Studia Ceranea 12, 2022, p. 465-489 ISSN: 2084-140X
https://doi.org/10.18778/2084-140X.12.16 e-ISSN: 2449-8378

E

coP

Member since 2018
JM13709

Nikolay Hrissimov (Veliko Tdrnovo)
\ https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9084-667X

SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT THE SLAVIC TRIBES THAT
PARTICIPATED IN THE ANTI-BULGARIAN UPRISINGS ALONG
THE MID-DANUBE IN THE FIRST DECADES OF THE 9™ CENTURY

Abstract. The article tries to answer three questions related to the tribes that came into conflict
with the Bulgarian state during its expansion to the west in the first third of the 9* century. And
the questions addressed in it are: 1. How many and which tribes were in conflict with the Bulgarian
state?; 2. When were the lands of the Timociani annexed by the Bulgarian state?; 3. Where were
the lands of the Abodriti-Praedenecenti and what caused the Bulgarian aggression towards them?
After a thorough review and criticism of the sources and research on the issues under considera-
tion, the following conclusions have been reached. From the beginning of the study of the problem
how many tribes participated in the unrest against the Bulgarian state, P. Safarik has the idea that
among the tribes in the narrative sources, can be found other tribes as well. Thus appear the tribes
of Bodri¢i (sounding, perhaps, like Krivichi), Ku¢ani (Guduskani), Branicevci and others. After
an assessment of the information in the Annales Regni Francorum, it turns out that the only tribes
recorded in the source that had a clash with the Bulgarian state in the period were the Timociani
and Abodriti-Praedenecenti. Since it is not directly related to the events that took place in 818, the
question of when the Timociani lands were annexed to the Bulgarian state is hardly touched by
the researchers. After research and exclusion of other possibilities, the thesis is defended that this
could have happened recently after the Bulgarian conquest of Serdica in 809. With the inclusion
of Serdica within the Bulgarian borders, Bulgaria controlled south of the Danube River not only the
Danube plain but also the territories lying along the Thessaloniki-Danube axis. From this point on,
the territories lying along this axis could be gradually taken over. Being further away from Byzan-
tium, the lands located north of Sredets are more easily assimilated. It is in these territories that the
Timociani fall. Given all the above, it can be assumed that it was after the capture and absorption
of Sredets that the Bulgarian State looked northwest, but still south of the Danube river, where the
Timociani lived. It seems that at this time an alliance was made with them, which turned out to be
not particularly lasting. About the habitation of the Abodriti-Praedenecenti tribe in the informa-
tion of 824, it is recorded that they lived in Danubian Dacia and were neighbours of the Bulgars.
On the question of where this Dacia is located, which in its description does not correspond to any
of the previously known Dacias, many hypotheses have been expressed, and in modern times most
researchers are of the opinion that the lands of the Abodriti-Praedenecenti were located along the
Left Bank of the river Danube, on the territory of modern Banat, i.e. east of the river Tisza. New
evidence has been added to the localization of these habitations. In this case, the following question
logically arises: provided that the Timociani lived on the Southern, Right Bank of the Danube, what
caused the unfriendly relations of the Bulgarian state to the Abodriti-Praedenecenti living on the
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other side of the Big River? Given the size of the Danube River, it is quite difficult to cross and to
transfer the fighting to the other bank of the Danube clearly should have had serious reasons. One
of the possible explanations for this could be the transfer of the Timociani to their territory, on their
way to the West, thus creating a casus belli for the Bulgars.

Keywords: Annales Regni Francorum, Frankish Empire, Bulgarian Empire, Timociani, Abodriti-
Praedenecenti, historical geography, struggle

he beginning of the 9™ century is a time of great importance for the two

emerging empires on the European continent. These are the Frankish and the
Bulgarian empires. Both at this moment are ruled by some of their strongest rul-
ers, who, among other things, founded new dynasties — Charlemagne (768-814)
and Krum (ca. 796-814) and, respectively, the Carolingian and Krum dynasties.
Despite their proximity (for common borders, at this point, we have no data), they
know about each other’, but there is no evidence of any tensions with each oth-
er. Rather, it can be argued that there is a mutually beneficial symbiosis between
the two in relation to the divided territory of the Avar Khaganate. Only a vague
report of a clash between the two states is given by the later Monachi Sangallensis®.
Despite the lack of evidence, it would be reasonable to suppose that the emergence
of occasional border disputes would have been inevitable, especially during the
period following the death of the two great rulers.

The bone of contention between the two empires would be the several Slavic
tribes living along the middle course of the Danube. The troubles for the Bulgarian
state with these tribes would begin in 818. This would lead to a local conflict with
the Frankish Empire, which would culminate in 827-829. It is some previously
overlooked or poorly understood aspects surrounding these tribes that this article
deals with. But first, for the sake of clarity, the known facts about these particular
tribes will be presented.

The most detailed account of these events is presented in the Annales Regni
Francorum (hereafter ARF)*. Its chronology of the events is as follows:

! For the Franks’ knowing of the Bulgars, see: Annales Laurissenses Minores, [in:] MGH, vol. I,
Hannoverae 1926, p. 122; Annales Regni Francorum inde ab A. 741. usque AD A. 829, [in:] MGH.SRG
(Separatim editi), Hannoverae 1895 (cetera: Annales Regni Francorum), p. 186. On the recognizing
of the Franks and their eastern policy by the Bulgars, see H. Xpucumos, Kakeo uyenu kan Kpym ¢ noo-
HOB8AB8AHEMO HA bozosopa om 716 200una?, Eno 25.2, 2017, p. 420-431.

2 Monachi Sangallensis, [in:] MGH.SS, vol. II, Hannoverae 1828, p. 744, 748.

* Annales Regni Francorum, p. 148-159, AD 818-822; Carolingian Chronicles. Royal Frankish Annals.
Nithard’s Histories, trans. B.B. WALTER, W. ScHOLZ, B. ROGERS, Ann Arbor 1972, p. 104-112.
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AD 818: In autumn®, in addition to all other envoys, those of [...] other peoples were also
there, that is, of Abodrites®, of Borna, duke of the Guduscani, and of the Timociani, who had
recently revolted against (separated from the alliance with) the Bulgars and come over (moved)
to our side [...]°.

AD 819: A second assembly convened in the month of July in the palace of Ingelheim with the
main issue discussed being the Ljudevit’s rebellion. He tried to push the neighbouring tribes
to war with the Franks by sending his envoys to them. The Timociani had broken with the
Bulgars and wished to come to the emperor’s side, submitting to his authority. But Ljudevit
blocked the move and with specious reasoning led them on to drop their plan and join his
perfidious revolt’.

AD 822: General assembly gathered in Frankfurt. There the emperor received embassies
and gifts. At this assembly he received embassies and presents from all the East Slavs, that is,
Abodrites, Sorbs, Wilzi, Bohemians, Moravians, and Praedenecenti, and from the Avars living
in Pannonia®.

AD 824: After arriving in Aachen and celebrating Christmas, the emperor is informed that
envoys from the ruler of Bulgaria are in Bavaria. He dispatched men to meet them and
told them to wait there until the right moment for the meeting came. The emperor also
received the envoys of the Abodriti who are commonly called Praedenecenti and live in Dacia
on the Danube as neighbors of the Bulgars, of whose arrival he had been informed. When they
complained about vicious (unfair) aggression by the Bulgars and asked for help against them,
he told them to go home and to return when the envoys of the Bulgars were to be received’.

