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Stojko Stojkov

THE TERM SCLAVINIA IN BYZANTINE SOURCES:
RE-EXAMINATION OF THE CHRONOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK

AncrtpakT

OcHoeHa Yen Ha oeaa ciliailiuja e ga 20 pasjacHu Upawarkeltio co XPOHOMWKUE U
Zeozpacpcku pamku Ha yioiipeba Ha toumoill CKnaguHuja 8o eu3aHUCKulie u3gopu.
Tesaiia wilio osge ce apeymeHitiupa e geka CknasuHuja He 6un eo ylolipeba medy
VI - VIl eex. EgHokpailiHaitia Uojasa Ha 080j iepMuH 6o Mcitiopujaltia Ha Teogpunaxit
Cumokailia e guckyiupaHa 80 pamKuilie Ha gebailialtia 60geHa 80 (0CIegHO 8peMe OKOTTY
Upawareilio ganu e 8o pawarke Upugaska unu umeHka. [ToHygeHa e u Wpeia MOXHOC
geka 36opoiti CknasuHuja Moxe ga e pe3ynitail 0g UHiliepseHyuja 8o lieKkc ol usspuieHa
80 Hajcluapuoll MaHycKpuil 8o X eeK, og Koj cuilie 3a4yeaHu oliekHyeaall. ClieyujanHo
8HUMaHUe e obpallieHo Ha HaYUHOU Ha Koj e ylolipebeH oumolli 80 XpoHozpagujaltia
Ha TeocpaH. [Npeky HejauHa cliopegba co uciliopujailia aH Gallpujapxoitl Hukugop u gpyeu
u3eopu ce goaéa go 3aK/y4oK geka (LiepMUHOI enezon 8o ylolipeba tocne epemellio 80
Koe uciliopujaitia Ha Hukucop 6una 3aepweHa. [TapanenHo umura cnuyHu Ha CKnasuHuja
ce lojasyeaail 80 ussopuilie (Bensuitiuja, Bepusitiuja). [Toumolti 6un eo uHilieH3usHa u
goobuyaeHa ylolipeba eo peaitia tonosuHa Ha XIX eek 3a LleHipanHuilie 6ankaHcKu
eputiopuu, a 8o cpequHaiia aH 10iu sek - 3a [Janmayuja. 3a docnegeH tall doumolli ce
yiotupebysa 8o Xll 8., Ho co 8eKe cMeHellia cMUCHa.

Knyunu 360poeu: CxnasuHuja, susaHiiucku ussopu, CnogeHcku obnacliu, TiepmuHonoiuja,
Teogpunaxiu Cumokatitia, TeochaH MclosegHuK

Abstract
The main goal in this article is to clarify the chronology of use and geographical frame of
the term Sclavinia in Byzantine sources. The thesis argumented there is that term Sclavinia
was not in regular or common use in VI - VIIl centuries. The question of the only case of
appearing of word Sclavinia in Theophylact History is discussed in light of later debate of
it as noon or adjective in the science. The third possibility is also suggested that it can be
later interventions in the oldest X" century manuscript from each all other depend. Special
attention is paid to the way Sclavinia was used in Theophanes Chronography. By its compar-
ison with Nicephorus Breve History and other sources conclusion is proposed that the term
appeared after Nicephorus work was finished. In same time the names similar to Sclavinia
also appeared in sources (Velzitia, Verzitia). Term was used intensively and as contemporary
and current for territory of Central Balkan before 850, and in middle 10th for Slavic counties
in Dalmatia. The last time term was used in XII century, but already with different meaning.

Key words: Sclavinia, Byzantine source, Slavic regions, terminology, Theophylact Simocatta,
Theophanes Confessor
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he term Sclavinia is very important for understanding of realities and process-

es on the Balkans in the early middle age.' In the last decade, the debate about
it become actual again, after Evangelos Chrysos article in 2007> and polemic
which it aroused between Florin Curta and Andreas Gkoutziokostas, in which I
also was unexpectedly involved.’?

The goal of this article is to re-examine the chronology of use of the term
Sclavinia in Byzantine sources. Traditional chronology was based on the use of
the term in Miracula of Saint Demetrius (for the end of VI c.), History of The-
ophylact Simocatta (for 602), and Chronography of Theophanes (for 658, 689,
758, 810). After the critical edition of Miracula by Lemerle, it became clear that
Sclavinia did not exist in the original.* The collapse of one of the three “pillars”
on which the theory on the early use of the term relied rendered it problematic.’

Chrysos, followed by Gkoutzioukostas challenged the use of term Sclavinia
in Theophylact Simocatta seeing it as adjective not a noon. Curta disagreed. The
dilemma of the nature of word sclavinia in the History of Theophylact Simocatta
- the only known Byzantine source, written between the 6th and 8th centuries, in
which we find the word ZxAoavnvia for sure, will be the first examined question
in this article.

Secondly, According to Chrysos Sclavinia in Theophanes, except for the
810 is metonymy. It is a problematic approach because it is difficult to prove
in every situation if term is used as metonymy or not. It depends too much on
the interpretation of the author making it rather subjective. Instead of traying to

' G. Ostrogorsky, Byzantium and the South Slavs,The Slavonic and East European Review,
Vol. 42, No. 98 (Dec., 1963), 3.

2 E. Chrysos, Settlements of Slavs and Byzantine sovereignty in the Balkans, Byzantina
Mediterranea. Festschrift fiir Johannes Koder zum 65, Geburtstag, Vienna 2007, 123—135.

3 F. Curta, Sklaviniai and Ethnic Adjectives: A Clarification, Byzantion Nea Hellas 30,
Santiago, 2011, 85-98; A. Gkoutziokostas, The term “Zxlovnvia” and the Use of Adjectives
which Derive from Ethnic Names in the History of Theophylact Simocatta, Cyril and Methodius,
Byzantium and the World of the Slavs, International Scientific Conference, Thessaloniki, 2015,
638-646; F. Curta, Theophylact Simocatta revisited. A response to Andreas Gkoutzioukostas,
Byzantion Nea Hellas 35, Santiago 2016, 195-209 (There is used instead of the text published on
Curta’s site on Academia.edu and consequently the pages are from 1 to 14); A. Gkoutzioukostas,
“Sklavenia” (“ZxAavivia.”) revisited: previous and recent considerations, IlapekBolat, vol. 7
(2017), 1-12; F. Curta, Sklavinia in Theophylact Simocatta, (hopefully) for the last time, Porphyra,
v. 27, anno XV, Venice, 2018, 5 — 15; C. Crojkos, ,, Ckrasunuja“ kaj Teopunaxiu Cumoxaiua,
HUcropwja, LIII, 6p. 1, Cxomje, 2018, 15 —40.

*P. Lemerle, Les plus anciens recueils des miracles de saint Demetrus, I, Le texte, Paris,
1979, 1, 13, 117, 130, 134, ,. In the old edition of Miracula based on the manuscript Vatic.
gr. 797 from the 10th century, in one place instead of Zxhafnvdv we find Zxiapnvidv. It is
transferred into translations made before publishing of the Lemerle edition (for example ®.
bapumuh, Miracula s. Demetrii 11, BusanTucku u3Bopu 3a HCTOpHjy Hapozaa Jyrociasuje T. 1, I
Octporopcku (ed.), beorpan, 1955, 177, f. 7).

5 E. Chrysos, Settlements, 123 — 135.
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answer if it was used as metonymy or not,° I will concentrate my attention to
more important question: whether the author of Chronography of Theophanes,
who writes in the early 9th century, found the term Sclavinia in his sources or
introduced himself a term from his own time.

Sclavinia in Theophylact Simocatta

Writing in 630th AD, Theophylact Simocatta mentions one planned Byz-
antine campaign in 602 north of the Danube against tijg ZxAavnviag tAn0vog.” It
is considered the oldest case of the use of the word Sclavinia.® Its interpretation
as a noun or adjective give us two different meanings: “the multitude of Sclav-

6 Still some remarks are needed. As K.M. Setton (The Bulgars in the Balkans and the
Occupation of Corinth in the Seventh Century, Speculum, Vol. 25, No. 4, Chicago, Oct., 1950,
522,541, 542, f. 154) noticed Sclavinia in Theophanes “seems to mean absolutely the same thing
in each case...”. This uniformity in the use of the term in Theophanes Chronography speaks against
the thesis of Chrysos, that all cases of the use of Sc/avinia in Theophanes are actually examples of
metonymy, with the exception of the last (810), in which Sclavinia was used for a concrete object
(E. Chrysos, Settlements, 127-129). The fact that Sclavinia appeared in Theophanes Chronography
not just in the singular, but also in the plural also speaks against the metonymy hypothesis. Chrysos’
argument that later authors based on Theophanes such as Georgius Kedrenus, Leon Grammatikos
and Joannes Zonaras replace Sclavinia because they recognize it as metonymy does not speak in
favour of his thesis, because these authors, with exception of Kedrenus, replaced Sclavinia not
only in cases of assumed “metonymy”, but in all cases. I.e., for them the term Sclavinia itself was
inadequate (see below). Kedrenus actually did not use the Theophanes Chronography but instead
a Pseudo-Symeon Chronicle, for the time before 811, and Skylitzes after 811 (W. Treadgold, The
Middle Byzantine Historians, Palgrave Makmillan 2013, 341; L. Neville, Guide to byzantine
historical writing, Cambridge, 2018, 168). The part of Pseudo-Symeon Chronicle before 813,
was a mixture of Theophanes Confessor and George the Monk, and has not been published (R.
Browning, op. cit, 406, f. 40; G. Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica, 1, Leiden 1983, 501; L. Neville,
Guide 118, 121), so it is not clear whether he used Sclavinia for this period following Theophanes,
or threw it out following George the Monk. We know that he used it following Scriptor Incertus
for 814 (Symeonis Magistri, Annales, 1. Bekker (ed.), Corpus scriptorium historiae byzantinae,
Bonnae 1838, 617, ..). Pseudo-Symeon was writing in the middle of 10" century, time when the
term Sclavinia become actual once more (see below). Therefore, it is very difficult to drive from
this conclusion if Kedrenus understands Theophanes Sclavinia as metonymy or not, or simply
copied Pseudo-Simeon’s text.

