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Abstract: The paper addresses the relationship between the Byzantine emperors and
Croatia and its position in the context of the Byzantine re-occupation of the Balkan
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of the 11" century.
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Ancmpakm: Pan ce 6aBu ogHOCOM nM3Mel)y BH3aHTHjCKUX IapeBa U XpBaTCKe U
ICHIM MECTOM Yy KOHTEKCTY BU3aHTH]jCKe peoKymanuje barkanckor momryoctpsa y aBa
HaBpaTta: kpajeM X (971) u mouerkom XI Beka (1018). Takohe ce pasmatpajy o3Hake
BH3AHTHJCKOT IOCTOjaHCTBAa JOJEJbEHE XPBATCKUM Biamapuma JlpkucimaBy u
Kpemmmupy u cyrepume ce MOryhHOCT mocTojama HEMOCPEIHE IapCKe BIACTH Y
XpBarckoj y apyroj uerBpTuHu X Beka.

Kuwyune peuu: JoBan 1 Lmmuckuje, Bacummje I, Hpxkwucnas, Kpemmmup,
BuzanTujcko napctBo, XpBarcka, Toma ApxulakoH, maTpukyuje, BU3aHTHjCKa yIpaBa

After centuries of barbarian presence, Byzantine emperors managed twice,
in the second half of the 10" and the first decades of the 11" century, to
reoccupy the northern parts of the Balkan Peninsula and reinstate that area into
the borders of the Byzantine Empire, to which it had once belonged. That was
first achieved by John I Tzimiskes (969—976) following the destruction of the
Bulgarian Empire in 971 and again by Basil I1 (976-1025), after he finally put
down the Bulgarian uprising in 1018. In both cases, the territories of the
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conquered Bulgarian lands and Serbia found themselves under direct imperial
rule and were incorporated into the Byzantine administrative system by
establishing military-administrative units, which will be discussed further
below. The topic of this contribution is the place that was in those circumstances
on both occasions assigned to Croatia, geographically the farthest from
Constantinople but ideologically no less important part of the peninsula, which,
like the spaces of Bulgaria and Serbia, was seen as a territory that essentially
belonged to the Roman Empire and to which it had inalienable rights.!

In a decisive war against the Russians (969-971), the Byzantine emperor John
I Tzimiskes managed to conquer Bulgaria and destroy the Bulgarian Empire in
971.2 In the continuation of that campaign, the Serbian lands, too, are now
believed to have come under the direct imperial rule. The territory of the former
Bulgarian Empire was split into a range of imperial military-administrative
units,’ and a katepanate was established in Serbia, with Ras as its seat.* Thus,
the entire territory of the Balkan Peninsula east of Croatia was put under
Constantinople’s direct control. However, the Byzantine offensive seems to
have stopped there. The sources offer no information about any activities of the
imperial army in Croatia, and sphragistic material reveals no traces of the
presence of imperial military-administrative officials in Croatia at that time.

However, that does not necessarily mean that Croatia remained completely
beyond the reach of John I Tzimiskes’ reoccupation policy. Thomas the
Archdeacon’s Historia Salonitanorum atque Spalatinorum pontificum (History
of the Bishops of Salona and Split) from the mid-13" century includes a brief
yet very intriguing passage that could perhaps shed more light on the relations
between the Empire and Croatia and the latter’s place in the new political order
established in 971 by John I Tzimiskes in the Balkan Peninsula. In that brief
excerpt, Thomas the Archdeacon claims that Martin was the archbishop of

! These views were most eloquently expressed in the works of Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus
(913-959), cf. Predrag Komatina, Konstantin Porfirogenit i rana istorija Juznih Slovena,
Beograd 2021.

2 Georgije Ostrogorski, Istorija Vizantije, Beograd 1959, 277-282; Bojana Krsmanovié¢, “E, e,
Sta je to? * Evnusi u vojnom vrhu Vizantijskog carstva (780-1025), Beograd 2018, 361-371.

3 Bojana Krsmanovi¢, The Byzantine Province in Change (On the Threshold between the 10th
and the 11th Century), Belgrade—Athens 2008, 132—-145.