In the following year 825, in the month of May, the Council of Aachen took place. The emperor
received the Bulgarian envoys, but the envoys of the Abodriti, called Praedenecenti, never came'.

This concludes the information about the tribes, a point of contention between
the two early medieval empires. Although the events of these years are also found
in other Frankish sources, those under consideration are not present in any other
source and must be reconstructed on the basis of the ARF alone. Given the official
nature of the ARF, it is safe to conclude that the account of events they describe
is reliable.

Considering the situation presented in the ARF and the events that had
occurred prior to the recording, several questions arise and will be answered here.
They are as follows:

* For the time when the envoys were received in the imperial court, see P. SopHOULIS, Byzantium
and Bulgaria, 775-831, Leiden-Boston 2012 [= ECEEMA, 16], p. 294.

* The English translation of Annales Regni Francorum, cited herein, uses the form Obodrites.

¢ Annales Regni Francorum, p. 149; Carolingian Chronicles..., p. 104. All citations of the Annales
Regni Francorum in English are according to the: Carolingian Chronicles... When the translation is
not exact, the text has been supplemented by the author (in parentheses).

7 Annales Regni Francorum, p. 150-151; Carolingian Chronicles..., p. 105.

8 Annales Regni Francorum, p. 159; Carolingian Chronicles..., p. 111-112.

° Annales Regni Francorum, p. 165-166; Carolingian Chronicles..., p. 116.

' Annales Regni Francorum, p. 167; Carolingian Chronicles..., p. 116.
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1. How many and which tribes were in conflict with the Bulgarian state?
2. When were the lands of the Timociani annexed by the Bulgarian state?

3. Where were the lands of the Abodriti-Praedenecenti and what caused the
Bulgarian aggression towards them?

%k sk sk

From the beginning of the in-depth study of the problem in the middle of the
19 century, after the pioneering research on the Slavic past by Pavel Safarik (1795~
1861), the hypothesis was put forward that as early as the beginning of the rup-
ture with the Bulgarian state (in 816, according to him) at least three Slavic tribes
(in his words — peoples) acted in favour of this collision. These are the Bodri¢i,
Kucani and Timocani". Leaving aside the wrong year in which the events actually
took place, it is striking that the Slavic tribes are very different from those attested
in the sources. All of them are considered to have broken away from the union
with the Bulgars. In this case, this can be seen in the light of the author’s acceptance
of the explanation qui nuper a Bulgarorum societate disciverant et at nostros fines
se contulerant as referring to and explaining the actions of the three tribes men-
tioned in the sentence'’. Given the lack of punctuation in medieval texts, this
error, considering the very early stage in which it was made, can be accepted
as “normal”. Along with this, however, we also observe something very charac-
teristic of the authors from the romantic movement of historical science, namely
the introduction into scholarly circulation of historical entities that do not exist
in the sources or at least not as they should be, according to the researchers of the
time. This is how the Slavic “peoples” of the Bodri¢i, Ku¢ani and Timocani appeared
to the world. This way all three tribal names become sufficiently similar to famil-
iar Slavic ones, i.e. it was considered normal that a Latin text does not convey the
Slavic words accurately and they need to be “adapted” back. Thus, the tribal names
Abodriti, Guduskani and Timocani found in the text were “adapted” to Bodrici
(sounding, perhaps, like Krivichi), Kuc¢ani and the unchanged, but, perhaps, the
main reason for the “adaptation” of the other two — Timoc¢ani. Given that Shafarik
is one of the leading pan-Slavists, and, after all, it is the first half of the 19" century,
such a “loose” interpretation of the names is easily understandable.

This trend of coining new tribes in the context of the events under consider-
ation continues, and then, through Shafarik’s writings, enters the historiographies
of the Slavic states. Thus, in the works of Spyridon Palauzov (1818-1872) they are
present in an identical form, just as Shafarik “identified” them earlier". Konstan-
tin Jirecek (1854-1918) writes that the tribes that broke away were the Timocani,

1 I1. ITaeaPrK, Crassnckue dpesrnocmu, vol. IT, pars 2, Mocksa 1847, p. 285-286.
12 Annales Regni Francorum, p. 149; Carolingian Chronicles..., p. 104.
3 C. I1anay3os, Bex 6oneapckozo yaps Cumeona, Cankr-IletepOypr 1852, p. 14.
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living in the territory of “modern Serbia”, and the Bodri¢i, living along the Tisza
River'. Franjo Racki (1828-1894), in his comments on the sources related to early
Croatian history, connects the Timociani and the Bodrici (Abodriti, Branicevci)
with the conflict with the Bulgars™. Konstantin Grot (1853-1934) also assumes
that among these tribes are the Bodri¢i and Praedenecenti, with most of their
population inhabiting the left bank of the Danube River, and a smaller part, under
the name Praedenecenti from Brandic (Prandic, Predenec), i.e. Slavic Branicevo,
inhabiting the right bank’s.

Marin Drinov (1838-1906) is the only one of the historians of that time who
delves into analysis and criticism of Shafarik’s already established conclusions.
After presenting the arguments of the classicist-Slavophile, these are labelled “ety-
mological guesswork” in relation to the tribe of Guduskani-Kucani - after the name
of the Serbian town of Kucevo and the Praedenecenti-Branicevci (respectively
from the name of the medieval town of Branicevo), and together with this it is
stated that such claims are refuted by direct historical evidence. That’s why Drinov
refers again to the primary sources of information about the tribes under consid-
eration - the ARF, where it is stated that the Praedenecenti lived 6 npunezasueii
k Hynar [axuii, i.e. in Dacia adjacent to the Danube (Et contermini Bulgaris
Daciam Danubio adiacantem incolunt)"’. According to him, here by Dacia is meant
“northern Dacia’, a point which is confirmed by another reference in the text of
the ARF, where the Praedenecenti are presented as being as immediate neighbours
of the northern Moravians (Orientalium Sclavorum, id est, Abotridorum, Sorabo-
rum, Wiltzorum, Boheimorum, Marvanorum, Praedenecentorum et in Pannonia
residentium Avarum legationes)'®. And as for the connection of the Guduskani with
the mountain Kucai and respectively the city of Kucevo near the river Mlava, it is
enough to say that their leader was Borna, duke of Dalmatian Croatia®.

Regardless of the aforementioned criticism, Shafarik’s ideas continued to be
popular during the 20" century, and this trend continued and even made its way
into some chrestomathic works. For example, the “father of Slavic archaeology”
Lubor Niederle (1865-1944) writes that the tribes in question are the Moravians,
Timociani, Abodriti and Branicevci, who, in turn, are part of the seven Slavic tribes
known from the events surrounding the creation of the Bulgarian state®. In the
work of Vasil Zlatarski (1866-1935), the tribes participating in the events were

" K. VIpevEK, Mcmopus 6oneap, Opnecca 1876, p. 179-180.

> Documenta Historiae Chroaticae Periodum Antiquam, ed. E RACK1, Zagrabiae 1877 [= MSHSM],
p. 321, 330; IDEM, Hrvatska prije XII vieka, Zagreb 1881, p. 51-52.

¢ K. I'rot, Mopasust u madvsipot ¢ nonosunvt IX 0o nauana X eexa, Caukr-Iletepbypr 1881,
p-9L,n. 1.

7" M. [IpuHOB, 3acenenue bankatckozo nonyocmposa cnassnamu, Mocksa 1873, p. 156, n. 83.