" Theophylacti Simocattae, Historiarum libri octo, Im. Bekerus (ed.), Bonnae 1834, VIII,
5 p. 323.

> 9,10,

$ Moreover, many authors consider it not only the first use of the word oxlavvio., but also the
first use of the toponym Sclavinia: O. Pritsak, “Sklavinia”, The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium,
vol. 3, A. Kazhdan (ed.), Oxford — New York, 1991, 1910-1911; I. JlutaBpun, O.B. lBanoga,
Buzanmus u Crassanu, Pannedeonanbubie rocygapersa Ha bankanax, VI-XII BB., I. JIutaBpum,
(ed.), Mocksa 1985, 85; C. Anrtomjak, Hawuite Craasunuu, CpenqnoBekoBHa Makenonuja I,
Cxomje 1985, 121; Idem, Makegonckuitie Cxnasunuu, CpenHoBekoBHa Makenonuja, 1. 1, b.
[TaBnoBcku (ed.), Cxomje 1985, 127; C.A. UBanoB, @eoghuraxm Cumoxama, CBOI ApeBHEHIINX
MUCbMEHbBIX U3BECTHIA O CilaBsiHax, T. 2, (VII — IXBB), I. JIutaBpus (ed.), Mocksa 1995, 63, f. 151;
F. Curta, Sklaviniai 88, 89. The word min0v¢ / ©An00og translates as: crowd, horde, multitude;
equivalent words in Latin sources are: multitude, exercitus (E. Chrysos, Settlements 126; F. Curta
Sklavinia in Theophylact Simocatta, 6 - 8).
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inia” or “Slavic multitude”. Discussions conducted on this issue did not come to
a consensus.’

The main weakness of the adjective thesis is that this otherwise linguisti-
cally decent possibility is, at the same time, unique: no other Byzantine author
has used oxAavnvia as an adjective.'® A similar problem, however, appears in the
interpretation of Sclavinia as a noun: it would be the only known case in sources
in the 6th and 7th centuries, and also the only case within Theophylact’s History.
In the past, this was not a problem because it was thought that Theophylact simply
used a popular term for contemporaries to denote the area north of the Danube
as a land of the Slavs, and Miracula served as a proof of it."" Such an explanation
no longer stands and therefore the creation and the one-time use by Theophylact
of a term not used from others known contemporary authors turns into a serious
problem, for which no satisfactory explanation is offered.

The following explanations were suggested: first, Theophylact’s desire to
clarify that the campaign in 602 was against the independent Slavs, or that Ro-
mans encamped in the southern bank of Danube opposite of Slavic land; second,
“to avoid monotony and repetition”.'> Theophylact created several new words
in his history, and the proposal is to include Sclavinia in that order, created in
a similar fashion to other geographic terms derived from ethnic names such as
Scythia, Germania, Sarmatia."

The monotony argument should be rejected as obviously inaccurate. One
term used only once in a long narrative cannot serve to avoid monotony or repe-
tition."* However, even Theophylact’s presumed desire appears fictitious because

® E. Chrysos, Settlements, 124—126; F. Curta, Sklaviniai, 8 — 98; A. Gkoutziokostas,
2rlowvnvia, 638—646; F. Curta, Theophylact, 195-209; Gkoutziokostas, Sklavenia, 1-12.

10F, Curta, Sklaviniai, 89; Idem, Theophylact, 2, Cf. A. Gkoutziokostas, Zxiavnvia, 644,
f. 63.

"' T'. banacueBs, Haii-cmapama crnogencka ovpocasa na Bankanckus noryocmpoev VII
— VIII gex u netinuam emuuyecku cocmasv, Codust, 1924, 3; I. Jluraspun, Crasunuu VII-IX
66. CoyuanbHo-nonumuyecKue opeanusayuu ciaesan, JTHoreHe3 Haponos bankan u CeBepHOro
[Tpuuepromopsbs, JI.A. Tunaun (ed.), Mocksa 1984, 195, 197; I. Jlutaspun, O.B. VBanoga,
Busaumus u Craesnu, 85; iBanos, @eogunaxm, 63, ¢. 151; A. Berger, “Sclavinia”, Brill’s New
Pauly, Antiquity volumes, C. Hubert, S. Helmuth (eds.), First print edition: (York 1991), First
published online: 2006, Retrieved on 05 July 2016, http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/1574-9347 bnp
el115200; H.1. [llaBenesa, /[pesuss Pyce 6 «Ilonsckou ucmopuuy Ana /[nyeowa (Kauru —VI),
Mockaa 2004, 366, f. 6.

12°F. Curta, Sklaviniai, 91, 93; Idem, Theophylact, 9. 1dem, Sklavinia in Theophylact
Simocatta, 9 — 12.

B F. Curta, Sklaviniai, 91, 93; Idem, Theophylact, 9; C.A. Banos, @eoguraxm, 63, f.
151; I JTuraspun, Crasunuu, 195.

4 F. Curta, Theophylact, 9 précised that using Sclavinia was necessary “especially if
Theophylact wanted to avoid repeating the circumlocution ‘the lands of the Sclavenes’ (tdv
Zrhavnvav xopag)”. But Zxkavnvav xdpaig also appeared just once in Theophylact Simocatta’s
History and after tfjg ZxkAavnviag mAn0bog, which makes this argument inaccurate.
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he did not have any problem with being monotonous and repetitive when writing
about the Slavs." In two Byzantine campaigns north of the Danube, he uses for
them only the term barbarians: against Musokious (11 times) and against Pira-
gastos (6). In addition, if t|g ZxAavnviag TAnBvog was used to avoid repetition,
this would mean that it is equivalent to t@v ZxAovnvav Tin0r, which was used
on seven previous occasions, and should mean that XxAavnvia was used as an
adjective. Using Sclavinia as an adjective would have been no less serviceable
for achieving his alleged goal of avoiding repetition.'®

Of course, to create the term itself was not difficult. But even though The-
ophylact created several new words, he did not create a geographical term from
the contemporary ethnonym. He obviously did not feel the need of either Anthia
or Avaria.'” And why would he create a new term to use it only once?

The uniqueness of the term XkAavnvia is a serious challenge against the
clarity argument. An unexplained term cannot be used for clarification. How could
the only use of the at that time unusual term Sclavinia help to create clarity for
the 7th-century readers when it managed to create serious confusion among far
better-informed historians in the 20th and 21st centuries?'® Moreover, as has been
noted,' the argument for a need for clarification at this point in Theophylact’s
text appears in science more in order to justify the use of Sclavinia as a toponym,
rather than being caused by objective vagueness in the source, which at this point
is clear.” It is also problematic if the term Sclavinia was appropriate for naming

'S Theophylact employs the following terms for Slavs: 37 times Barbarians, 13 times Slavs,
3 times Getty, 7 times Zxlovnvav winbn, 5 times fopfopwv mwinbe.

16 A. Gkoutzioukostas, Sklavenia, 8.

'7F. Curta, Sklaviniai, 93, 94; Idem, Theophylact, 7, explains the absence of the term Avaria
with the fact that its territory stretched over the Roman land, so it was ideologically unacceptable
to call it a separate country. However, on the one hand, the same should apply to the lands of the
Slavs (once Roman Dacia), and on the other — this cannot explain the absence of terms such as
Anthia. Later Byzantine authors had no problem using Bulgaria. See also A. Gkoutzioukostas,
Sklavenia, 6, 7.

181t is noticeable that, contrary to his insistence that the reason for using Sclavinia is obvious
from the context, Curta devoted near 4 pages in first two articles to explain such an obviousness
(F. Curta, Sklaviniai, 90; Idem, Theophylact, 3, 8, 9), but in the third article completely changed
offered explanation (F. Curta, Sklavinia in Theophylact Simocatta, 9 — 12). N. Malinovska, on
contrary, estimate Theophylact description as ,,very vague, lacking the proper territory definition*
(N. Malinovska, Geographical concepts of Sclavinia in historical sources from the sixth to the
fourteenth century, with an emphasis on the Moravian-Pannonian and South Slavic traditions,
Slovensko a Chorvatsko. Historické paralalely a vztahy do roku (1780), Bratislava-Zagreb 2013,
61.

19 A. Gkoutzioukostas, Sklavenia, 7, 8.

20 Tt is clear from the text where the Byzantine army passed through the Danube when it
came back from the Slavic territory (Palastol), and which places it passed when it decided to return
there again (Asim and Kurisk), i.e. the space between the confluence of the River Iskar with the
Danube and the city of Nikopol (Simocattae, VIIL, 6, ,, p. 324, 325). It is the same space in which
Peter’s first campaign against Piragastos was conducted in 594 (C.A. UBanos, @eoguraxm, 64,
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the area north of the Danube for readers in Constantinople at the moment when
this History was written (circa 630-640), a time when the Slavs were already
settled in the Balkans.?!