4 Catalogue of Byzantine Seals at Dumbarton Oaks and in the Fogg Museum of Art, vol. 1,
Italy, North of the Balkans, North of the Black Sea, edd. John Nesbitt, Nicolas Oikonomides,
Washington D. C. 1991, no. 33, p. 100-101; Ljubomir Maksimovi¢, “Organizacija vizantijske
vlasti u novoosvojenim oblastima posle 1018. godine*, Zbornik radova Vizantoloskog instituta
36 (1997) 35-36; Srdan Pirivatri¢, “Vizantijska tema Morava i “Moravije” Konstantina VII
Porfirogenita“, ZRVI 36 (1997) 175-176; B. Krsmanovi¢, Byzantine Province, 135-136, 148;
Predrag Komatina, “Srbija i Duklja u delu Jovana Skilice®, ZRV7 49 (2012) 170-171.
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Split “in the year of Our Lord 970, in the time of Emperor Theodosius and
King Drzislav [...] From this Drzislav on, his successors were called kings of
Dalmatia and Croatia. They received the insignia of kingship from the
Constantinopolitan emperors and were styled their ‘eparchs’ or ‘patricians’.”

This excerpt contains several important pieces of information, but here I
will focus on the report that, during the time of Drzislav, Croatian rulers styled
themselves “eparchs or patricians” of the Constantinopolitan emperors
(dicebatur eorum eparchi sive patricii). An “eparch” (€mapyoc) was an official
of civil administration in early Byzantine provinces (Lat. provinciae = Gr.
énapyion), and after the militarization of the administrative order with the
establishment of the theme system in the 7* century, the office of eparch
survived as a civil function subordinate to the strategos of a theme as the chief
military-administrative commander.® The “anthypatoi and eparchoi of themes”
(avBOmaTol kol Emapyol T®V Oepdtov) mentioned in the Taktikon Uspensky
from 842—-843 most likely refer to this office.” The title of “eparch” is used in
9%- and 10™-century taktika alternatively with the form “hyparch” for the
prefect of Constantinople (énapyoc/Vmapyog tiic [16Aews, as a translation of
the Latin “praefectus Urbis”), whereas the Kletorologion of Philotheos uses
both forms in the same passage.® In the same way, the title of “eparch” was
used in the early Byzantine period for the praetorian prefect of Italy (£napyog
Ttalog, preafectus praetorio Italiae)’ and the prefect of the Aegean Islands

5 “Martinus archiepiscopus fuit anno Domini nongentensimo septuagesimo tempore Theodosii
imperatoris et Dirscisclavi regis... Ab isto Dirscisclavo ceteri successores eius reges Dalmatie
et Chroatie appelati sunt. Recipiebant enim regie dignitatis insignia ab imperatoribus
Constantinopolitanis et dicebatur eorum eparchi sive patricii,” Thomae Archidiaconi
Spalatensis Historia Salonitanorum atque Spalatinorum pontificum, edd. Olga Peri¢, Damir
Karbi¢, Mirjana Matijevi¢ Sokol, James Ross Sweeney, Budapest-New York 2006, 60.

6 Rodolphe Guilland, “Etudes sur I’histoire administrative de I’Empire byzantine — L’Eparque
II. L’Eparque autres que 1’eparque de la ville, Byzantinoslavica 42 (1981) 186—196; Milo$
Cvetkovi¢, Nize jedinice tematskog uredenja u Vizantiji (9-11. vek), Beograd 2017
(unpublished doctoral dissertation), 20, n. 69, 77. I am indebted to my colleague, M.
Cvetkovié¢, for his generous help with matters concerning the Byzantine administration.

7 Nicolas Oikonomides, Les listes de préséance byzantines des IX* et X* siécles, Paris 1972,
51.26, 343.

§ Ibidem, 49.20, 51.16, 101.19, 107.5, 113.8, 135.10, 139.6, 143.25, 149.3, 153.8, 179.7,
209.16, 23, 225.31, 247.17, 265.18, 319-320. On the frequent use of the form “hyparch”
instead of “eparch” in sphragistic material, cf. George Zacos, Alexander Veglery, Byzantine
Lead Seals, vol. 1/2, Basel 1972, no. 1309. On the office of eparch, that is, the prefect of
Constantinople, cf. R. Guilland, “Etudes sur I’histoire administrative de I’Empire byzantine
— L’Eparque 1. L’Eparque de la ville*, Byzantinoslavica 41 (1980) 17-32, 145-180.

