanTuu. B 3-x

ToMax, oTB. pen. C. [I. Cka3kun, Mocksa 1967, 11, 230.
% [ICPJ,T. 2, 21-22.

46 A. M. JIOMAHOBCHLKWIA, [lepicasHuii KOHMpPOAb Ma pe2yato6aHHA Mop2iéai y
Bizaumii IV-IX cm., Xapkis 2007, 15.

47 See: The Economic History of Byzantium. From the Seventh through the Fifteenth
Century, ed. A. E. Laiou, Washington 2002, Vol. 1-3, 675.
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The importance of the Black Sea market for the Byzantine Empire is
well known. In the 10%" century Rus’ had very active trading relations to
Byzantines. This trade, as M. LEVCHENKO noted, was beneficial not only for
Rus’ but also for Byzantium.*® The initiative in the development of
Byzantine-Rus’ relationships was taken from Kyiv, which gradually con-
firmed its rights in international relations by force.

The practice of political and trade relations of Rus’ and Empire were
told in the Byzantine agreements with Rus’ 907 and 911. At that time poli-
tics and commerce were closely interrelated in Rus’. Only the central gov-
ernment was able to provide their own merchants favorable trading con-
ditions with other states and to ensure the safety of the merchant cara-
vans. Accordingly, the Rus’-Byzantine trade was carried out exactly by the
great prince’s power. The lack of princely letters or stamps deprived buy-
ers of their privileges in the markets of the Empire.* On the other hand,
as G. LITAVRIN noted, merchants of the states, that had no diplomatic
agreements with Byzantium, had no right to trade both in the Capital and
in other cities of the Empire.>"

According to A. DOMANOVSKY, the important aspect of foreign eco-
nomic activity of the Empire was to provide transcontinental trade routes
from India and China without middlemen. These attempts through the
North Caucasus and Northern Black Sea region were successful.>!

So, the Byzantine dealings with the northern regions were important
part of the Empire’s economic life. Byzantium attentively guarded the
Black Sea from any penetration into its basin. The realization of the
monopoly right to use the navigation on the Black Sea was provided easi-
ly from the south — it was difficult to pass the landing stage and maritime
defense of Constantinople without being noticed. However, the situation
was more complex in the North Pontic region, where Rus’ very strongly
expressed itself as a maritime state. Consequently, Kherson was very
important for Constantinople.

Thus in the second Symeon’s war the agreement between the Empire
and Rus’ was very advantageous for Kyiv, and it was very important for the
government of Rus’. There are no grounds in the sources for concluding
that the termination or restriction of the Rus’-Byzantine trade took place
in that period.”> The non-interference of Rus’ in the conflict between

48 M. B. JIEBUEHKO, OuepKi hO UCMOPUL PYCCKO-6U3AHMULICKUX OMHOWEHUIL,
Mocksa 1956, 18.

49 I.T. lutasruH, Busanmus u Pyco 6 IX-X s6., 230.

50 T T.JIutaBPUH, Busanmus, Boaeapusa, [Ipesnas Pyco (IX-+Hauaao XII 8.), 23.
51 A. M. IOMAHOBCBHKUI, /[lepicasHuii KOHMPOAb Ma pe2yaio6aHHA mop2ieni y
Bizanmir, 10.

52 G. Litavrin assumed that in the time of the Symeon’s war against Byzantium
the route “from the Varangians to the Greeks” stopped its existence.
[T. JIutaBpuH, KyabmypHuwiii nepesopom 6 Boazapuu u [lpesusnsn Pycwb, 396].



The Byzantine-Bulgarian Confrontation in the first Half ...

Bulgaria and Byzantium on anybody’s side can be explained by this fact.
Support of Bulgaria could have cancelled Rus’-Byzantine agreement,
while the an action against Bulgaria on Nikolaos I Mystikos’s appeal could
have also paralyzed, on the one hand, economic ties with Bulgaria®?
which Rus’* was interested in; on the other hand ties with Byzantium,
because the part of trade route known as “from the Varangians to the
Greeks” led along the Bulgarian Black Sea coast, along which, according
to Constantine Porphyrogenitus, Rus’ had to make 5-6 stops.?® Thus, by
G. LITAVRIN’s assumption, agreements of Rus’ with Greeks were mediated
by simultaneous agreements of Kyiv with Preslav court.’® Symeon also
could not harm the Rus’ trading caravans passing to Constantinople; oth-
erwise he could be attacked by the ally of Byzantium — Rus’, which
Bulgaria would not have stood then.

However, the situation changed during the reign of the Bulgarian
king Peter I who signed a peace treaty with Byzantium. Therefore, during
the first Igor’s raid on Byzantium, Bulgarians reported it to Romanos I
Lekapenos. Afterwards it is not surprising, that in the other campaign in
Constantinople Igor ordered Pechenegs to attack and rob Bulgaria in
order to neutralize its force.?”?