It is difficult to explain the reason for naming the heterogeneous and territo-
rially undefined space north of the Danube with a unified notion such as Sclavinia,
when it contradicts the terminology used and the description that Theophylact
gave of the Slavic territories. There is nothing united and homogeneous north of
the Danube in his description, neither in a political nor in a geographical sense.
The territory inhabited by the Slavs was “barbaric territory” (a barbaric country, a
barbarian region — in the singular), and not a “Slavic country”, but Slavic regions
(plural) inhabited by Slavic clans, each region with its own leader (Ardagastos,
Piragastos, Musokious), each of them leading his own multitude.?> They act inde-
pendently of each other and do not constitute something united except as potential
enemies of the empire. In contrast to that unifying element, they also exhibit a
different degree of commitment to the Avar khagan — ranging from subordination
or alliance to hostility.

In his last answer of this topic Curta presents a new argument — that to
move the camp “against Sclavinia plethius” could be understood most logically
not as “opposing” (as in a battle), but as “opposite” (related to direction), so
Petros encamped on the southern bank of the Danube opposite the land of Slavs
(Sclavinia).?® Such an explanation will make this information too generalised,
because Romans would encamp opposite the land and its people (multitudes) that
occupied hundreds kilometres on the northern bank of the Danube. In this way
Sclavinia could not serve any purpose of clarity. Petros most likely moved his
camp to the place on the Danube where Slavic hordes usually crossed the river,*
so he encamps there against some preparation to cross the river by the Slavic
horde or against any such horde which eventually would try to cross onto Roman
territory, and he made the camp base for the attacks of the Slavic hordes to the

f. 161), and for which, instead of Sc/avinia, Theophylact uses only “barbarians” and “a multitude
of barbarians”.

21 M. Whitby, The emperor Maurice and his historian: Theophylact Simocatta of Persian
and Balkan Warfare, Oxford 1988, 39, 40, 50, 51.

22t is characteristic that in such cases Theophylact associated terms in the singular such
as land or region with the adjective “barbaric” but not with “Slavic” (BapBapov yiic: Simocattae,
VL10, p. 260, ., BapBapov yig (VIIL 6, p. 325, ), BapBapwv ydpav (VI. 11, p. 264, . ). In
the only case where he linked a territorial term with the adjective Slavic, it is in the plural (t@v
Zihoonvav ympaug — VIIL 6, p. 324, ). This area was populated by “Slavic clans” (Zxhavnvidv
vévn), there are several regions, led by different leaders, each with his own multitude; compare:
Mepbyactoc eOAopyog 8¢ odtog thig Thedoic éxetvng tdv PapPapdv (VIL. 4. p. 227, 228, ), or
for attack against Tov *Apddyactov datépvovtat yopav when Romans killed min6n Zxhownvdv
(VL 7,p.253, 5 )

2 F. Curta, Sklavinia in Theophylact Simocatta, 9 — 12.

24 C.A. UBanos, @eogpunaxm, 64, f. 161.
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north of the Danube. So, understanding this place as taking position against any
enemy - the Slavic hordes generally look quite acceptable.

Sclavinia was used to describe the purpose of a Byzantine military cam-
paign, but during the campaign and immediately after it a different terminolo-
gy was implemented. Immediately after the campaign against tfic XxAovnviag
mAn0voc was successfully concluded, the army was commanded not to remain in
Sclavinia or even in a Slavic country, but &v taig @V ZkAovnvdv yopoic: there
the contradiction between the plural (“Slavic regions”) and singular (“Sclav-
inia”) is visible as was mentioned by Curta.”> The second contradiction is as
follows: the army refuses to spend the winter in the “area on other side of Istar
(Vv yopav v dvtimépay 10D "lotpov), because the multitudes of barbarians (t0
N0 BapPapwv) flood it like waves”.?® Again not in Sclavinia and there was not
one but many barbarian hordes.

The primary element in all military operations that Theophylact describes
is people (Slavs, Getts, Barbarians), not the country they live in.?” People are
mentioned seven times more often than the territory. In such a context, naming
the space north of the Danube with the unique term of Sclavinia and the people
there as its attribute (multitude of Sclavinia) stands unnaturally and erroneously in
Theophylact’s vision and terminology. By contrast, the use of Sc/avinia as an ad-
jective would fit appropriately: it would be similar to t1@®v ZxAavnvdv TAnon and
v BapPapwv mAnde, which were used for the Slavs on 12 previous occasions.

An additional light may also be cast on this issue by checking of the au-
thors who used the work of Theophylact Simocatta. None of his predecessors or
contemporaries use the term Sclavinia, but it appeared that no one took it from
him either. Patriarch Nicephorus, who created his history as a continuation of
the work of Theophylact, did not use Sclavinia at all.*® Author of Theophanes
Chronography, who in the beginning of the 9th century used Sclavinia five times,
and who based his narrative for the time of Emperor Maurice on Theophylact,
does not use “Sclavinia” at the point where Theophylact did.?” Theophanes did

3 F. Curta, Sklaviniai, 92.

26 Simocattae, VIII, 6, p. 324, o 10

2TE. Chrysos, Settlements, 126 thinks that even in the places for which Sclavinia was used,
“it is obvious that what is meant here is not a geographical or political unit but a group of people,
the Slavene crowd.” Curta principally agrees with that, but he makes an objection that plethe is
not always applied to the army (F. Curta, Theophylact 4), but the alternatives offered by him also
apply to the people, not to the land. Compare also A. Gkoutzioukostas, Sklavenia, 3.

28 Nicephori Patriarchae Constantinopolitani, Breviarum Historicum, C. Mango (ed.),
Corpus Fontium Historiae Byzantiniae, XIII, Dumbarton Oaks, Washington, 1990, 7; L. Neville,
Guide, 72.

# Theophanis Chronographia, vol. 1, Textum graccum continens, C. de Boor (ed.), Lipsiae

1883,284, ... Of course, this may be due to the summary way in which this passage is transmitted,
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not use Sclavinia in the section based on Theophylact at all and would use it for
the first time for the events of 658.

Therefore, we do not have any indications that Theophylact had taken Scla-
vinia from someone else, or that anyone took it from him either!*® This, along
with the fact that oxAlovivia had never been used as an adjective in Byzantium,
could lead to a third possibility, namely that the word cxAavivia did not even
exist in the original text of Theophylact, but z7j¢c Zxilovnviog tinBoog appeared as
a result of modification of the original phrase “a multitude of Slavs” performed
by one of the copyists in the oldest surviving manuscript from the 10th century
from which all survived manuscripts originated.’' At the beginning of the 10th
century Leo the Wise expressed the idea that the Slavs had “their own country”
(17} 1dia ydpq) when they lived “across the Danube”, but obviously not after
moving to the Balkans and maybe such an attitude was reflected in the oldest
copy of Theophylact’s History.*?

but that does not change the fact: in the section based on Theophylact Theophanes does not use
Sclavinia at all.

3% Another sign that nobody borrowed Sclavinia from Theophylact is the fundamentally
different way in which Byzantine authors later used it. Theophylact would have Sclavinia in the
singular — an undefined area consisting of several “Slavic regions”, each with its own leader.
However, in the Byzantine sources it was mainly used in the plural, and in cases when it was
singular (Gregory Dekapolites), this refers to a particular Slavic region with its leader, i.e. the
same thing that Theophylact Simocatta calls not “Sclavinia”, but a Slavic / barbaric region or the
region of some Slavic leader (as Ardagastos).

31 As was already suggested (S. Stojkov, Sclavinia: byzantine invention or western
influence?, 23rd International Congress of Byzantine studies, Belgrade, 24 august, 2016, Retrieved
on 11 November 2017, https://www.academia.edu/28093261/THE TERM SCLAVINIA -
BYZANTINE INVENTION OR WESTERN INFLUENCE, 1, 2). This hypothesis is based on
two facts. First, nobody borrowed the term Sclavinia from Theophylact. Second, four of the five
preserved manuscripts originated from the same manuscript from the mid-10th century Vaticanus
Graecus 977 (C.A. UBanoB, @eogunaxm 13, which quoted Schreiner’s edition of Theophylact
(p- 22, 23). Th. Olajos, Remarques sur la tradition manuscripte de 1’Histoire Universelle de
Théophylacte Simocatta, Revue d Histoire des Textes 9 (1979), 261, 264 and Neville, Guide, 48
dated this text to the 12™ century, but Neville corrected herself on p. 73. There is a real possibility
that the term has been added to the oldest manuscript, or even was a product of a simple mistake
or modification, which was further transmitted to others. A similar case can be seen with the
modification in one of Miracula manuscripts from the 10th century (Vaticanus Graecus 797),
where in one place, instead of ZxAafnvav, we find Zxiapfnvidv (P. Lemerle, Miracula 1, 13,117,
p. 130, 134, ; F. Curta, Sklaviniai, 88). We have a time match with the oldest manuscript of the
History of Theophylact, both are found at just one place in the texts, in both cases it was used in
relation to Slavs who were somehow connected or allied to the Avars and who would have been
used for a great attack on Byzantium. This was also the only time when terms Avars and Slavs
were closely associated: £€0vn Zihofnvika ... kai ABapor Ekarodvto; TkAafot, ol kai ABopot
rkaiovpevol (Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De Administrando Imperio (CFHB 1), G. Moravcsik
(ed.), Washington 1967, 29 122) Of course, this is a possibility that cannot be proven or
excluded for now.

32 The Taktika of Leo VI, ed. George Dennis, Dumbarton oaks texts 12, Washington 2010,
C. 18 &93,p. 470

> 17,33 p.

> 443°
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The main question here is if the term Sclavinia was common in this time, so,
the only use of the word Sclavinia in Theophylact’s work, even if it was a noon,
by itself, is not sufficient argument that the term Sclavinia was already in common
use in the 6th and 7th centuries. Without other examples from 7" — 8™ centuries
it could be at most an exception that proves the rule.