'8 Ibidem, p. 156, n. 84.

¥ Ibidem, p. 156.

% L. NIEDERLE, Slovanské staroZitnosti, vol. II, pars 1, Praha 1906, p. 415-421.
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the Timocani, and together with them were the Abodriti, who inhabited the left
bank of the river Danube up to the Tisza, and from the mouth of the Sava to
that of the Timok, while another group of them was known as Praedenecenti
or Branicevci, living on the right bank of the Danube River, in the area of the
Mlava River?'.

This line of thought would persist until the 1960s, when two consecutive stud-
ies by Vasil Gyuzelev clarified things regarding the tribes involved in these®.

In order to fully clarify the situation regarding how many and which tribes the
Bulgarian state is in conflict with, we need to return to the ARF. To make it clear, it
is necessary to trace in which year which tribes are mentioned as having a conflict
with the Bulgarian state. Here’s what the situation looks like:

In 818, the Abodriti, Borna, duke of the Guduscani, and the Timociani, who
had recently broken away from their alliance with the Bulgars and were head-
ing towards to Frankish borders, were admitted to the court of Louis the Pious
(814-840).

Given the mention of Abodriti and Timociani here together, in one phrase
(context), and the fact that a few years later the Abodriti-Praedenecenti would
be threatened by the Bulgarian state, it is logical to assume that from the beginning
the conflict was with these two tribes. When reasoning in this direction, it is com-
pletely normal to assume that the tribes listed in sequence broke away from the
union with the Bulgars and came to the Frankish borders, as was already accepted
in the studies of Shafarik and the subsequent researchers. But in order to deter-
mine whether this is actually so, an examination of several issues of philological
and ethnohistorical nature would be necessary.

First of all, as V. Gyuzelev points out, there is the problem of who is meant by
the final, inserted part of the sentence - all three of the afore mentioned tribes or
only the Timociani. For this, he rationally explains with philological arguments
that even the formal grammatical analysis of the sentence does not allow the

2! B.H. 3natarcku, Mcmopus na 6vnzapckama 0vpicasa npes cpedHume gexoge, vol. 1, pars 1, Enoxa
Ha xyHo-6vn2apckomo Haomousue, Codust 1918, p. 312.

22 See: B. T'03ENEB, Basapckusm zeozpag u HAKOU 86NPOCU HA Ob/2apckama UCmopus om nepea-
ma nonosuna Ha IX sex, TCY.OVI® 58.3, 1964/1965, p. 286-287; 1DEM, Bulgarisch-frankische Be-
ziehungen in den ersten Hilfte des IX. Jahrhunderts, BBg 2, 1966, p. 25-31. Nevertheless, in some
modern works, the Branicevci and similar tribes can still be encountered, as is the idea of a con-
nection between Borna and both the Guduskani and the Timociani. Another present “scenario” is
that the Timociani, Abodriti-Praedenecenti and Guduskani all broke away from the union with the
Bulgars. See e.g. . AHrenos, O6pasysane Ha 6vnzapckama Hapoonocm, Codust 1971, p. 246, 326;
I. GOLDSTEIN, Hrvatski rani srednji vijek, Zagreb 1995, p. 194, 295; T. JKukosus, JysHu Cnoseru
100 euzanmujckom énauhy (600-1025), Beorpag 2007, p. 192, n. 851. For the idea of connecting the
Guduskani and Timociani, see: H. GRACANIN, Guduskani/Guduscani — Gacani: promisljanja o etno-
nimu Gacani i horonimu Gacka u svjetlu ranosrednjovjekovnih narativa i suvremenih historiografskih
tumacenja, [in:] Gacka u srednjem vijeku. Zbornik radova, ed. IDEM, 7. HOLJEVAC, Zagreb-Otocac
2012, p. 55-56sqq.
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attribution of the phrase qui nuper a societate Bulgarorum desciverant et ad nostros
fines se contulerant to all three tribes. Also, if the said phrase refers to all three, then
the word “Timocianorum” in the main sentence would not be connected with the
conjunction “et”, but rather “Timocianorumque™.

Moreover, the Guduskani are well-known as part of the Dalmatian Croats and
never belonged to the Bulgarian group of Slavs, let alone derived from it at that
time?’. The same applies to Borna®. This is also evident from the ARF records for
the following years. In connection with this tribe and the older interpretations by
Shafarik and his followers, there are also examples in which his “etymological”
localization connected with the Kucai mountain and the city of Kucevo in modern
Eastern Serbia. It leads some researchers to the conclusion that Borna was a local
prince and to the creation of new legendary stories around him, with the ancient
city of Guduscum, located by the author at the fortress near Kucevo?, declared to
be the centre of his possessions. Such historical “interpretations” were challenged
almost immediately after their appearance by Stepan Antoljak”. In addition to
their incorrectness, in recent years, archaeological excavations have been carried
out at the site of the supposed ancient fortress of Guduscum, which unequivo-
cally show that there is no layer from the early Middle Ages or any finds from this
period at all*®. In summary, everything said so far about the Guduskani leads to
the conclusion that from the point of view of historical data, as well as on account
of the archaeological evidence, there is no possibility that they could be connected
with the Danube, in the area of Iron Gates (Djerdap).

Speaking of this year and the then-mentioned Abodriti, it is hardly possible to
claim that they are the same as those who came into conflict with Bulgaria in the
following years. Rather, these are the well-known northern Abodriti mentioned

# V. GJUZELEY, Bulgarisch-frankische..., p. 25. However, in later studies it was noticed that the Gu-
duskani and Timociani, in general, were placed under the command of Borna. See e.g. C.R. Bow-
Lus, Franks, Moravians, and Magyars. The Struggle for the Middle Danube, 788-907, Philadelphia
1995, p. 61; W. PoHL, The Avars. A Steppe Empire in Central Europe, 567-822, Ithaca-London 2018,
p. 318. In this case, such a hypothesis is somewhat justified, since this problem is far from the main
task of the authors.

* V. GJUuzELRY, Bulgarisch-frankische..., p. 25.

» See M. ANCIC, From Carolingian Official to Croatian Ruler — The Croats and the Carolingian Em-
pire in the First Half of the Ninth Century, HAM 3, 1997, p. 7-13; G. BILOGR1VIC, Borna, Dux Gudus-
canorum — Local Groups and Imperial Authority on the Carolingian Southeastern Frontier, HAM 25.1,
2019, p. 170-176; I. GOLDSTEIN, Hrvatski..., p. 159sqq.

* See S. PRVANOVIC, Ko je bio hrvatski knez Borna (Da li je poreklom iz Istocne Srbije), RIAZU 311.6,
1957, p. 301-310. Similar statements are also presented in P. KOMATINA, The Slavs of the Mid-Danube
Basin and the Bulgarian Expansion in the First Half of the 9" Century, 3PBV 47, 2010, p. 57, n. 6.

7 S. ANTOLJAK, Da li bi se jos nesto moglo re¢i o hrvatskim knezovima Borni i Ljudevitu Posavskom,
[30d.C 19, 1967, p. 130-132.