° Byzantine Lead Seals, vol. 1/1, nos. 1163, 2923; Catalogue of Byzantine Lead Seals, vol. 1,
nos. 2.1-2.
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(émapyog vhowv, praefectus Insularum);!® the office of “eparch of
Thessalonica” also appears on 8"- and 9"-century seals, which presumably
referred to the former prefect of Illyricum.!

Unlike the title of “eparch,” which denoted an administrative function (&&lon
S Adyov),'? the title of “patrikios” (matpikiog, commonly Anglicized as
“patrician”) was a dignity (é&ion 510 Bpafeiwv) frequently bestowed, often with
other dignities, to bearers of certain, usually the highest, administrative
offices.!® Taktika and sphragistic material from the 9" and 10" centuries
suggest that it accompanied the function of strategos, the supreme military-
administrative governor of a theme,'* on such a regular basis that it was almost
considered synonymous with the function of strategos.'

The combination of the function of eparch and the dignity of patrikios is not
directly attested in Byzantine taktika of the 9™ and 10" centuries. However, the
available sphragistic material testifies that it was well known in the practice of
the imperial administration of the time. Namely, there are surviving seals of
Peter, a patrikios and eparch from the 7™ century, and another that belonged to
an unknown bearer from the same period;'® of Constantine, a patrikios and eparch
from the second half of the 8" century,'” and of Leo, who served as patrikios and
eparch c. 750-850;'® Nicetas, patrikios, imperial protospatharios and eparch
from the 9" century;'® Theodore, patrikios and eparch, in the 9" century;*

10 Byzantine Lead Seals, vol. 1/3, no. 2928; M. Cvetkovi¢, NiZe jedinice, 129, n. 697.

' Vitalien Laurent, Documents de sigilographie byzantine. La Collection C. Orghidan, Paris
1952, no. 238; Byzantine Lead Seals, vol. 1/1, no. 957; vol. 1/2, nos. 1691, 1717A, 2382, 2588~
2589, 2651; Catalogue of Byzantine Lead Seals, vol. 1, no. 18, 18.18-23; Alexandra Kyriaki
Wassiliou, Werner Seibt, Die byzantinischen Bleisiegel in Osterreich, 2. Teil, Zentral- und
Provinzialverwaltung, Wien 2004, no. 136; M. Cvetkovi¢, Nize jedinice, 20, n. 69.
12N. Oikonomidgs, Listes, 281-290, 302-363, cf. 343.

13 Tbidem, 281-290, 291-301, cf. 294-295.
4Tbidem, 47.14, 49.2-19, 137.20-139.20, 245.20-21, 25; M. Cvetkovi¢, Nize jedinice, 93-94.
For patrikioi and strategoi in sphragistic material, cf. for example the indices in Catalogue of
Byzantine Lead Seals, vols. 1-7, s. v. patrikios.

It commonly accompanied also the function of prefect (i.e. eparch/hyparch) of Constantinople,
cf. “patrikios and hyparchos” (6 mozpixiog kot dmopyog) in the Taktikon Uspensky (842—843),
“anthypatos, patrikios and eparch of the City” (6 avOVmatog moTpikiog Kol EmTopyog g
[Térewg) in the Kletorologion of Philotheos, N. Oikonomides, Listes, 49.20, 139.6.

15 For instance, Arab lists of Byzantine themes refer to their strategoi as patrikioi, cf. M.
Cvetkovi¢, Nize jedinice, 167, n. 898.

16 Byzantine Lead Seals, vol. /1, nos. 462A, 1094.

7 Tbidem, vol. I/2, no. 1444A.
¥ Ibidem, vol. 1/2, no. 2128.
¥ Ibidem, vol. 1/2, no. 2254.

20 Ibidem, vol. I/2, no. 2447.
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Nicholas, anthypatos, patrikios and eparch from the 10"-11" century;?!
Nicetas, patrikios and eparch from the first half of the 11" century...??

The fact that the function of eparch referred to a provincial civil official
and that, in the 9" and 10™ centuries, the dignity of patrikios was commonly
used for a strategos, the supreme military-administrative head of a Byzantine
province in the theme system of the time, gives rise to the question of the
circumstances in which the Croatian ruler could have become an imperial
“eparch and patrician (patrikios).” Since this ruler was Drzislav, whose reign
Thomas the Archdeacon dates to the time when Martin served as the
archbishop of Split, in 970, that event is most easily associated with John I
Tzimiskes and his activity in the Balkan Peninsula after the conquest of
Bulgaria and Serbia in 971. Unlike in those lands, the Byzantine emperor did
not establish direct rule in Croatia, a geographically distant area. However,
judging by the claim that he named its ruler his “eparch and patrician,” he
seems to have imposed his supreme rule and formally recognized him as his
official in the land which he considered an imperial province, thereby
incorporating him into the Empire’s administrative order.”® A similar pattern

2l George Zacos, John W. Nesbitt, Byzantine Lead Seals, vol. 11, Berne 1984, no. 616.