“Sclavinia” from Theophylact to Theophanes.

We do not find the term Sclavinia in any other Byzantine source from the
7th and 8th centuries, including the second collection of Miracula and the his-
tory of Patriarch Nicephorus, which speak of Slavs many times. Of course, it is
not sufficient proof that the term was not used — preserved sources are few and
not all that existed. One possible argument to suggest that the term was in use in
the 7th and 8th centuries is that we find it five times in Theophanes Confessor’s
Chronography, for events in 658, 689/690, 758 and 810.* Did the author take
the term from his sources and, accordingly, was the term in use from the middle
of the 7th century and afterward?** Did he instead insert into his narrative one
new term used at the time when he was writing (807-815)?%° If it is the latter,
this would lead to the conclusion that Sc/avinia was not in use in Byzantium in
the 7th and 8th centuries.

In resolving this question, it can be helpful to compare Theophanes’ Chron-
ography with the history of Patriarch Nicephorus, written at the end of the 8th
century and based in general on the same Byzantine sources as Theophanes for the
period 668—769.%° There is no mention of Sclavinia in Nicephorus’ work. Did the

33 Once for Constans’ expedition in 658, twice for the campaign of Justinian II in Thrace
and Thessalonica (689/690), once for the campaign of Constantine V in 758/9 and once for the
settlement of colonists in the Sclavinias by emperor Nicephorus in 810 (Theophanes, 347
364’ 5-9,11-18> 430’ 21-22, 486’ 17-22.

3 C. Anronjak, Hawuite Cxaasunuu, 121; F. Curta, Theophylact, 11, 12.

35 A. Gkoutzioukostas, Zxlavnvia, 646; N. Malinovska, Concepts, 61. For the time when
the Chronography was written see: H. Turtledove, The Chronicle of Theophanes, Philadelphia
1982, VIII — IX; M. PajkoBuh, M. Tomuh (eds. and trs.), [Haiupujapx Huhugop, Buzantuckn
n3BOpH 3a uctopujy Hapona Jyrocmasumje T. 1 T'eopruj Octporopeku (ed.), beorpax 1955, 217
(810-815); W. Treadgold, Historians, 35, 39 (started in 807, and finished between 8§13-815). For
the authorship of the Chronography see: W. Treadgold, Historians, 44—49.

36 C. Mango (ed.), Nicephori, 15, 16; I. Jlutaspun, @eogpan Hciiosegrux, CBOI IPBHEHIINX
MMMCHMEHBIX W3BeCTUH O chaBsHax, T. 2, (VII — IXBB), I. JIutaBpun (ed.), Mocksa 1995, 223;
H. Turtledove, Chronicle, XV; M. Pajkouh, M. Tomuh llaiupujapx Huhiugop, 239. For the
time when Nicephorus’ work was written: C. Mango (ed.), Nicephori, 8 12 (before 780 r.); T.
Jluraspun, [Haiupuapx Huxugop, CBon ApeBHEUITUX MUChMEHBIX M3BECTUH O CaBsHAX, T. 2,
(VII-IX8B), I. JTuraBpuH (ed.), Mocksa 1995, 222 (between 775-787); H. Turtledove, Chronicle,
XII, (between 775-797, probably before 787); L. Brubaker, J. Haldon, Byzantium in the Iconoclast
Era, c. 680-850. The Sources, Ashgate, 2000, 171 (probably in 780). The best argued seems to
be the opinion of W. Treadgold, Historians, 27, 35 “probably soon after 7907, “about 791" “but

2 6-7°
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patriarch, known for his brevity, remove the existing term from his sources or was
it Theophanes who added it? Unfortunately, neither of them adhered strictly to
their sources, although it seems that in science more trust is given to Nicephorus.*’
In any case, Sclavinia was the shortest existing alternative to the commonly-used
terms like “Slavic regions”, “Slavic country”, Slavic nations”, “Slavic clans”, etc.

In Nicephorus we find only one of four events for which Theophanes used
Sclavinia: the campaign of Justinian II against Sclavinia and Bulgaria in 689/690.
Here Theophanes used Sclavinia twice, and Nicephorus Slavs and Slavic clans.*®
A comparison of the two texts shows that the substitution of the term Sclavinia
could not help to achieve a greater conciseness for Nicephorus — his terminology
for Slavs was no shorter than Theophanes’ — it was just different.

There are four other common events for both authors connected to Slavs:
the founding of the Bulgarian khanat in 681, Tervel’s aid for Justinian in 705, the
escape of 208 000 Slavs from Bulgaria to Byzantium (763) and the war against
Khan Teletzius (763). Theophanes did not use Sclavinia there. Nicephorus and
Theophanes used respectively: for 681: Slavic nations; for 705: Slavs (Theoph-
anes) or nothing (Nicephorus); for 763: multitude of Slavs (Theophanes), Slavic
clans (Nicephorus); for 763 (Teletzius): Theophanes omitted the word Slavs and
used “surrounding nations” instead, and Nicephorus spoke about the multitude of
Slavs. In general, it was the usual terminology for the Slavs in Byzantine sources
from the 6th and 7th centuries. There the only exception is Theophanes’ Sclavinia.

Therefore, in the five events related to Slavs common to both authors, The-
ophanes used Sclavinia only for one, and Nicephorus did not use it at all.

For other cases in which the author of Chronography used Sclavinia, he had
another sources unknown to Nicephorus. Leaving aside the case of 810, to which
he was contemporary, the other two cases are important to us: the campaigns
of 658 and 758. Their description is extremely similar, and for the information
about 758 is quite possible that it did not exist in the Byzantine sources used by
Nicephorus and Theophanes.** For these periods in the Chronography, the Syrian

certainly before 7977, because only his version explains the ending of the history of Nicephorus
in 769. See also L. Neville, Guide, 73.

37'W. Treadgold, Historians, 9, f. 35 and pages 16, 17, 30; P. Charanis, Nicephorus I, The
savior of Greece from Slavs (810 A.D.), Byzantina- Metabyzantina, vol. I, part I, New York,
1946, 82; M. PajkoBuhi, Teoghan, 217, 218; L. Brubaker, J. Haldon, Byzantium, 168, 170, 171;
C. Mango (ed.), Nicephori, 16), is one of the few to see Theophanes as more accurate and less
biased than Nicephorus. In any case, greater accuracy and precision should be expected from a
secretary like Nicephorus than from a monk and a former military like Theophanes, or even a
patriarchal syncellus like George.

38 Nicephori, Archiepiscopi Constantinopolitani, Opuscula Historica, C. de Boor (ed.),
Lipsiae 1880, 36, . ,; Theophanes, 364, _ .

3% Constans’s campaign in 658 falls in the period for which Nicephorus had no information
at all (641-668), but the patriarch knows nothing about the campaign of 758 either. This mysterious
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sources were particularly important.*® Although it was argued that “reference
to a campaign against the Slavs in 658 ... seems unlikely to have come from an
oriental source”*! such scepticism is unfounded. This campaign has been noticed
in some Syrian sources in a style and content that apparently corresponds to that
of Theophanes. For the year 658, Elia Metropolitan of Nisiba announces that: Fo
Constans rex Romanorum regiones Sclavorum ingressus proelium fecit cum rege
eorum et vicit eum et cum victoria exiit.* For the great campaign of Constans to
the West in the year 658, another Syrian source provides information, mixing it
with the departure of the emperor to the west a few years later.* The two Syrian
chronicles are independent of one another.** Besides, it cannot be said that Elia

absence of information about the campaign of 758 in Nicephorus, led Mango to conclude that the
information given by Nicephorus for the counter-attack in 756, led by the emperor against the
Bulgar invaders in Thrace to the Long Wall, was the same as Theophanes’ campaign against the
Sclavinias in Macedonia in 758/9 (C. Mango (ed.), Nicephori, 219 f. 9). However, Nicephorus is
very clear that this war was against Bulgars not Slavs, and it happened in Thrace, not Macedonia.
Theophanes puts this Bulgarian invasion under 755/756, and the campaign against the Slavs in
758/759, i.e. 3 years later. Therefore, either the information about the campaign in 758 did not
exist in the common sources of Theophanes and Nicephorus or Nicephorus omitted it.

4 M. Debié, Theophanes’ “Oriental source”: what can we learn from Syriac
historiography?, Studies in Theophanes, M. Jankowiak, F. Montinaro (eds.), Travaux et Memoires
19, Paris 2015, 378; C. Mango (ed.), Nicephori, 1,2, 14, 15. For the active exchange between the
Byzantine and Syrian authors in the 7th century see A. Palmer, The Seventh Century in the West-
Syrian Chronicles, Liverpool, 1993, L, L1, 95, 97; L. Brubaker, J. Haldon, Byzantium, 169, f. 8;
L.I. Conrad, Theophanes and the Arabic historical tradition: some indications of intercultural
transmission, Byzantinische Forschungen 15, Amsterdam 1990, 1-44. That Theophanes used
Syrian sources translated into Greek: H. Turteldove, Chronicle, xv. See also W. Treadgold,
Historians, 41-43; M. Debié, Oriental source, 365-382; M. Conternp, Theophilos, “the more
likely candidate”?, Towards a reappraisal of the question of Thephanes’ “orlental source(s)”,
Studies in Theophanes, M. Jankowiak, F. Montinaro (eds.), Travaux et Mémoires 19, Paris, 2015,
383-400.