28 1. Illnexap, Kacoanmuuxa ocmasa azama ca aokazumema Bocumxosay, k00 Kyuesa, Vim 16,
2011, p. 25-58.
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in the ARF text, from 796 to 826, 32 times in total?®. To this conclusion leads
their mention first in the series of the three tribes listed therein, and that there
is no specification similar to what was used for them when they were mentioned
in 824, or when they appeared only with the additional part Praedenecenti, as in
822. Their reference in the phrase in question separated from the Timociani
(between them, after all, were the Guduskani headed by Borna) additionally shows
that their namesakes, involved in a conflict with the Bulgarian state a few years
later, are not described, but specified as Praedenecenti. Of course, the possibil-
ity cannot be excluded that at some earlier moment the Abodriti living along the
Middle Danube parted with the northern ones and moved to where we find them,
but such a study is far from the goals of the present work.

Continuing the reflections on the problems of the mentioned tribes and more
specifically a possible primary connection/closeness between the Guduskani and
the Timociani, special attention should be paid to their mention in the year 819.
In this year, describing the battle of Kulpa between Borna and Ljudevit, it is said
that the main reason for the defeat suffered by the former was that the Gudus-
kani deserted him on the battlefield®. At the same time, as already described,
the Timociani tribe, which, after breaking away from the alliance with the Bul-
gars, wanted to go over to the side of the emperor and place itself under his author-
ity, was misled by Ludevit and lured with false persuasions not to do so, that it aban-
doned its previous intentions and became his ally and helper. If the Timociani and
the Guduskani had something in common, they would not be mentioned in the
same context, the later betraying their leader, and the former breaking away from
their union with the Bulgars (they alone) and during their movement to the west
towards the lands of the Franks, joined their enemy Ljudevit.

The presented facts and their interpretation show that it was only the Timociani
that took part in the initial stage of the conflict between the Middle Danube Slavs
and the Bulgarian state. Along with this, from a historiographical point of view, it
should be mentioned that the tradition of connecting Guduskani and Timociani is
still alive in the scholarly circles of researchers from Yugoslavia and the countries
that inherited it after its breakup®'.

Further, in the year 822, during the Council of Frankfurt, the emperor received
embassies and gifts from all the Eastern Slavs, as here, in that year and in this con-
text, an embassy of the Praedenecenti is mentioned. In this specific case, it is clearly
visible that Abodriti and Praedenecenti are mentioned as separate tribes, i.e. sepa-
rate political entities located within the perimeter of influence/interests of the
Frankish Empire. And what is even more remarkable is that the two tribes can-
not be mixed/confused with each other because the Abodriti are at the beginning

¥ 1.BoBa, “Abodriti qui vulgo Praedenecentivocantur” or “Marvani Praedenecenti”?, Pbg 8.2,1984,p. 29.
% Annales Regni Francorum, p. 151; Carolingian Chronicles..., p. 106.
31 See e.g. K. FILIPEC, Donja Panonija od 9. do 11. Stoljeca, Sarajevo 2015, p. 102, n. 253.
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of the list and the Praedenecenti are at its end, i.e. there is no way to say that there
is a confusion on the part of the person who recorded the embassies.

Two years later, at the very end of 824, a Bulgarian delegation arrived in Bavaria
and was deliberately left waiting because at the same time envoys of the Abodriti
qui vulgo Praedenecenti vocantur arrived in Aachen. In this case, unlike two years
earlier, this tribe is now represented by its primary and qualifying name. This is
probably done intentionally, to make the point clear to the readers, who should not
confuse these Abodriti with the northern ones. In 822, this is unnecessary because
both tribes are mentioned. In this case, what we are interested in does not need
to be further clarified, because, apparently, it was sufficiently known even with its
complementary name.

The waiting of the Bulgarian delegation is obviously necessitated by the very
complicated situation that has arisen around the south-eastern borders of the
Frankish Empire. In this area, the Bulgarian state had begun “unjust, hostile”
actions against the Abodriti-Praedenecenti Slavic tribe that recently appeared in
the range of interests of Louis the Pious. It was for this reason that they asked for
help against their attackers.

The data from 822 introduced the Abodriti-Praedenecenti into the ARF and
the political circle of the Frankish Empire, and two years later this same tribe com-
plained in Aachen about its aggressive Bulgarian neighbours. In the years 822-824,
only this tribe is mentioned as having a conflict with the Bulgarian state.

Summarizing the information available in the ARF, cleared of the layers of
overinterpretations, it is obvious that there were not many small tribes that were
in conflict with the Bulgarian state during the short period under consideration.
Two tribes stood in the way of the expansion of the Bulgarian state to the west, or
at least this is what the Frankish sources mention, and, unfortunately, no Bulgar
accounts of these events survive. The Timociani seceded from their alliance with
the Bulgarian state in 818, and in 824 the Abodriti-Praedenecenti stood in the
way of the Bulgars to the west, i.e. there is reliable information about the conflict
of the Bulgarian state in those years with only two Slavic tribes.

k% sk

Since it is not directly related to the events that took place in 818, the question
regarding the date in which the lands of the Timociani were annexed by the Bul-
garian state is hardly discussed by the researchers. In cases where this is done, it
is in passing. This is how it happens with V. Zlatarski, who writes that this tribe
had already become part of the Bulgarian state during the reign of khan Tervel®.
As mentioned above, according to L. Niederle, the Timociani are part of the seven

32 B.H. 3natapcku, Mcmopus..., p. 312.
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Slavic tribes, i.e. they have been part of the state since its foundation®. In more
recent times, Petar Koledarov perceives the people of Timociani as guardians
of the Bulgarian western border outside its central territory since its creation™.
Panos Sophoulis thinks that it was one of the breakaway Avar Slavic tribes, fit-
ting into the description of “the surrounding Slavinia’, which was allied with khan
Krum against Byzantium, and khan Omurtag tried to incorporate it into the state’s
territories™.

In 2010, Predrag Komatina published a special article dealing with the prob-
lems surrounding these tribes. In it, he also addresses this issue in the context
of multiple issues important from the author’s point of view. In this case, he returns
to the old idea of L. Niederle, that the Timociani are part of the seven Slavic tribes
that formed the basis of the state created by Khan Asparuh®. New, greatly expand-
ed, arguments for this “classical” thesis have been adduced and deserve to be pre-
sented. The probable territory inhabited by the seven tribes is represented as cover-
ing the entire territory north of the Balkan Mountains, as far as the Iron Gates. This
is justified above all by the famous expression from one of the most difficult-to-
understand sentences in Theophanes the Confessor: kvplevodavtwv 8¢ adTOV Kal
TOV TOPAKEHEVWY ZKAAUIVOVY €0VvOV TAG Aeyouévag EMTa yeveds, ToVG pev XéPe-
pelg katokioav ano tig éunpobev kheoovpag, eig 8¢ ta mpog MeonuPpiav kai
Svowv maxig APapiag tag voloimovg EnTa yevedg VIO MakTov dvtag’, repeated
in an abbreviated form by patriarch Nicephorus®. Based on this information,
supplemented with the above-commented and presented data from the ARF, the
Serbian researcher tries to specify the possible territories inhabited by the Timo-
ciani. He thus accepts that these were the territories of the seven Slavic tribes - to
the south reaching the Balkan Mountains, and in the west — bordering the Avars®.
In this case, he defines the territories of the seven Slavic tribes as located north
of the Danube River, west of those of the Bulgars and north of the Balkan Moun-
tains. To the west, they border the Avars. On this occasion, the author assumes
that the territories of these tribes hardly extended to the west of the Homolje
Mountains in the valley of the Morava River, ending at the Iron Gates®. The question
of where the territories under direct Bulgarian control were located, was left aside
from the main topic of discussion, but it was presumptively accepted that these

# L. NIEDERLE, Slovanské..., p. 415-421.

3 I1. Konenapros, Honumuuecka zeoepadust Ha cpedHosekosHama 6vneapcka 0spicasa, vol. I, Om
681 90 1018 2., Coms 1979, p. 25.