22 Byzantine Lead Seals, vol. 11, no. 867.

2 Tt is clear that this applied only to Croatia and had nothing to do with the Byzantine theme
of Dalmatia, which was, like before, under direct imperial rule, as the Escorial Taktikon,
composed shortly after 971, mentions the strategos of Dalmatia, N. Oikonomideés, Listes,
267.8. However, in scholarship, Thomas’s report was taken to mean that the Byzantine
emperor had given the Croatian ruler governance over the Byzantine theme of Dalmatia and
appointed him “eparch” as the imperial governor in Dalmatian cities and “patrikios” as a
friend of the imperial court, and that all of that took place during the reign of Basil II, c. 990
or after 986, when Madius, the prior of Zadar, served as the imperial proconsul of Dalmatia,
cf. Ferdo Si8i¢, Povijest Hrvata u vrijeme narodnih vladara, Zagreb 1925, 467-469. Jadran
Ferluga, Vizantiska uprava u Dalmaciji, Beograd 1957, 87-89, firmly rejects Siié¢’s claim
that those titles referred to Drzislav’s position as the governor of imperial Dalmatia and that
he and his successors ever governed Dalmatian cities. Nada Klai¢, Povijest Hrvata u ranom
srednjem vijeku, Zagreb 1971, 322325, argues that it is unlikely that the emperor granted
governance over Dalmatia to the Croatian ruler as a reward. Lujo Margeti¢, “Historia
Salonitana i Historia Salonitana Maior®, Historijski zbornik 47/1 (1994) 13-18, correctly
points out that the title of patrikios denoted a dignity and the title of eparch an office, but
his inference that it referred to Dalmatia, meaning that the emperor gave Drzislav the office
of eparch of Byzantine Dalmatia, cannot be accepted. Ivo Goldstein, Hrvatski rani srednji
vijek, Zagreb 1995, 333-335, believes that Drzislav got his Byzantine titles from Basil 11
after 976 and that they did not refer to governance over the cities in the Byzantine theme,
but to the Croatian territories outside of it, whereas Mirjana Matijevi¢ Sokol, Toma
Arhidakon i njegovo delo, Jastrebarsko 2002, 254-257, in her overview of the historiographic
interpretations of the relevant passage in the Thomas the Archdeacon’s work, offers no
opinion on the subject. Mladen Anci¢, “Zamisljanje tradicije: Vrijeme i okolnosti postanka
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can be detected in the later subjugation of Croatia to the Empire, in 1018, which
will be discussed in more detail below. As the imperial “eparch and patrician,”
the Croatian ruler, like all other imperial dignitaries, along with his rank,
received from the emperor some symbolic marks of his new position,* which
Thomas the Archdeacon, writing several centuries later, could have
misinterpreted as “the insignia of kingship” (regie diginitatis insignia) and
concluded that it was precisely because of them that the Croatian rulers, whom
he calls “duces” up to that point,” began to style themselves “kings of Dalmatia
and Croatia,” which was, usually in reverse order, the title they bore a hundred
or so years later, in the second half of the 11" century.?

The fact that Thomas the Archdeacon places his report in 970 should not be
taken too rigidly because that dating in his narrative probably refers only to
the archbishop Martin of Split, i.e. marks the beginning of his primacy.
However, the question of why Thomas identifies the relevant emperor as
Theodosius rather than John I Tzimiskes (969-976) remains.”’ Interestingly,

30. glave djela De administrando imperio®, Radovi Zavoda za hrvatsku povijest 42 (2010) 147,
concludes that the bestowal of the title of “eparch and patrikios” on DrZislav in fact meant the
Byzantine emperor’s recognition of the political independence of Croatian rulers; elsewhere,
he argues that he could not have received the title and office of eparch from the emperor
because it, supposedly, was obsolete by then, idem, “Opatica Cika i kralj Petar Kregimir IV.:
Bizant u susretu s Hrvatskim Kraljevstvom®, in: Abatissa ingenuitate precipua. Zbornik
radova sa znanstvenog kolokvija “950. obljetnica Samostana benediktinki Sv. Marije u Zadru
(1066.-2016), ur. Pavusa Vezi¢, Ivan Josipovi¢, Zadar 2020, 25-27.