“'W. Treadgold, Nikephoros, Patriarch of Constantinople: Short History, C. Mango (ed.
and trans.), review in: Speculum, Vol. 67, No. 4, Chicago, Oct., 1992, 1021.

“2 Eliae Metropolitae Nisibensi, Opus Chronologiqum, 1, Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum
Orientalium, Scriptores Syri, Series III, Tomus VII, L-B. Chabot, I. Guidi, H. Hyvernat (eds.),
Romae — Parisis — Lipsiae, 1910, 68.

3 Chronicon Anonymum, Chronika minora, pars 1, Corpus Scriptorum Christianorum
Orientalium, Scriptores Syri, Series Tertia — Tomus IV, ed. 1. Guidi, Parisis — Lipsiae, 1903,
55: “Ipse quidem multum iratus reliquit filium suum Constantinum super solium suum, sumpsit
sumpsit imperatricem et universum exercitum Romanorum pugnae capacium, et profectus est
ad Sepdestentrionem adversus populos extraeneos”. Attention was paid to this by M. Pajkosuh,
Teoghan, 221, £ 8. These events are presented as a consequence of the execution of the emperor’s
brother Theodore (which actually happened in 660). The close time and the fact that the trip was
in the West with the Emperor visiting Thessaloniki seems to have led to merging both events into
one. However, the date 658, identical to that of Elia and Theophanes, shows that this author also
knew of the western campaign in 658.

* The two Syrian chronicles differ in the order in which the campaign of 658 and the
killing of the emperor’s brother were given, as well as the interpretation of the murder. While
Metropolitan justifies Constans, Anonymous conveys the news, which we find later in Theophanes,
that the people hated the emperor and began to call him Cain. Elia does not announce the departure
of Constans to the West but is precise when he talks about the purpose of the campaign in 658
(Slavic regions), while Anonymous does not mention Slavs at all.
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is dependent on Theophanes, but seems to have used the same Syrian source as
him.* The telegraphic style in which the campaign was described, and which, in
fact, had serious consequences,* was suitable for writers who wrote far from
the Balkans, and contrasts with far more detailed news for the Slavs based on
the Byzantine sources we found in Chronography (those for 681, 689, 773, 783,
799). The “eastern connection” is also visible for the campaign of 758, which
Theophanes puts in a series of news related to the east.*’

However, that information in the Chronography for 658 and 758 was based
on the eastern sources does not mean that the very term Sclavinia was taken from
there. In Syriac, the words for the Slavs and Slavic countries did not differ graph-
ically,” which means that the translator had great freedom to use terms such as
Slavs, Slavic countries, Slavic regions, etc. In the two quoted Syrian sources we
find “regions Sclavorum” and “populous extraeneos”. Besides, Theophanes used
Sclavinias for 689 and for his own time — 810, and he could not take these from
Syrian chronicles. The term Sclavinia is distributed in Theophanes’ text in such
a way that it appears simultaneously in the news based on the Byzantine sources,
on the Syrian sources, but also in news from his own time. And it leads us to the
most logical conclusion — the term was put there by author of Chronography, not
borrowed from his sources.

This conclusion is supported by the uniform way in which the term is
used.” The great similarity in the description of the campaigns in 658 and 758
cannot be due to use of a common source, whether it is Eastern or Byzantine. It

4 This can be noticed through the following important difference — Elia mentioned “their
king” (of the Slavic regions) in this campaign. But he did not mention a series of other important
information about the Slavs that we find in Theophanes, including that in which the term Sclavinia
was used. That information about Constans’ campaign in 658 existed in the Syrian sources before
the time of Theophanes is obvious from what we have in Anonymous, which is older than the
Chronography (Chronicon Anonymum, 13).

4 See: G. Ostrogorsky, The Byzantine Empire in the World of the Seventh Century, DOP,
Vol. 13 (1959), 5. The first Byzantine coins after the Slavic settlement found in Macedonia
(Valandovo, Prilep) were from the time of Constans and his heirs (1. Muknyunk, Cpegrosexoghu
Zpagosu u wmepgunu 6o Maxegonuja, Cronje 1996, 32). Coins from Constans were also found
in the Morava Valley and Kosovo (1. Byrapcku, M Panumuh, [[eniuparnu bankan y panom
cpegrbem BeKy: apxeonowKd c6eQoUancitied o ipomenama, Iporecy BU3aHTHHU3AIN]E H CPIICKa
apxeonoruja, B. bukuh (ed.), beorpax, 2016, 93).

47 In the period between the summer of 756 and the summer of 760, if we do not count
the campaign against the “Macedonian Sclavinias”, Chronography only reports news related to
Christians in Syria and Palestine and the Caliphate policy, with even the two Arab campaigns
against Byzantium being given from an Eastern perspective.

* On the fact that Sclavinia and Slavs are graphically identical in Syrian, see: H. Cepuxos,
Hoann Sgheccxuu, CBoI ApeBHEUITNX MUCHBMEHHBIX M3BecTHi 0 cinaBsHax t. I: (I-VI BB.), JLA.
Tunpun, I JlutaBpus (eds.), Mocksa 1994, 289, f. 50. Similarly, in Arabian the word Sakaliba
was used equally for people and for the country: A. Nazmi, Commercial Relations between Arabs
and Slavs (9th—11th centuries), Warsaw 1998, 74-76.

4 K.M. Setton, The Bulgars in the Balkans, 522, 541, 542, f. 154,
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is not known that there was a Byzantine source to cover both dates. Although
survived Syrian sources know about the campaign in 658, they did not mention
anything about the campaign in 758.%° The similarity must therefore be a result of
editorial processing and style. The way of using Sclavinia in Chronography was
not chaotic: it only applies to the relations of Byzantium with the Slavs and is not
once used for the relations between the Slavs and Bulgaria, the Avar khaganate
or the Caliphate. Sclavinias are used only for Slavic communities that are objects
of subjugation from the empire — they are the goal of campaigns, plundering, tax
imposition and colonization. All of it speaks for conscious, editorial use of the
term, and not for simply borrowing from his sources, where it could be used in
a different sense and context.

The non-use of Sclavinia for Slavic communities under Bulgarian rule in
the Chronography poses a serious challenge to the thesis that the term Sclavinia
had previously been in widespread and unofficial use in Byzantium for any of the
Slavic communities in the Balkans.”'

Some other observations lead us to the same conclusion. The term
Sclavinia contains in itself the idea of a Slavic territory. It was basically equal
to terms derived from the names of specific Slavic “nations”(ethne) such as
Croatia, Serbia or Verzitia and Subdelitia. However, such terms for the Slavs
in the Balkans could not be found in Byzantine historical texts in times before
Theophanes. In Miracula many geographic determinants were used to describe
where the Slavs were living; but even two generations after the Slavs becoming
their neighbours, Thessalonians still did not orient themselves geographically
according to the names of the tribes, but rather vice versa, they determined where
the tribes were located according to other geographical determinations.’> The
Slavs had “their places” of living, but they did not form recognizable and fixed
geographical units in the consciousness and terminology of the Thessalonians.

30 In this light, the idea that the author of the information about 758 was the born in East
Georgius Sinkelus, who translated and continued the Theophilus Chronology from 750 to 780,
could be considered a good solution (W. Treadgold, Historians, 41-45).

ST T.e. my argument for the non-use of the Sclavinia in the 7th-8th centuries essentially
differs from that of Chrysos, which proves the same thesis by disclaiming as metonymy all cases in
Theophanes for the 7th and 8th centuries and accepting only one for 810 (E. Chrysos, Settlements,
126, 127). The claim that Theophanes used the term in two different ways does not seem to be
sustained. It is much more logical that he implemented one term for the present and the past and
with the same meaning in all cases. That the term appears in the time of Theophanes see also A.
Gkoutzioukostas, Zxlavnvia 646.

32 See, for example, “the area of Teba and Dimitriada to the nation of the Velegezites”
(P. Lemerle, Miracula II, 4, 254, p. 214, 0 1,)» “Barbarians ... from river Strymon” (II, 4, 257,
p. 215, ,); “whole Slavic nation ... from Rinhina and from Strymon” (II, 4, 232, p. 209, 10’“);
“Tkdafivaov E0vn... from Strymon and Rinhina” (I, 4, 242, p. 211, ); “Zkiafivov €0vel into
northern (regions)” (IL, 4, 249, p. 213 | ).

> Usually “tomoc” was used: P. Lemerle, Miracula I1, 4, 234, 241, 265, pp. 209, ,, 211,
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The reason for not using such terms in the 7th—8th centuries cannot be explained
as a consequence of imperial ideology which treated territories on the Balkans as
Roman by right: Nicephorus had no problem in using “Bulgaria” for khanate and
“their lands” for the Slavs under it.>* However, Nicephorus did not use Sclavinia
or the toponyms derived from the names of Slavic tribes (we do not have Severia
or Septageneia for example). By contrast, in Theophanes, besides Sclavinia,
we find toponyms derived from “Slavic nations” such as Verzitia and Velzitia
(BepGriav, BeAlntiog). Such toponyms were not used in the part common with
Nicephorus i.e. before 769, and they appeared for the time afterwards: one under
773/4 (Verzitia) and the other under 799 (Velzitia). It shows that toponyms of
the Sclavinia type become common terminology in Byzantium later, after the
history of Nicephorus was finished, they did not exist in the sources used by
Nicephorus and Theophanes, and were inserted into the Chronography, namely
by its author.