* P. SopHOULIS, Byzantium and Bulgaria..., p. 294.

% P. KOMATINA, The Slavs..., p. 55-82.

7 Theophanis Chronographia, ed. C. DE BOOR, Lipsiae 1883 (cetera: THEOPHANES), p. 359.

* Nicephori Patriarchae Constantinopolitani Breviarium Historicum, trans. et comm. C. MANGoO,
Washington 1990 [= CFHB, 13; DOT] (cetera: NICEPHORUS), p. 90-91.

¥ P. KOMATINA, The Slavs..., p. 60.

Y Ibidem, p. 61.
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were the lands west of the Iskar River*. The lands of the seven Slavic tribes marked
in this way also include the river Timok, i.e. it is accepted that the Timociani are
part of the seven Slavic tribes already mentioned by Theophanes the Confessor
and Patriarch Nicephorus. The author then draws attention to the term societas
or Bulgarorum societas mentioned twice in the ARF. For its part, it is compared
with the well-known and differently interpreted, word combination at the end
of the above-mentioned expression from the chronicle of Theophanes the Con-
fessor — OO TakTOV dVvTaG, referring to the seven tribes*. This word combination
is deemed equal to the much more common expression ovppayia in Theophanes,
which in turn is equated in meaning to the Latin societas, meaning an alliance®.
The author concludes that when the ARF’s geographical and political definitions
of the Timociani are compared with the same definitions given by the Byzantine
sources for the seven Slavic tribes, they largely overlap, leading to the conclusion
that the Timociani are one of these seven tribes*.

In recent years, this thesis has been adopted by researchers from the Western
Balkans®.

Regardless of this perception in scholarly circles, several things are striking about
the presented thesis. First of all — those two types of sources are “synchronized”,
completely different both in origin and time they describe — Byzantine, talking
about events from the last quarter of the 7 century, and, accordingly, Latin (Frank-
ish) from the first quarter of the 9" century, with only the latter being contemporary
to the events discussed here. Moreover, presented in this way, the solution to the
problem seems over-simplistic. Given the above, the stated reasons of Pr. Komatina
on the identification of the Timociani as part of the seven Slavic tribes and, accord-
ingly, establishing their relations with the Bulgars as early as the beginning of
the Bulgarian state on the Lower Danube seems to need further elaboration.

First of all, attention should be paid to the fact that neither in the older archaeo-
logical studies on the core territory of the early medieval Bulgarian state (Dobrud-
ja, North-Eastern Bulgaria, the Wallachian Plain) nor the modern ones, is there
a tendency to determine separate territories for the Slavs and the Bulgars. Every-
where in the mentioned regions, the discovered early medieval necropolises are bi-
ritual, with burials associated with the (Proto) Bulgarians, and some of the crema-
tions with the Slavs*. Therefore, the material unequivocally shows the absence of

4 Ibidem, p. 61 and note 22 with reference to V. Zlatarski and and the presence of ramparts in this
region. See B.H. 3narapcku, Mcmopus..., p. 152.

2 P. KOMATINA, The Slavs..., p. 62.

¥ Ibidem, p. 62-63.

4 Ibidem, p. 63.

* See e.g. I1. IIINEXAP, Llenmpanuu bankan 00 7. 0o 11. sexa. Apxeonowixka ceedouancmea, beorpap
2017, p. 233.

‘¢ For the older studies, see XK. BexxaroBa, Crassu u npabereapu no danu om expononume om V-XI .
Ha mepumopusma Ha beneapus, Codus 1976; I.VI. Qumutros, IIpabeneapume no CesepHomo
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“separate” Slavic and properly Bulgarian parts within the state. Nothing speaks
of its possible federative nature, and hence separate territories of the seven Slav-
ic tribes, and that, in their context, also the territories of the Timociani should
be sought.

Archaeological research is also important for clarifying several other questions
related to specifying the territory of the early medieval Bulgarian state and, accord-
ingly, the relationship of the Timociani tribe with it. First of all, the archaeological
researches on the territory of the Danubian plain show the presence of a popula-
tion westwards approximately to the river Iskar. More precisely, this refers to the
territories in the area of the three successive ramparts with a front to the west, sep-
arated from each other by about 30-40 km and located west of the river — Ostro-
vsky, Hayredinsky and Lomsky*. According to some researchers, their appear-
ance varies between the end of the 7% to the beginning of the 9" century, and they
are associated, in the first case, with the beginning of the Bulgarian state, and in the
second — with the Bulgarian expansion to the west by the khans Krum and Omur-
tag®. Evidence from recent archaeological surveys and C,, samples indicate likely
dates for the construction of the Ostrovsky rampart between 767 and 900, and
within this broad time range, three narrower phases emerge, such as the strati-
graphic correlation with the pottery found at the bottom of the moat, gives priority
to the dates 802-845 or 853-885". Archaeological data from the surrounding early
medieval necropolises also show that the population here appeared no earlier than
the middle of the 8" - the beginning of the 9" century®. This indirectly allows the
dating of the ramparts to the beginning of the 9" century. P. Koledarov suggests
that these ramparts mark the inner territory of the early medieval Bulgarian state™
and that such a central core of the state was formed after the beginning of the
Bulgarian expansion in the 9" century®. To the west of these territories, there is
almost no data for the time before the 9" century. The largest early medieval centre

u 3anadnomo Yepromopue, Bapra 1987, p. 183-260. For an up-to-date, summarizing study, covering
and commenting on the necropolises on both banks of the Lower Danube, see: U. FIEDLER, Studien
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without reservations. See JI. [lTon4eBA-IIETKOBA, K. ArtocTonos, B. PyceBa, ITIpabencapckusim He-
kponon npu banuuk, Codus 2016.
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located west of the ramparts, but on the territory of modern Bulgaria - medieval
Vidin, was archaeologically attested again only in the 9" century®. The situation
is the same with the appearance of population in the territories located west of the
modern Bulgarian-Serbian border to the modern Serbian capital of Belgrade™.
P. Spehar connects the early medieval settlements of this period, located in the
area of the Timok River — Gamzigrad (Felix Romuliana) and Acvae, precisely with
those of the Timociani®.

Regarding what was written by Theophanes the Confessor, that to the west the
Bulgarian state, respectively the seven Slavic tribes, bordered with the territory
of the Avar Khaganate, clarifying the problem against data from archaeology could
be of use. In this case, it is clearly seen that there are no contact points between
the culture of the Avar Khaganate in its late period (after 680) and that of the
First Bulgarian Empire. The closest Late Avar necropolises and single graves to
the Bulgarian lands are more than 100 km from the modern Bulgarian territories®.
Furthermore, the mapping of necropolises and settlements from the Late Avar
period shows minimal presence along the right (southern) bank of the Danube.
On the right bank, west and north of the Wallachian plain are the Carpathians,
which serve as a wide, natural barrier between the two countries. Beyond the Car-
pathians, a greater Avar concentration is found on the territory of Transylvania,
while on that of Banat, the Avar presence is minimal. All this shows that there are
no direct points of contact between the territories of the Avar Khaganate and the
Bulgarian state, but rather an unpopulated buffer territory, as the Bulgarian lands
of this period are described by Arab travellers.