24 On the insignia of the dignity of patrikios according to the Kletorologion of Philotheos, cf.
N. Oikonomides, Listes, 93.22-95.9, 282.

% «, Marinus archiepiscopus fuit tempore Caroli regis et Branimiri ducis Sclavonie, Iohannes
archiepiscopus fuit anno Domini nongentesimo quartodecimo tempore Tamislavi ducis...,*
Thomae Archidiaconi Historia, 58—60; M. Matijevi¢ Sokol, Toma Arhidakon, 251-252.

2 Cf. 1. Goldstein, Hrvatski rani srednji vijek, 333-335. M. Matijevi¢ Sokol, Toma Arhidakon, 256—
257, on the other hand, explains Thomas’s report about Drzislav as the first king of Dalmatia and
Croatia by his need to explain the transition from the first part of the catalogue of the archbishops
of Split, in which they are dated by the reigns of the Croatian princes (duces) to the second, in which
they are dated by the reigns of the Croatian kings (reges), whereas M. An¢i¢, “Opatica Cika“, 26—
27, believes that the insignia that Drzislav, according to Thomas, received from Constantinople,
which included a crown (diadema), had nothing to do with the dignity of “‘eparch and patrician”. For
the title of “king of Dalmatia and Croatia,”, cf. J. Ferluga, Vizantiska uprava, 88-89, n. 14; Nada
Klai¢, “Diplomaticka analiza isprava iz doba hrvatskih narodnih vladara (I. dio)”, HZ 18 (1965)
186—-188; L. Margeti¢, “Historia Salonitana“, 18. For the titles of Croatian rulers in the sources from
the 9%-11% centuries, cf. Ivana Komatina, “Papska politicka teorija i prakti¢na politika: kraljevstvo
kod Juznih Slovena do kraja XII veka®, u: Kraljevstvo i arhiepiskopija u Srpskim i Pomorskim
zemljama Nemanjica, ur. Ljubomir Maksimovi¢, Srdan Pirivatri¢, Beograd 2019, 34, n. 19, 3940.

27 Scholars hold that Thomas confused Archbishop Martin from the late 10" century with
another, earlier primate of Split with the same name, who lived during the reign of Theodosius
1T (715-717), cf. M. Matijevi¢ Sokol, Toma Arhidakon, 253-256.
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the Rijmkroniek by Thomas’s slightly younger contemporary Melis Stoke,
composed c. 1290-1305, reports that Arnulf, Count of Holland, was married
to Liutgardis, daughter of a Greek king called Theophanus and sister of
Empress Theophanu, mother of Emperor Otto III (983-1002). This is
obviously an allusion to the marriage of Otto II, Holy Roman Emperor (973—
983), and the Byzantine princess Theophanu, niece of John I Tzimiskes. This
Byzantine emperor seems to have been known in the West in later centuries
mainly for the mentioned marriage of his niece Theophanu to the Holy Roman
Emperor. However, by that time, the empress’s exact origin, her relation to the
Byzantine emperor who married her to the Holy Roman Emperor and his name
seem to have been forgotten in the West, and she began to be known as his
daughter, while he began to be called by a name derived from hers —
Theophanus.” The question arises of whether a similar misconstruction could
have been behind the unclear report by Thomas the Archdeacon, who was
educated at the oldest European university, in Bologna, and must have been
familiar with the Western intellectual trends of his time,* that the Byzantine
emperor in question was called Theodosius.?!

The Bulgarian uprising against Byzantine rule in 976 and the long war that
ensued (976-1018) inevitably weakened Byzantine influence,* not only in
Croatia but also in Byzantine Dalmatia. The Venetian doge Peter II Orseolo
(991-1009) took advantage of the situation to establish control over this far-

8 Rijmkroniek van Holland (366—1305), door een anonieme auteur en Melis Stoke, ed. Jan W.
J. Burgers, Den Haag 2004, 25, 11. 683—693. The Dutch chronicler Johannes de Beke also took this
information and incorporated it into his Chronographia in Latin and Dutch (1346), Chronographia
Johannis de Beke, ed. Hans Bruch, ’s-Gravenhage 1973, 71; Johannes de Beke, Croniken van den
Stichte van Utrecht ende van Hollant, ed. Hans Bruch, ’s-Gravenhage 1982, 52.