As argument for use of term Sclavinia in Constantinople in the beginning
of 8" century was presented The Life of Willibald, written in 778, in Bavaria.>
We find there that when in the 723 the Saint travelled from Italy to the Holy land
he passed nearby city of Monemvasia (in Peloponnese) which was in Slawinia
terrae.’® Suggestion is that he learn this term in Constantinople. This is rather a
circular argument using unprovable presumption that the term Sclavinia already
existed and was widely popular in Byzantium in the early VIII century to prove
the same. According to the Life the boat was not byzantine, and it happened 3 or
4 years before the Saint visited Constantinople. Also, in this source the term is
not in a Byzantine form — Sclavinia, but Slawinia. It was also argued that there
the word Slawinia was used like an adjective and not a noun.>’ This is supported
by the fact that Slawinia is followed by ferrae an unusual and not a necessary
words combination, even tautology because Sclavinia itself includes in some
level the idea of /and.

Therefore, my conclusion is that the term Sclavinia did not exist or was not
in common use in Byzantium before the end of 8th century.

> Nicephori, 75, |, (Exkhaf@dv yévn ... g £a0tdV ... Y7iG), 79, |- Byzantine were very
aware that Bulgarian lands are former Romans — as Roman Lakapenos remind Symeon in his

letter, probably in 923, Théodore Daphnopates Correspondance, J. Darrouzes and L.G. Westerink
(ed. and trans.), Paris 1976, letter 5. 116-124.

> F. Curta, Sklaviniai, 86, 87; B.K. Pouun, Ceog gpesnetiuiux uucbMeHvix uzgeciiuii o
cnasanax, . 2, (VI — [Xss), Mockga, 1995, 440.

¢ Monumenta Germaniae Historica, Scriptorum, v. XV, 1, G. Pertz (ed.), Hanoverae 1887,
93, 12, 13- venerunt ultra mare Adria ad urbem Manafasiam in Slawinia terrae.

57]. Koder, Sklavinien, in: Lexikon des Mittelalters VII, Miinchen 1995, 1988; E. Chrysos,
Settlements, 130. See debate between Curta and Gkoutzioukostas: F. Curta, Theophylact, 203 —
205 with quoted literature; A. Gkoutzioukostas, “Sklavenia”, 8, 9; Idem, Term “Xrxlavnvia”,
644 — 646, and f. 68 with quoted literature.
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Sclavinia as a contemporary term (9th—10th c.)

For the first time Sclavinia was definitely used for contemporary written
events in 810 (Chronography). Two other sources from the first half of the 9th
century also used it for contemporary events. The first was the letter from Michael
II to Ludwig the Pious from 10.04.824, which mentioned the participation of
circumiacentibus Sclavinii in the uprising of Toma the Slav in 823;% the second
was the Life of Saint Gregory Dekapolites by Ignatios the Deacon, written in
840th.> Two other texts known as the Chronicle of 811 and Scriptor Incertus
de Leone Armenio, clearly based on eyewitness accounts, mentioned Sclavinias
under 811 and 814 as Krum allies.®

8 Monumenta Germanica Historiae, Legum Sectio III, tomi II, pars II, 2,2, Concilia aevi
Karolini [742-842]. Teil 2 [819-842], A. Werminghoff (ed.), Hannoverae at Lipsiae 1908, 2,2,
477

° 10, 11.
3 F. Dvornik, La Vie de Saint Gregoire le Decapolite, et les Slaves Macedoniens au 1Xe

siecle, Paris, 1926, 61, , 62, , It spoke about a “not small rebellion” led by the egzarchon of one
Sclavinia near Thessalonica in 836. Here ZxAapnvdv pepdv and Zxhofpnviog were equated to one
another. The Life was written after the death of the saint (November 20, 841 or 842) and before
847. In 847/848 one of the two informants of Ignatius dies, and he himself was last recorded alive
in 847 (A. Kazhdan, N.P. Sevéenko, Gregory of Decapolis, The Oxford dictionary of Byzantium,
t. 2, A. Kazhdan (ed.), New York 1991, 880; C. Mango, On re-reading the life of St. Gregory the
Decapolite, Byzantina, Vol. 13, No. 1, Thesaloniki, 1985, 644, 645; W. Treadgold, Historians,
104; L. Brubaker, J. Haldon, Byzantium, 211).

% H. Gregoire, Un Nouveau fragment di “Scriptor incertus de Leone Armenio”, Byzantion,
t. X1, Bruxeles, 1963, 423: tag népi§ Zxhafnviag was leased from Krum in 811; H. Gregoire,
Les sources epigraphiques de [’histoire bulgare, Byzantion 9, Bruxelles, 1934, 768: in 8§14 in
Constantinople a rumour was heard that Krum collected an army of ndcog tag ZxkAafwvioc.
Gregoire thought that these are part of common source also used by Theophanes (Scriptor incertus
417-419). According to Mango and Treadgold, these seems to be parts of the History of Sergius
the Confessor, written between 833 and 835 (C. Mango, The Two Lives of St. loannikios and the
Bulgarians, Harvard Ukrainian Studies Vol. 7, Washington, 1983, 400; W. Treadgold, Historians,
92, 95, 96, 97). However, more modern historians do not agree that these are two fragments of
same author (see for this L. Neville, Guide, 78, 81). Dates for their writing are proposed until
the time of Nicephorus Phokas (for discussion in the literature on this topic see: P. Stephenson,
“About the Emperor Nikephoros and How He Leaves His Bones in Bulgaria”: A Context for the
Controversial “Chronicle of 811", DOP, Vol. 60, Washington, 2006, 93—100), but in general early
dating dominated. For our research it is sufficient to limit ourselves to the following considerations.
Whenever the last editions of these “fragments” were made, they inevitably come from witnesses
or contemporaries of the events (L. Brubaker, J. Haldon, Byzantium, 179, 180). Then we have no
reason to doubt that the term Sclavinias existed in the original (or its processing if it was made
before 850). On the one hand, circa 850 Byzantine sources ceased to use the term Sclavinia until
the middle of the 10th century. On the other hand, for the Byzantine authors in the second half
of the 9th century there was simply no category “Slavs” in Bulgaria, and the term Slavs was
removed even in describing the Bulgarian past. For example, George the Monk removed the
word Slavs from all of Theophanes’ information relating to Bulgaria (Georgii Monachi Chronicon
vol. II, C. de Boor (ed.), Lipsiae 1904, 728, | ~729, ., 732, , ., 775, ). According to him no
Slavic archons but instead tovg apyovtog tov Bovdyapwv drank from Nicephorus’ skull (Georgii
Monachi, 775, ; | ). This change was related to the process of taking away the “autonomy” of the
Slavic communities in Bulgaria in the 820s and thereafter, which makes Sergius the Confessor
chronologically the last possible author of these “fragments”. It does not seem possible that the
Sclavinias in Scriptor Incertus were a product of a time after the mid-9th century, and especially
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From the middle of the 9th century we notice clear signs that Sclavinia
falls out of use. George the Monk created a history based mainly on Theophanes
and other sources, and completely discarded the word Sclavinia from his work.®!
After that we could not find Sclavinia in sources that speak widely about the
Slavs such as John Kaminiates, Leo the Wise and the Chronicle of Monemvasia.

Abandoned by Byzantine authors between 850 and 950, the term appears
again in a few sources in the middle of the 10th century. One (Pseudo-Symeon)
simply transmits information from an old text.*> Sclavinia also appeared in one
manuscript of the Miracula (Vaticanus Graecus 797), and in the oldest manuscript
of Theophilact History (Vaticanus Graecus 977). Most important is Constantine
Porphyrogenitus, who used it many times and mostly for his own time.®* The
only serious difference was the place which it was used for: Dalmatia, instead of
the interior of the Balkans.

This was the last actual use of the term in Byzantium.

of the time and surroundings of Constantine Porphyrogenitus — the last author who often uses
the term Sclavinia for entities on the borders of Byzantium. For him, too, there were no Slavs
in Bulgaria, and even more so because for him Avars and Slavs, as already was noticed, are the
same category, not different as in Scriptor Incertus. Compare: £€0vn Zxhafnvika ... kai ABapot
ékarodvto; ZkAdfo, oi kai APapot karovpevor (Porphyrogenitus, 29, |, . p. 122) with ABdapovg
Kol Tog TEPLE Txdapnviog, APdapelg kai maoag tag Xxhapiviog into “fragments”. This practically
identical way of using the Sclavinias in both “fragments” (“Avars and the surrounding Sclavinias”,
“Avars and all Sclavinias™), which is different from that of Theophanes (Sclavinias in Scriptor
Incertus is a term related to Bulgaria, and in Theophanes only to Byzantium) suggests that even
if they were not parts of the same text, they are at least derived from a common primary source.
See more on this topic in: R. Browning, Notes on the “Scriptor Incertus de Leone Armenio”,
Byzantion Vol. 35, No. 2, Bruxelles, 1965, 389—411; A. Markopoulos, La Chronique de ['an 811 et
le Scriptor incertus de Leone Armenio: problémes des relations entre ’hagiographie et I’histoire,
Revue des études byzantines, 57, Paris, 1999, 255-262; J. Wortley, Legends of the byzantine
disaster of 811, Byzantion Vol. 50, No. 2, Bruxelles, 1980, 533-562.

1 Compare description of the campaign of Justinian II, which was against the Slavs and
the Slavic clans (Nicephorus), or against Sclavinia (Theophanes), but according to Georg the
Monk Justinian “headed for a trip to the western regions, conquered the great multitudes (plethe)
of Slavs” (Georgii Monachi, 729, 730, ,) For the time his History was written, see: L. Neville,
Guide, 87 (first version written in 846/ 847); L. Brubaker, J. Haldon, Byzantium, 172 (probably
before 867) and W. Treadgold, Historians, 115, 116 (“after 867 but before 882” “and most
probably between 870-875”).