If we return to the text of Theophanes the Confessor and look for specific
geographic details in it, i.e. to assume that its geographical markers are accurate,
it must be borne in mind that even at a later time this kind of knowledge may
be called abstract rather than concrete. It is enough just to pay attention to the

> B. Bbios, “baba Buda“ - samovk Ha énademenume Ha cpedHosekosHus Boun, [in:] CpednosexosHu-
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Archaeology, ed. V. BIKIC, Belgrade 2016, p. 91-99 and specially fig. 49.
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ed. V. TTonosus, beorpap 2010, p. 201-212.
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“geographical” excurses in the works of Emperor Constantine VII the Porphy-
rogenitus®”’. Another geographical note should be made here, namely that from
the point of view of modern researchers and the delineation of the western borders
of the early medieval Bulgarian state, no one has gone so far as to place the bor-
ders so far to the west — all the way to the Iron Gates, as this was done by Pr. Koma-
tina, with the idea that the Timociani are part of the seven Slavic tribes, and even
that the Abodriti-Praedenecenti are also part of them?!*®

To all these factors showing the impossibility of identifying the Timochiani
as one of the seven Slavic tribes, one may add that the expression seven (Slavic)
tribes is only one of the possible translations from the passage of Theophanes the
Confessor. Even more than 60 years ago, attention was paid to the possibility that
the expression could also be translated as the seven genera® — a name that is com-
pletely appropriate for a tribe. In that case, would it be possible to look for such
a large territorial extent of the areas inhabited by such a tribe?

We must turn our attention to the other “detail” found in the sources by
Pr. Komatina that gave him the grounds to “synchronize” the text of Theophanes
the Confessor and that of the ARF. This is the identification of societas in the
ARF with 6 maktov 6vtag in Theophanes the Confessor, which in turn is identi-
fied with ovppayia, which he elucidates well on etymological basis. However, if we
go outside the context of the words and see what happened in the early years of the
existence of the Bulgarian state and especially during the period of crisis in it,
one can judge best the relations between Bulgars and Slavs. The very fact of the
absence of further mention of the seven (Slavic) tribes in the sources can only lead
us to think in the direction that they were an indisputable part of the state and
the search for them could only be biased. To a large extent, this also applies to the
other Slavic tribe mentioned by Theophanes in connection with the creation of
the Bulgarian state — the Severi. They are mentioned only once in Theophanes
after the events of 680. This happened in 764 when Emperor Constantine V
Kopronimos sent people to Bulgaria in secrecy and captured the prince of the
Severi, Slavun, who, as Theophanes informs us, had done many evils in Thrace®.
For the second time, we see the Severi acting together with the Bulgars, and also
living in Bulgaria. Even in these difficult moments for the Bulgarian state, the
Prince of the Severi acts in defence of the state.

Regarding the Slavs themselves, without being identified tribally, they are men-
tioned several times from the creation of the Bulgarian state until the beginning
of the 9" century. Thus, during emperor Justinian II's campaign to reclaim the

7 H. WoLFRAM, The Image of Central Europe in Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus, [in:] Constantine VII.
Porphyrogenitus and his Age, ed. A. MARKOPOULOS, Athens 1989, p. 5-14.
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throne, headed by the Bulgarian ruler Tervel, in addition to Bulgarians, Slavs are
also mentioned as taking part in it®. The situation is more complicated in the peri-
od of the crisis itself when it is said that Slavs fled to the Byzantines, but at the same
time, they acted as allies of khan Telets®. In these years of internal instability, Slavs
could be seen fleeing the state as well as fighting for it. However, when describing
the battle that took place, in the context of the defeated troops of Telets, only Bul-
gars are mentioned everywhere®.

With all the presented historical and archaeological facts, it is evident that
the relations between Slavs and Bulgars have been stable enough since the time
of the establishment of the Bulgarian state, and during the crisis in the middle of
the 8" century they were strengthened even further, as the Slavs, in some cases,
were the main supporters of statehood. Given what has been said, it can be as-
sumed that the Timociani and their lands were recently annexed to the Bulgarian
state. Their actions, compared to those of the Slavic tribes that took part in the
creation of the state, show the immaturity of relations — they show a “immature”
union. This points to the idea that this union was born out in times not so distant
from these events, and thus comes close to P. Sophoulis’ proposition presented
above. It should not be forgotten that similar actions of annexing other Slavic
tribes were carried out before, even immediately after the state emerged from its
period of internal political instability. Such, for example, was the case of 774, when
a 12,000 strong Bulgarian army went to capture the inhabitants of Verzitia and
resettle them in Bulgaria®. This shows the interest of the Bulgarian state in the
Thessaloniki - Middle Danube axis even before the victorious actions of the Khans
Krum and Omurtag, i.e. the idea of incorporating the Slavic tribes living on the
Balkan Peninsula is earlier than the beginning of the 9" century, when we see
it in the process of realization. It was on this axis — along the Timok River - that
the Timociani tribe lived. This is also the reason for the Bulgarian state’s interest
in their territories. To control and rule the lands along this axis you need to hold
Serdica. This city, because of its central location, is the key for controlling the Bal-
kans. The possession of the city ensures possession of a large part of the peninsula.