It is remarkable that the ambassadors of the emperor met Igor’s army
on Danube — the Bulgarian border, where a peace treaty was concluded
in 944,58 according to which the fruitful stage in relations of pagan Rus’
with Empire began.?® Thus since 927 the Byzantium was at peace with
Bulgaria, the Rus’-Byzantine agreement of 944 contributed both the Rus’-

53 At that time they were quite active in the region of the Lower Danube - from
the Danube’s orifice to Dniester. [See, for example: E. MUXAMNOB, Kuescxa
Pycusa u Bwvaeapus npez X 6., 65; B. B. IIEPXABKO, /Ipesnepycckue kynuvl 6
Iooynasve (no apxeonozudeckum 0arnHvim), in: Boctounas EBpomna B ncropuueckomn
perpocrekTuBe (K 80-meruto B. T. ITamyto), Mocksa 1999, 209]. The name of the
local Eastern Bavarian unit of money and weight scoti, which comes from the Rus’
merchants vocabulary, also points out the active trade affairs of Rus’ in the
Danube region. [A. B. HA3APEHKO, ibidem, 34].

54 According to archeological data, activities of merchants from the region of
Lower Danube are not fixed in Kyiv, but traces of Rus’ merchants can be easily
traced in that region [B. b. IIEPXABKO, /IpesHepycckue kynuwvt 6 IlooyHnasve (no
apxeoao2udeckum OanHvim), 219].

55 Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De administrando imperio, ed. Gy. Moravcsik,
Budapest 1949, 62, 97-104; see too: I'. I'. JIuTABPUH, Apesnas Pycv. Boazapus u
Buzanmus 6 IX-X ss., 72.

56 T. MuraspuH, Kyabmypubiii nepesopom 6 Boaeapuu u [peenss Pycw, 395, 396;
I. I. IutaBPUH, Jpesnas Pyco. Boazapusa u Buzanmus 6 IX-X es., 71-74.

57 See: B. [I. HUKONAEB, ibidem, 50-55; . T'. JINTABPUH, Busanmus, Loaeapus,
Hpesnasn Pyco (IX-nauano Xlle.), 77.

58 [ICPJI,T.2, 35.
59 T.T. IutABPuH, Busaumus, Boazapus, lpesuan Pyco (IX-nauano XII 6.), 98.
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Bulgarian economic and political ties.?* We can assume that exactly from
that time a penetration of Christianity in Slavic rite Rus’ began by
Bulgarian missionaries.%!

So, the main factor in the interaction of Rus’ and Bulgaria in the
mentioned period was the Byzantine politics of both governments.
However, seeking to strengthen its position in the region of the Northern
Black Sea region Rus’ offended the interests of Bulgaria. Therefore the
preservation of Byzantine positions in the Balkans was important for Kyiv.
Rus’ was forced to maintain friendly relations with Bulgaria, because with-
out “consent” of Bulgarians, whose territory had been gone, Rus’ could
not make an unexpected attack on Constantinople. That is why Igor did
not go alone with punitive action against Bulgaria, and leveled Pechenegs.
The unstable situation inside the country after the agreement signed in
927, which the part of the Bulgarian nobility did not recognize, forced
Bulgarians to regulate relations with Rus’. Especially after rebellions in
Bulgaria in 928 and 9302 Peter was forced to consider the opposition
party. Moreover, these rebellions were secretly supported by Byzantium.

After the rebellion of Peter’s younger brother Ivan, the latter was offi-
cially condemned and Byzantines first brought him to Constantinople,
then to the thema Armeniakoi, where he got married with a noble
Byzantine girl.53 That is why Hungary by force received the right of unim-
peded passage through the territory of Bulgaria in a campaign to
Byzantium, which was a direct violation of the peace treaty of 927.
Bulgaria was not able to resist Rus’, making the Bulgarian government
conduct more flexible policy in the east.

Instead, for Empire Rus’, it quickly consolidated and accumulated its
force and could become a guarantor of political stability in the north, as
opposed to an unstable alliance with the nomads Pechenegs. The spread
of Christianity among the Rus’ population gave the Empire hope for
spreading their political and ideological (religious) influence on the
young state. In Bulgaria with the signing of a peace treaty in 927 process
of infiltration and assimilation of Byzantine cultural values went faster,
and at that time, by mediation of the Bulgarian, probably, the Byzantine
influence began to penetrate quickly to the territory of Kyiv Rus’.

60 G. Litavrin assumed that Kyiv concluded an agreement with Peter without the
existence of which was unthinkable the Ol’ga trip to Constantinople [I'. T'. JIu-
TABPUH, /pesnasn Pyco. Boazapus u Busanmus ¢ IX-X ee., 72-74].

61 See: A. B. TOJIOBKO, Xpucmuanuaayiis. 60CHo4HOCAABAHCKO20 00ulecmea u
eHewnasa noaumuxa Jlpesneii Pycu 6 IX nepeoii mpemu XIII eexa, Bonpocel uctopuu
9 (1988) 59-71.

62 O. B. UBAHOBA, Boccmanue 930 2. 6 Boazapuu u Boazapo-Busanmuiickue
omuoutenus, in: CrnaBsHe W HMX coceid. MeXayHapOJAHbIC OTHOILICHUSI B SIOXY
¢deopanusma, Bein. 1, Mocksa 1989, 34.

63 Ibidem, 38.