2 That the exact degree of kinship between Empress Theophanu and the Byzantine emperor,
as well as his name, were no longer known in the West by the second half of the 11% century
is inferred by Bishop Bonizo of Sutri, who reports that Otto I (936-973) gave his son and heir
Otto II “a wife of Roman blood, daughter of the Constantinopolitan emperor” (“Cui Romani
sanguinis dedit uxore, Constantinopolitani scilicet imperatoris filiam™), Bonizonis episcopi
Sutrini Liber ad amicum, ed. Ernest Diimmler, Monumenta Germaniae Historica, Libeli de lite
imperatorum et pontificum saeculis XI. et XII. conscripti, t. I, Hannovearae 1891, 581.

30 M. Matijevi¢ Sokol, Toma Arhidakon, 33-42.

3! Interestingly, the Chronicle of the German chronicler Dietrich of Nieheim (late 14" century)
describes Otto II’s wife as the daughter of the “Greek emperor” and reports that her name
was “Theofilia” (“...filius dicti primi Ottonis augusti, filiam eiusdem imperatoris Grecorum,
Theofiliam nomine, uxorem... habere deberet... ”), Dietrich von Nieheim, Historie de gestis
Romanorum principum. Cronica. Gesta Karoli Magni, edd. Katarina Colberg, Joachim
Leuschner, Monumenta Germaniae Historica, Staatsschriften des spéteren Mittelalters, t. V/2,
Stuttgart 1980, 226.

32 Cf. Srdan Pirivatri¢, Samuilova drzava. Obim i karakter, Beograd 1997, 73—-132.
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flung and isolated province of the Empire. The deterioration of the relations
between the Croats and the Byzantine cities of Dalmatia is also attested by the
contemporary Venetian chronicler John the Deacon, who reports that the doge
“decisively liberated his [subjects] from the oppression of the Croat Slavs and
forbade them to pay them the proscribed tribute.” When that led to a conflict
with the Croatian ruler, at the request of the citizens of Dalmatia, he launched
an offensive in 998 or 1000 to liberate them from the “cruelty of the Slavs,” in
which he solidified his rule in the Dalmatian cities. On that occasion, he met
in Trogir the Croatian pretender to the throne called Surinja, “brother of the
king of the Slavs,” who had been “deprived of the diadema in a brotherly
deception” and who pledged allegiance to the doge and gave him his son
Stephen as a hostage. Surinja later regained the throne, and John the Deacon
notes at the end of his Chronicle that the eldest of the doge’s four daughters,
Joscella (Hicela), was married to the above-mentioned Stephen, son of “the
king of the Slavs.”* The campaign of the Bulgarian emperor Samuel against
the Byzantine possessions in Dalmatia, from Kotor and Dubrovnik to Zadar,
recorded in the later tradition, tends to be seen in scholarship in the context of
the described events, although it is unclear if it had anything to do with the
internal wars for the Croatian succession or the Venetian doge’s intervention.**

According to Thomas the Archdeacon, Paul was the archbishop of Split “in
the year 1015, in the time of Emperors Basil and Constantine and KreSimir,
their patrician and king of the Croats.”* Doge Andrea Dandolo, a Venetian

33 Johannis diaconi chronicon Venetum et Gradense, ed. Georg Heinrich Pertz, Monumenta
Germaniae Historica, Scriptores, t. VII, Hannoverae 1846, 29-33, 37; F. Sigié, Povijest, 470-479;
J. Ferluga, Vizantiska uprava, 89-93; N. Klai¢, Povijest, 326-329; 1. Goldstein, Hrvatski rani srednji
vijek, 339-343; S. Pirivatri¢, Samuilova drzava, 107-109. According to the later chronicle of Doge
Andrea Dandolo (1343—1354), the Venetian doge was granted permission for his intervention in
Dalmatia by the Constantinopolitan emperors Basil IT and Constantine VIII, Andreae Danduli ducis
Venetiarum Chronica per extensum descripta, edd. Ludovico Antonio Muratori, Ester Pastorello,
Scriptores rerum Italicarum, t. XII/I, Bologna 1938-1958, 196-199; Lujo Margetic,
“Vjerodostojnost vijesti Andrije Dandola o Dalmaciji u X1 st.*“, ZRVI 19 (1980) 118-122.