It was because of Serdica that the war between Byzantium and Bulgaria, which
would eventually lead to the death of Emperor Nicephorus I Genicus (802-811),
began. During the reign of this emperor, Peter Charanis notes that Byzantium be-
came active in recapturing its territories in the province of Hellas from the
Slavs®. In recent years, Panos Sophoulis has shown that these actions of the ambi-
tious emperor on the territory of the Balkans were not something isolated, but
was part of a program to reconquer the Byzantine territories in this region. It has
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been described in detail how the military actions and campaigns of the Byzantines
on the territory of Thrace and Macedonia began as early as 808. This is indirectly
attested in two letters from Theodore the Studite. In these letters, he had previ-
ously written to the emperor asking for an audience and stated that Nicephorus
had gone on a campaign with his son Staurakius. It is almost certain that this cam-
paign was in the Balkans, as the emperor is not known to have personally led an
army eastward after 806%. The gradual Byzantine expansion into western Thrace
continued after that. At the end of 808, a Byzantine expeditionary force operated
in the area of the Struma River. And in this case, Theophanes omits information
that would be essential for understanding the strategic goals and movements of the
Byzantines. He only reports that while the army was receiving its pay, the Bulgars
suddenly attacked it, killing many soldiers and officers, including the strategoi, and
confiscating the pay (about 1,100 pounds of gold) along with the army’s supply
train®. P. Sophoulis suggests that the main purpose of this army was to keep the
pressure on the local Slavs, as well as to build or repair fortifications located strate-
gically along the river®. In this case, the author concludes that, given the informa-
tion provided by Theophanes, it seems that this Bulgarian attack was surprising but
it cannot be known whether further military actions between the two sides contin-
ued. Taking into consideration one of the Early Bulgarian triumphal inscriptions,
describing a battle at Serres and the city’s proximity to the Struma River, it has long
been assumed that the battle in question was meant there”. Along with this, it was
pointed out that, shortly before the battle, in addition to dealing with the Slavs,
the emperor may have been looking for opportunities to retrieve Serdica’. Krum
captured the city from the Byzantines before the Easter holidays of the following
year 80972, and although Theophanes does not explain when it was captured by
the troops of Nicephorus, it probably happened before March™. An intense Byz-
antine year with all these events, which took place in quick succession, indirectly
indicates military activity on the Bulgarian and Byzantine sides along the Struma
River. In this case, it is quite possible that the capture of Serdica is connected with
these events, and that the defeat of the Byzantine army along the Struma is part
of these actions™. As further proof in this direction serves the fact that the upper
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course of the Struma River is about 30 km from Serdica, and Serres is almost at the
same distance from the river. Due to the presence of more than 6,000 Byzantine
troops in Serdica, it can be assumed that it was the result of some military actions
in the area on the part of Byzantium, and in no case can this large number be
taken for a city garrison, as is often done”. This army is hardly staying in Serdica
by chance. First of all, the city was strategically important - whoever controlled
it, controlled the main communication and military routes into the Balkans, and
hence the peninsula itself. Control over this city predetermined many things in the
future relations between Bulgaria and Byzantium. From the position of Byzantium,
the possession of Serdica opened the way to the Central and Western Balkans and,
above all allowed it to intervene in the partition of the collapsing Avar state. Along
with that, the possession of these territories would allow Byzantium to act on the
rear of the Bulgarian state. From the Bulgarian point of view, the possession of Ser-
dica would secure the western border of the state and open the way for expansion
along the Thessaloniki-Danube axis, and from there to the north and northwest
- to Central Europe. Its importance is well recognized on both sides. From the
Bulgarian side, this can be seen from the actions along the Struma and the capture
of Serdica. On the Byzantine side, the Bulgarian actions, perhaps surprising for
Byzantium, received their response with an immediate march of the emperor to
Serdica, but as Theophanes says in this case — Nikephoros pretended to be going on
campaign against him on Tuesday of the Saviour’s Passion week, but did not achieve
anything worthy of mention’. Obviously, this is not quite the case, because Theo-
phanes’ text unequivocally speaks of the fact that the emperor went on a campaign
against the Bulgars. On his way, he met the military commanders who escaped
the massacre at Serdica, to whom he did not offer immunity, and as a result, they
fled to Krum. Apparently, Nicephorus at that time had already gone against the
Bulgars or in the direction of Serdica, because, as Theophanes writes, Nikephoros
tried to convince the Imperial City by means of sworn sacrae that he had celebrated
the feast of Easter in the court of Kroummos”. I.e. at the same time when the events
described in Serdica took place, a Byzantine army led by the emperor himself has
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already set off in the same direction but came late - on the way he meets only
the few officers (and soldiers) who survived the massacre. Because of his failure
to help Serdica, the emperor proclaimed that he had celebrated Easter in Krum’s
aule. It seems that this march of Nicephorus was the reason why Krum only took
Serdica and destroyed its walls, but immediately afterwards withdrew. Some time
ago PL. Pavlov proposed that the events that took place in Bulgaria in 811 should
be called the war for Serdica’, but given the analysed information presented by the
author, it can be argued that this war began as early as 809, and its finale would
be placed two years later with the defeat of the Byzantine army and the death of
the emperor, as well as the final incorporation of Serdica in the territories of the
Bulgarian state.

With the inclusion of Serdica in the Bulgarian territory, Bulgaria now controlled
not only the Danubian Plain but also the territories lying along the Thessaloniki-
Danube axis south of the Danube River. From the Danube, descending along
the course of the Morava River, the Avar raids traditionally went in the direction
of Thessaloniki”. Serdica from that moment on would become Sredets, because of
the central position it held in the Bulgarian territories. Subsequently, the territories
lying along this axis can be gradually claimed. Being more distant from Byzan-
tium, the lands north of Sredets were more easily occupied. It is in these territories
that the lands of the Timociani also fall. Given all that has been stated, it can be
assumed that it was after the capture and incorporation of Sredets that the Bulgar-
ian state turned its gaze to the northwest, but south of the Danube River, where the
Timociani inhabited. Apparently, it was at that moment that the alliance with them
was concluded - an alliance which turned out to be short-lived.

In this case, a bad chance for this young, immature union turns out to be the
situation in the central Danube basin, where at this very moment a “stir” among
the Slavic tribes living there began as a result of the attacks on the Avar Khaganate
by the Franks and Bulgarians, which led to the disintegration of the Khaganate and
the centrifugal forces caused by it.

& %k 3k

The ARF introduces the Timociani and Abodriti-Praedenecenti at different times
and in different contexts, which suggests different reasons for their inclusion. Given
the mention of both tribes in connection with their confrontation with the Bulgar-
ian state, there can be no doubt about the context in which they appear, although
other reasons for this can also be sought. Along with this, the chronology of events
leaves no doubt that these are two separate, successive conflicts, and on this basis,
it can be argued that they have different roots. In view of what has been said, it is

78 II. I1aBnOB, Cepouka-Cpedey-Copus. .., p. 273-281.
7 P. KOMATINA, The Slavs..., p. 61.
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of great importance to determine where the lands of the Abodriti-Praedenecenti
were situated and what caused the Bulgarian aggression toward them.

Regarding the settlements of the Abodriti-Praedenecenti, in the report of the
year 824 in the ARF it is recorded that they lived in Danubian Dacia (Daciam
Danubio adjacentem incolunt). On the question of where this Dacia is located
(the description provided by the text does not correspond to any of the previ-
ously known Dacias), many hypotheses have been put forward. In the early years
of research into the problem, it was assumed that this tribe lived mainly on the
left bank of the Danube, and a small part under the name Branicevtsi (praedene-
centi) lived on the other right or southern bank®. In modern times, the major-
ity of researchers believe that the lands of the Abodriti-Praedenecenti were located
on the left bank of the Danube River, on the territory of modern Banat, i.e. east
of the Tisza river®'. Along with this, some authors believe that the tribe controlled
the territories in their old locations — around the mouth of the Morava River®.
With such unanimity of opinions, it might be hard to refute the thesis that the
Abodriti-Praedenecenti lived in a place different from the generally accepted one,
i.e. on the territory of the modern geographical area of Banat.

This location is confirmed by the sequence of enumeration of the legations
in 822, where they are represented from north to south and the Praedenecenti
are placed south of the Moravians (Great Moravians), adjacent to the Avars®.
If the Osterabtrezi tribe can be connected with the Abodriti-Praedenecenti, then,
regardless of the fact that it is not subject to exact localization, it certainly lived
north of the Danube river, as the official name of the Bavarian geographer suggests
(Descriptio Civitatum et Regionum ad Septetriionalem Plagam Dunabii)®*.