%2 Symeonis Magistri, Annales, 617, , ..

% De administrando, 9 29, ., 30, 04,05 PD- 62, 124, 144.

’ 107-1107 ’ 68>
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End of the term Sclavinia

We do not find the term Sclavinia in 11th century sources. In addition,
the term Slavs was rapidly exiting from the sources in the 10th and the 11th
centuries.* Still the term Slavs will appear again in the 12th century.® The same
will happen with the term Sclavinia, which we find in George Kedrenus, the
Lexicon of Zonara and the Ethimologia Magna.® It is the last return of these
terms before their final disappearance from the Byzantine sources.

Kedrenus borrowed the term Sclavinias from the sources he used (Pseudo-
Simeon).%” This example shows us that Sclavinia could still be used as a term
for the past and we can put it in context with the reactivation of the term Slavs
at the same time.

In the Lexicon of Zonara Sclavinia was explained by another term —
Bulgaria, which at the time meant only the dioceses of the Ohrid Archbishopric.®®
At this time, this archbishopric was the only institution in Byzantium in which
the Old Slavonic language was in use. This, together with the insistence of the

8 E. Miihle, Die Slaven im Mittelalter, Berlin/Boston, 2016, 13, 14.

6 Anna Comnena speaks about dvo BopPdpwv XOAapoyevdv and renders peydinv
[pobraPav as a mixed name, partly dno t@v ZOLofoyevdv (Annae Comnenae, Alexias, vol.
I, R. Diether, A. Kambylis (ed.), Corpus Fontium Historiae Byzantinae XL/1, Berlin, 2001, p.
55,11, 3, 1, 20,215 P- 210, VII, 3, 4, 25,26). Nicephorus Bryenius wrote that “the ethnos of the Slavs
rejected Roman rule and desolated and plundered Bulgaria” (Nicephori Bryennii, Historiae libri
quattuor, Corpus fontium historiaec byzantinae 1X, ed. Pail Gautier, Brussel, 1975, p. 213, III,
3, |s_p)- Michael from Thessaloniki wrote about tov napistpiov Z0hafivov kar Tov dHOopov
[éavvovog, tov ZOAaPivov, T Tov X0 afivav mordg (W. Regel, N. Novossadsky, Fontes rerum
byzantinarum 1, Rhetorum saeculi XII, orations politicae, Petropoli, 1892, 174, 18, 22, 23 175, ).
Later Choniat will call Dalmatia t@v ZxAafivov ... ydpog (Nicetae Choniatae Historia, I Bekker
(ed.), Bonnae 1835, 224, ). In some of these cases the notion is obviously an ethnic one, but in
others it is disputed, and it is possible that the term also appeared as an archaism.

% Johannis Zonarae, Lexicon, tommus posterior, ed. Tittmann, [ohannes, Lipsiae, 1808, col.
1653; Etymologicon magnum, ed. Friderici Sylburgii, Lipsiae, 1816, 225, ,.; Georgius Cedrenus
Compendium Historiarum, 1 [CSHB 8], E. Bekker (ed.), Bonnae, 1838, 771, ,-772, .

7 For sources of Kedrenus see: L. Neville, Guide, 162; A. Kazhdan, Kedrenos, ODB, 11,
1118.

68 Zonarae Lexicon, col. 1653: ZxAiafwia, | BovAyopia. I'. JlutaBpun, Crasunuu 201,
incorrectly connects Bulgaria in this place with the former Bulgarian state, which was never
referred to as a Sclavinia in the Byzantine sources or labelled as a Slavic country before and at
the time the Lexicon was written it had not existed for a long time to serve as an explanatory
term (see C. CT0jKOB, ,, IAH3bIK® ClO8RHCKLIL " 60 ciuapociosenckutie texciuiosu (IX — XTIV
sex), Ucropuja 50-51/1 (2015/2016), 131, 132; as an example of treating Bulgaria as Sclavinia
in historiography see: T. Vedris, Balkanske sklavinije i Bugarska, Nikoli¢ Jakus Zrinka, Nova
zraka u europskom svjetlu, Hrvatske zemlje u ranome srednjem vijeku (oko 550 — oko 1150),
Povijest Hrvata, sv. 1, Zagreb, 2015, 582-584. TTavovia, 1 BovAyapia in the Lexicon (Col. 1507)
also suport identifucation of this Bulgaria with Ohrid Archbishopry: the main city of Panonia
— Sirmium in the 12th century was a bishop’s see in the Ohrid diocese. For the use of the term
Bulgarians in this period, see I1. Komaruna, Ilojam bycapcke y XI u XII eéexy u tuepuiiopuja
Oxpugcre Apxuetiuckoiiuje, OXpuacKka apXUeIHUCKOIINja y BU3AHTH]CKOM CBeTy, BuzanTnjckn
cBet Ha bankany, beorpan, 2012, 41-56.
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“archbishops of whole Bulgaria” on finding the apostolic foundations of their
church through the expropriation of the Slavic mission of St. Cyril and Methodius
led some Byzantine authors to simply equate these terms Slavs and Bulgarians.®

The Etymologicum Magnum, a text characterized by “freely abbreviated,
transposed and modified” information, mentioned Sc/avinias once in an article
that explains the word beard (I'évelov).” The text is confusing enough, but one
thing is beyond doubt: the ethnic meaning of the word Slavs, as well as the
former meaning of the term Sclavinia, have been forgotten. They were given in
small letters (tdg oxhafnviag, ol oxidpot unlike other ethnonyms in the article:
AoyyiBapoot, ‘Popaiot) and were connected with the emergence of the name
Langobardoi. It is even possible that here Slavs and Sclavinia meant slaves and
slavery.”" That could mean that this example is one of the new and relatively
rare practice for 12th-century Byzantium of using the word Slav in the sense of
a slave.”

These last three cases relate closely to the three ways in which the term
Slavs was interpreted in the 12th century. The first is as an archaism (Kedrenus).
The other two try to connect it with some new realities and meanings: one with
the Ohrid Archbishopric, and the other probably with the meaning s/avery. None
of them used it with its former meaning or for their own time.

% See for example: Theophylact of Ohrid in the Life of Saint Clement of Ohrid: tdv
20haPevayv yévog eltovv Bovkybpov (A. Munes, I pvyxuite scutius na Knumeniu Oxpugcku,
Codusi, 1966, 81), or in the Life of Saint George Hagioritus: Bulgares que 1’on appelle Slaves (B.
Martin-Hisard, La Vie de Georges [’Hagiorite (1009/1010-29 juin 1065), Introduction, traduction
du texte géorgien, notes et éclaircissements, Revue des études byzantines, Paris, 2006 64-65, p.
63, 139, ). This phenomenon was purely Byzantine, and there was no parallel in the Slavic
sources until the 13th—14th centuries, when it appeared under Byzantine influence (C. CtojkoB,
Ceseiuu Knumeniu xako ,,naw " u xakos?, MeryHaponaHa HaydHa KoHpepeHnnja KimmerToBoTo
neno, 1. Kysmanoscka, C. ITerposeka (eds.), IlItum 2016, 13—16; C. CrojkoB, Cetu KitumeHT
on emuckona cioBbHcka o emiokomov Bovlyoplog, Tpancdopmaimja Bo pa3OupameTo Ha
kareropuute CrnoBenu u byrapu Bo BU3aHTHUCKUTE M3BOPH, MIJICHHYMCKOTO 3padere Ha CB.
Kmument Oxpuncku, Ckorje, 28 — 29 okromBpu 2016 ronquaa, MAHY, Cromje, 2018, 219 —238).

® R.B., Etymologica, The Oxford dictionary of Byzantium, t. 2, ed. A. Kazhdan. New
York 1991, 735.

' Etymologicon magnum, 225, ,..

2 This meaning is first found in Byzantium in the late 11th century, from South Italy and
Sicily where it first appeared in Latin and Arabic texts (H. K&pstein, Zum Bedeutungswandel von
2xlopog / Sclavus, Byzantiniscshe Forschungen, VII. (1979), 67, 71, 72, 76, 77, 83-85, 87; JI.E.
Mumun, Cakanuba, CnasHe B ucnamckoM mupe. Mocksa 2002, 13, 20). In the 12th century
Byzantine sources it is not always possible to distinguish whether the word Slavs was used as an
ethnonym or meaning a “slave” (compare: Tzetzae, 93 (ed. T. Pressel, loannis Tzetzae, Epistolae,
Tubingae 1851); A. Kaxxnan, Aunoiayus: Joannis Tzetzae Historiae, ed. P. A. M. Leone, Napoli
1968, Buzanrtuiicku BpeMeHuK, T. 34, Mocksa, 1973, 289.
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Therefore, the chronology of use of the term Sclavinia in Byzantine sources

should be changed. It seems that it was not used (or at least - not in noticeable
way) there from 6™ to the end of 8" century, from the middle of 9" to the middle
of 10®, in 11™, and in 13" — 15" century. The term Sc/avinia in Byzantium had its
actual use and for contemporary events in two short periods between the end of
8" — the middle of 9" century (predominantly for Macedonia) and in the middle
of 10™ — for Dalmatia. The term reappeared in 12 in the way which demonstrated
that Sclavinia had already lost its usual meaning and use.
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Citiojko Citiojkos