341. Goldstein, Hrvatski rani srednji vijek, 335-336; S. Pirivatri¢, Samuilova drzava, 105-113.

35 “Paulus archiepiscopus, etiam natione Spalatensis, fuit anno Domini millesimo quintodecimo,
tempore Basilii et Constantini imperatorum Constantinopolitanorum et Cresimiri, eorum
patricii et regis Chroatorum,” Thomae Archidiaconi Historia, 62.

Ferdo Sisi¢, “Genealoski prilozi o hrvatskoj narodnoj dinastiji®, Vjesnik Arheoloskog muzeja u Zagrebu
13/1 (1914) 69-81; idem, Povijest, 471, n. 14, identified the abovementioned Kresimir with Surinja,
whose son Stephen was married to Joscella (Hicela), daughter of Doge Peter IT Orseolo, noting, among
other things, that Stephen’s son, who later became the Croatian ruler Peter Kresimir (c. 1060-1075),
was probably named after his maternal grandfather, Doge Peter II Orseolo, and his paternal grandfather
Kresimir Surinja, Idem, “Genealoski prilozi®, 79, n. 2. His conclusion was later refuted, and the
hypothesis proposed earlier by F. Racki was accepted instead, that Surinja was identical with Kresimir’s
brother Svetoslav, cf. N. Klai¢, Povijest, 329, n. 172, which is still the dominant view in scholarship.
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chronicler who wrote in the mid-14™ century, reports that, in 1018, during the
reign of Doge Otto Orseolo (1009-1026), son of Peter II Orseolo, “KreSimir,
who presided over the Croatian kingdom, harassed Zadar and other Dalmatian
cities with his daily attacks.” Therefore, the doge, at their invitation, intervened
with his navy, repelled the attacks, and “solidified their allegiance and
submission of their citizens.” Upon his return to Venice, he accepted oaths of
fealty and the promise of paying an annual tribute from the clergy and
inhabitants of the northern Dalmatian islands of Krk, Rab, and Cres.3¢

When this Venetian campaign took place, the Byzantine emperor Basil 11
(976-1025) was fighting his last battles against Samuel’s successors and
conquering the last remnants of his erstwhile state.’” However, the motives that
led the Croatian ruler to launch an offensive against the Byzantine cities of
Dalmatia precisely at that moment and to fight against the Venetian doge, the
emperor’s loyal ally, are unclear.’® In any case, after his final victory over the
Bulgarian “outlaws,” Basil Il once again put the captured territories in the
Balkan Peninsula under direct imperial rule and established new military-
administrative units in them: the great doukate/katepanate of Bulgaria and a set
of smaller ones, such as the theme of Serbia.*

Describing the final military efforts of Basil II and his generals to break the
last remnants of the Bulgarian resistance, the Byzantine chronicler John
Scylitzes recorded an interesting piece of information pertaining to Croatia:
“Once Bulgaria was subjugated to him, the neighboring people of the Croats
joined the emperor. They had as rulers the two brothers; when they joined and

36 “VIII° ducis anno Cresimirus, Chroatorum presidens regno, ladram et alias maritimas
civitates Dalmacie cotidianis incursionibus inquietat, a quibus dux requisitus cum stolo exiit,
et civitates tutavit, hostes in fugam vertit, et cives illarum in sua fidelitate et obediencia
solidavit; et rediens, a Vitale episcopo Veglense, et Maio episcopo Arbense, et Martino
episcopo Ausarense, et ab universo clero, prioribus et populo dictarum insularum de tributo
sibi et successoribus suis annuatim in perpetuum solvendo, sponsionem suscepit,” Andreae
Danduli ducis Venetiarum Chronica, 204; Franjo Racki, Documenta historiae Chroaticae
periodum antiquam illustrantia, Zagrabiae 1877, 32-36; Codex diplomaticus regni Croatiae,
Dalmatiae et Slavoniae, t. 1, edd. Marko Kostrenci¢, Jakov Stipisi¢, Miljen Samsalovié,
Zagrabiae 1967, 54-57; F. Sigie, Povijest, 479-480; J. Ferluga, Vizantiska uprava, 93; N.
Klai¢, Povijest, 329-330; L. Margeti¢, “Vjerodostojnost vijesti Andrije Dandola®, 122—123;
1. Goldstein, Hrvatski rani srednji vijek, 342—343.