8 See the first part of the article.

81 B. T103ENEB, Basapckuam..., p. 287; IDEM, Bulgarisch-frankische..., p. 29; I1. Kongnapros, Ionu-
muuecka. .., p. 35; S. BREZEANU, “La Bulgarie d’au — dela de T'Ister” a la lumiére des sources écrites,
EB 20.4, 1984, p. 123; . HERRMANN, Bulgaren, Obodriten, Franken und der Bayrische Geograph,
[in:] Céoprux 6 uecm na axaod. Jumumaop Aneenos, ed. V. VELKOV, Codust 1994, p. 44; V. Boxn-
108, B. T103E1EB, Mcmopus..., p. 151; 1. BONA, From Dacia to Erddelve: Transylvania in the Period
of the Great Migrations (271-896), [in:] History of Transylvania, vol. I, From the Beginnings to 1606,
ed. L. MAKKAL A. Mécsy, New York 2001, p. 264-265; A. MADGEARU, Transylvania and the Bul-
garian Expansion in the 9" and 10" Centuries, AMN 39/40.2, 2002/2003, p. 43; P. GEORGIEV, The
Abodriti-Praedenecenti between the Tisza and the Danube in the 9" Century, [in:] Avars, Bulgars
and Magyars on the Middle and Lower Danube, ed. L. DONCHEVA-PETKOVA, C. BALOGH, A. TURK,
Sofia-Piliscsaba 2014, p. 109. The same in Bulgarian language: IT. TEopruEeB, A6odpumume-npede-
Heyenmu om mexcoypeuuemo Ha Tuca u JJynae npes IX sex, TCY.HLICBIIN]I 97 (16), 2011, p. 48-49;
P. SopHOULIS, Byzantium and Bulgaria..., p. 295. Best justification of the thesis in P. KOMATINA, The
Slavs..., p. 69-74, but again with the assumption that the Abodriti-Praedenecenti were one of
the seven (Slavic) tribes.

82 K. FILIPEC, Donja Panonija..., p. 114.

8 P. KOMATINA, The Slavs..., p. 68.

8 B. T103E/EB, basapckuam..., p. 286.
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If this is so, the following question naturally arises: on the condition that the
Timochiani live on the southern, right bank of the Danube, what caused the un-
friendly relations of the Bulgarian state towards the Abodriti-Praedenecenti inhab-
iting the other bank of the great river?

Given the size of the Danube River, it is quite difficult to cross it, and there
must have been serious reasons for transferring the hostilities to its other bank.
What could these reasons be? To understand what happened, we have to return
again to the events that took place in this region in the first decades of the 9™ cen-
tury, which are described in the ARF. In the most dramatic year for the Abodri-
ti-Praedenecenti - 824, during which we also get the most detailed information
about them, we learn that the Bulgarian state started unfair aggression, from the
point of view of the tribe in question, and also that they are neighbours of the Bul-
gars, i.e. inhabit territories bordering theirs.

Before the capture of the eastern territories of the Avar Khaganate by the Bul-
gars, the Abodriti-Praedenecenti could not have had a common border with the
Bulgarian state. The Bulgarian territories are beyond the Carpathians, in the Wal-
lachian plain, and remain far from the lands of this Slavic tribe. The situation
changed after the capture of the Avar territories during Krum’s wars beyond the
Carpathians, when the Avar territories in Transylvania and to the left bank of
the Tisza were captured®. In the territories of Banat, Late Avar findings are rela-
tively rare, and it can be assumed that these lands during this period were not
dominated by the Khaganate® but were inhabited primarily by Slavic tribes.

Nevertheless, being neighbour with someone hardly gives you a proper casus
belli. The reason for these “unfair aggression” may be related to the events arising
from the struggle for the Avar succession and the events that took place a little
earlier on the other side of the Danube.

Returning to the earlier events on the Bulgarian western border - the secession
of the Timociani from the union and their withdrawal to the west towards the
Franks in 818 - it is noticeable that they did not move much further west. In
the following year, they joined one of the two warring Croatian armies and par-
ticipated in the military actions under the command of Ljudevit. Determining the
location of the settlements of the Timociani after the retreat from their original
lands can be made possible on the basis of what we know about the lands con-
trolled by Ljudevit and the spread of his rebellion in 819¥. After this adventure

% For this, see lastly H. Xprcnmos, 3emume na ITepsomo 6vneapcko yapcmeo npes IX eex Ha cesep
u 3anad om Kapnamume — 6escnopro u cnopro, [in:] Mmnepuu u umnepcko nacrnedcmeo Ha banka-
nume. Coéoprux 6 uecm Ha 70-eo0uminunama ua npog. loomun Cnacos, vol. I, Aumuurocm u cpeo-
Hosekosue, ed. [I.B. MumunTroB et al., [Tnosaus 2019, p. 51-91.

8 Archdologische Denkmdler der Awarenzeit in Mitteleuropa, vol. I1..., karte 4.

8 Perhaps in this connection, I. Bona places the Timociani in the gap between the Sava and the
Danube - I. BONA, A Kdrpdt-medence a IX. Szdazadban: a bolgarok, [in:] Magyarorszdg torténete. El6z-
mények és magyar torténet 1242-ig, ed. G. SZEKELY, A.G. SZERK, A. BARTHA, Budapest 1984, p. 26.
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of theirs, they are no longer mentioned. In order to reach their new territories
in the Frankish Empire, the Timociani had two possible paths. One was through
the then-troubled lands of the Croats, and the other, to the north across the Dan-
ube and through the lands of the Abodriti-Praedenecenti (map 1).
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Map 1. The Frankish lands and their Eastern borders (according: Imperial Spheres and
the Adriatic. Byzantium, the Carolingians and the Treaty of Aachen (812), ed. M. ANCIC,
J. SHEPARD, T. VEDRIS, London-New York 2018).
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In the meantime, as a result of the retreat of the Timochiani to the west, the
Bulgarian offensive penetrated deep along the middle course of the Danube, there-
by annexing this territory to the Bulgarian state. The appearance of early medi-
eval Belgrade dates back to this time®*, and it is entirely possible that it was also
the base of the Bulgarian fleet, which would later intervene in the course of the
campaigns of the Bulgarian army¥. Along with this, the lands of modern Banat,
i.e. the lands of the Abodriti-Praedenecenti, are pressed from the north, east and
south by Bulgarian territories, while to the west, they are bordered by the ter-
ritories of the Frankish Empire. In this context, it seems quite reasonable for the

After I. Bona, a whole series of publications follow this tradition — See: J. SZENTPETERI, Térképlapok
a 9. szdzadi Kdrpdt-medencérdl, [in:] Az Alfold a 9. szdzadban, vol. 11, ed. M. TAKAcs, Szeged 2017,
p. 12-16.

8 M. JAHKOBI'R, beoepad u wezosa oxonuxa 00 IX do XI eexa, ITB 52, 2005, p. 95-103.

¥ Annales Regni Francorum, p. 173; Carolingian Chronicles..., p. 122.
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Abodriti-Praedenecenti to accept the Bulgarian actions as “unfair aggression” It is
entirely possible that the Timociani also chose the route west through their lands,
thus creating a casus belli for the Bulgarians to get militarily involved against them,
but this remains only in the realm of conjecture.

& %k ok

For a long time historians have been speculating regarding the tribes with which
the Bulgarian state was in conflict in their western borders during the first decades
of the 9™ century. This is largely due to the authority exerted by some researchers
— founders of local schools -, whose influence, in some cases, continues to impact
scholarship up to this day. The tribes of the Timociani and the Abodriti-Praedene-
centi appear separately and in different contexts in the only source that speaks
about them, the ARF. Based on this, it can be argued that their conflict with the
Bulgarian state began at different times and, subsequently, had different roots. For
a short time, following the capture of Serdica by Krum (before the Easter holidays
of 809), the Timociani were allies of the Bulgarian state, but then opted to side with
the Franks. This marks the beginning of the Bulgarian expansion to the west, south
of the Danube. During the course of the conquest, the Bulgars would also encoun-
ter the Abodriti-Praedenecenti, whose lands were surrounded on three sides by
the Bulgarian state. As a result of this conflict, the Bulgars and the Franks entered
into direct diplomatic relations with each other for the very first time.
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