[IONMOT CRTABMHNJA BO BUSAHTUCKUTE U3BOPIH:
ITPEMCIINTYBAILE HA XPOHO/TOIIIKATA PAMKA

Pe3unme

OBa cratuja € MOCBETeHa Ha XPOHOJIOTHjaTa Ha YNoTpeda Ha MOMMOT
CkaBrMHHM]ja BO BUBAHTHCKUTE U3BOPH — TEMaA KOja CTaHa aKTyeJIHa TTIOBTOPHO BO
nocieaHara aexkajaa. TpaJuioHaaHaTa XpoHOJIOTHja TO UASHTU(PHUKYBA TIOUMOT
CO TIOCTOEHETO CIIOBEHCKH TEPUTOPHH M TUIEMHIba M KaKO TAaKOB TO Bp3yBa
CO CaMHOT IOYETOK Ha rojaBaTa Ha CIIOBEHUTE HA BH3AHTHCKUTE TPAHUIIH.
MerfyToa eIMHCTBEHUOT aBTOP Kaj KOj rO Haorame IMpeja MOYeTOKOT Ha 9 Bek e
Teodunakr Cumokara u Toa camo enHail. [lo mpamamero 1anm Toj TO KOPUCTH
Kako TMpHUJIaBKa WM UMEHKA C€ pa3BH JeTajHa jebara 0e3 Ja ce MOCTUTHE
KoHceH3yc. U nBeTe mHTEepIpeTanny uMaaT Kako cBoja ciaboct Toa 1mto ou Oumia
BO Ipamame YHUKaTHA yroTpeda — equHCcTBeHa yrnorpebda Ha CKiTaBUHHUja Kako
MpHUaBKa BOOIIITO, WJIM €IWHCTBEHA yrnoTpeda Kako MMeHKa Kaj Teoduiaxr.
Bo npBHOT nen ce aHanmmM3upaaT MOHYJACHUTE apryMEHTH, KaKo T0oa JAeKa aBTOPOT
rO yIoTpeOus 0BOj TTOMM CO 1€ M30erHyBamke MOHOTOHH]A, KaKO 110jaCHYBambe
U CIl., MOKa)XyBajKH ja HUBHATa HeocHOBaHOCT. Kako anTepHaTuBa € moHyIeHa
MOYKHOCTa TIOMMOT BOOIIIITO J1a HE TIOCTOEN BO OPUTHHAIIHUOT TEKCT, TyKY Ja
€ MPOAYKT Ha MoAu(UKallija U3BpPILIEHA BO HAJCTApUOT MaHycKpunT Bo 10 B.
O]l KOj CUTE IPyTH MOTeKHyBaaT. Bo cekoj ciydaj emHokpaTHaTa ynorpeda Ha
36opot CkiaBuHHja 0 cTpaHa Ha TeoduaakT He MOXKE J1a CIY)KU KaKo JOKa3
JIeKa UCTUOT OMJT BO HEKOja peloBHA yroTpeda, TYKy HaJMHOTY J1a Ouie UCKITyUOK
LITO TO NOTBpAYyBa npasuiioro. Hukoj apyr nosnar uzsop Bo VI, VII u VIII Bek
He 10 yrnorpeOyBa OBOj TOMM M HEMa 3HAIM JieKa HEKOj TO MMa 3eMEHO O Kaj
Teodwunakr ucro.

Bropoto rmaBHO mpamame Koe ce pas3riieayBa oBzie € monMot CKIlaBuHHja
BO TeodanoBara Xponorpaduja. IcTHOT € pasriiean o1 acTieKT Aajid aBTOPOT T'O
3€J1 01 U3BOPHTE IITO TH KOPUCTEI, MITH CAMHUOT T'0O J0JIA)I BO CBOETO HCTPAKYBahE.
Onrosop Ha Toa mpamame € modapas npeky crnopeada co Kparkara ucropuja Ha
natpujapxor Hukudop 6a3upan Bp3 UCTUTE BU3aHTUCKU M3BOPH 3a MEPUOJIOT
668 — 769, criopenda co CUPUCKUTE XPOHUKH KaKO €BEHTYaJIeH U3BOP Ha JIBE
on nH(opmaruuTe BO Ko ro Haorame nmouMoT CkiiaBuHuja kaj TeodaH, kako u
BHATpEIIHA aHaJIN3a Ha CAMHOT TEKCT —HAaYMHOT Ha KOj c€ ynoTpedyBa Kaj HEro
CknaBuHHja ¥ cTUYHU ToMMHA. CUTe 3aKITydoIr BOAAT BO MCT IPaBeI] — IIOUMOT
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CxI1aBHHHja HE TTOCTOET BO KOPUCTEHUTE M3BOPU TYKY € BHECEH BO TEKCTOT
oJ1 aBTOpoT Ha XpoHorpadwujara. JlaJieH € U KpaToKk KOMEHTap Ha XHUIOTe3ara
nexa CKJIaBHHHja BO OBa JIeJI0 € METOHMMH]ja BO CUTE CIy4Yal OCBEH BO €/IeH
— TOCJIETHHOT.

TpeTHOT nen e MOoCBeTeH Ha ymnoTpebaTa Ha MOMMOT KAaKO aKTyelleH U
coBpemeH. [IpBHOT TakoB ciyyaj e mMeHo BO XpoHorpadwujara Ha Teodan u ce
omHecyBa Ha 810 . — BpeMeTo Ha HEJ3MHOTO MuITyBamke. Clear yire Ba — IucMo
Ha BacuieBcoT Muxaun I 1o umnepartopor Jlynosuk bnarouectuBuor o 823 1.
u Bo JKuruero an cB. ['puropu;j Jlekamonur nHarmmano Bo 840-te 1. Bo HUBHHOT
Opoj 6u Tpedaro aa ce BKIIyJar yIITe ABa APyry MPUMEPH KOU CE€ OJTHECYBaaT Ha
HacTtanu of1 811 u 814 - Bo Taka HapeueHnoT CKpUNITOp HHIEPTYC U AHOHUMHATa
XPOHHKa, KOU ce Oa3upaHy HA CBEJOLITBA HA YYECHUIM BO HACTAHUTE.

[TouMoT ro cHemyBa 0J1 BU3AHTUCKUTE U3BOPHU BO nepuo 0T 850 — 950 1. 3a
Jla ce TI0jaBU MMOBTOPHO BO HEKOJIKY H3BOPH BO cpenHara Ha X Bek. Hekou o1 HUB
r0 KOPHCTAaT €IHOCTaBHO MOBTOPYBajku ctapu u3BopH (IIceBno-Cumeon), npyru
IIaK TO BMETHYBAaT BO CTapy M3BOPH BO KOM HE MOCToe (e1eH pakonuc Ha Yynara
Ha cB. [lumutpuja Comyncku (Vaticanus Graecus 797), a MOXKeOH HUCT € CITy4ajoT
U CO HajcTapuoT pakonuc Ha TeodumakroBara uctopuja (Vaticanus Graecus
977). Hanexy noBaxen ox HUB ¢ Koncrantun [lopduporenur koj ynorpeOysa
CknaBMHHMja TOBEKE MaTH 32 COBPEMEHH M MMHATH HAacTaHu BO De Administrando
imperio. EnuHcTBeHaTa pa3niuka € MECTOTO 3a KOoe ce yrmoTpeOyBa — HAMECTO
MakeioHrja ¥ TeHepaTHo Jy>)KHHOT bankaH Kako e Kaj MoCTapuTe U3BOpH, cera
ce ynotpeOyBa 3a IpOCTOPOT Ha HEKOTalIHaTa MpoBuHIIKja [lanManuja u 3a Tamy
HACEJICHUTE CIIOBEHCKH IJIEMHEba. Toa € rmocienHaTa akTyelnHa ynorpeda Ha
MIOMMOT 32 COBPEMEHHU HACTaHH.

[Monmot CkraBuHHja ce T0jaByBa BO YIITE TPU BU3AHTUCKH U3BOpH o7 12
BEK HO BEKE CO CMEHETa CMHUCIIA WIIM CaMo Kako aHaxpoHuzam. Kako aHaxpoHnzam
ro naorame kaj 'opru Kempen xoj eamoctaBro ro xormmpa Ilceno-Cumeon. Bo
JlekcukoHOT Ha 30Hapa ce MpaBU 00U 1a ce aKTyelIH3upa MOUMOT JaBajKu My
coceMa HOBO TOJIKYBAam-€ KO€ TO MOBP3yBa CO COBPEMEHA PEATHOCT - CO TIOUMOT
Byrapuja, onHocHO Teputopujara Ha OXpuackaTa apXuenuckonuja. TpeTHoT -
Etumonoruja Marsa, mokaxyBa jJieka TOMMOT I[EJIOCHO ja MMa H3TyOCHO CBOjaTa
OpWUTHHAJIHA CMUCJA M C€ KOPHCTH BO CTaTHjaTa Koja ro o0jacHyBa 300poT
,opama“, MoxkeOu oBp3yBajKku 1o co 300poT ,,pod™. [TocnenqauTe aBa MpuMepu
jacHO TMOKakKyBaar Jieka IIOMMOT ja IMa U3ry0eHO CBOjaTa CMHUCIIA BO TOA BpeMe.
Toa ce u mocneqHUTE MPUMEPH HA HErOBa yIOTpeda BO BU3AHTUCKUTE U3BOPH.

Basupajku ce Ha HalIpaBeHaTa aHAJIM3a Ce Jloara 0 3aKIy4YOK JIeKa MOUMOT
CknaBuHMja OMJI BO akTyesHa yrnoTpeba Bo BuzanTtuja Bo mpBara rmnojioBHHa Ha
XIX Bek 3a Jy:kHMOT nen Ha bankaHOT, a BO cpeauHaTa Ha CISAHUOT BEK — 3a
Jlanmanuja, HO HE U HaJIBOP OJ1 TOCOUEHHUTE EPUOIH.
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