37 8. Pirivatri¢, Samuilova drZava, 120-132.

38 J. Ferluga, Vizantiska uprava, 93-94; N. Klai¢, Povijest, 329-330; 1. Goldstein, Hrvatski
rani srednji vijek, 343.

3 Lj. Maksimovi¢, “Organizacija“, 36-42; S. Pirivatri¢, “Vizantijska tema Morava“, 177; B.
Krsmanovi¢, Byzantine Province, 185-205; P. Komatina, “Srbija i Duklja®, 172—180.
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accepted high dignities, their peoples became subjected too.”*® Then he
proceeds to describe how Constantine Diogenes, the first imperial governor of
subjugated Serbia, conquered Syrmium, the last stronghold of Samuel’s
followers.*!

Scylitzes’s report shows that, after the conquest of Bulgaria in 1018, Basil
II subjugated the Croats, who were ruled by two brothers, usually identified as
the above-mentioned Kresimir and Gojslav,* who joined the emperor and
received certain “dignities” (d&iopata) from him. Given that Thomas the
Archdeacon reports that the Croatian ruler Kresimir was a patrikios under the
Byzantine emperors Basil Il and his brother and co-emperor Constantine VIII,
we have no reason not to identify the “dignities” that, according to Scylitzes,
the two brothers and Croatian co-rulers received from Basil II as the dignity of
patrikios.*® Again, like in the case of Drzislav, Thomas’s dating to 1015 does
not necessarily mean that KreSimir already in that year bore the dignity of
patrikios and instead seems to refer only to the beginning of the primacy of
Paul, the archbishop of Split. Evidently, it was the same scenario that took
place after Tzimiskes’s conquest of Bulgaria in 971, when, as we saw, the
Croatian ruler Drzislav recognized the emperor’s nominal authority and
received from him the function of eparch and the dignity of patrikios.

But this state of affairs seems to have been short-lived. The next report about
the Byzantine activities in Croatia that has reached us comes from the Southern
Italian Annales Lupi Protospatharii and the Anonymi Barensis Chronicon and
informs us that in 1024, the seventh indiction (before 31 August), the Byzantine
katepano of Langobardia (Italy), Basil Boioannes, “crossed into Croatia and
imprisoned the patrikia, Kresimir’s wife, and sent her to Constantinople”, or
that he “sailed to Croatia with the Bariots and captured the patrikia herself,
Kresimir’s wife, and sent her to Constantinople with her son.”*

0T 82 Bacidel Tpooeppunoav, i Bovdyapiog doviwdeiong avtd, kai té Spopa £6vn 1@V
XopPérov, dpyovtag &ovio, 500 AdeApove, OV TPOCPLEVTMV Kol AEIMLATO AABOVTmY DKoo
yéyove kai ta £0vn,“: loannis Scylitzae Synopsis Historiarum, ed. Joannis Thurn, Berlin—New
York 1973 (CFHB 5), 365.12-15.

41 Seylitzes, 365.15-366.30; P. Komatina, “Srbija i Duklja“, 172—178.

42 F_ Sisié, Povijest, 482; N. Klaié, Povijest, 329-330; 1. Goldstein, Hrvatski rani srednji vijek,
343, 346-347.

4 F. Sigi¢, Povijest, 482—483; Lujo Margeti¢, “Dobronja — zadarski duznosnik ili hrvatski
kralj?*, Croatica Christiana Periodica 58 (2006) 6-8, although he again links the Byzantine
dignity received by the Croatian rulers to the governance of imperial Dalmatia.

4 “1024... Et in hoc anno transfretavit Bugiano in Chorvatia, et comprehendit ipsam
Patrocissam uxorem Cismigi, et direxit illam Constantinopolim,” Lupi Protospatarii annales,
ed. G. H. Pertz, Monumenta Germaniae Historica, Scriptores, t. V, Hannoverae 1844, 57; “Mill.
XXIV. Ind. VII. Barchavit Bugiano in Corbatia cum Barenses, et compraehendit ipsam Patricissa
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This report has not gone unnoticed in historiography. It was discussed more
extensively already by F. Sii¢, who believed that the cause of the intervention
was an offensive of the Croatian ruler KreSimir against the Dalmatian cities
because of a revolt that had broken out in Venice against Doge Otto Orseolo
and his family due to their aspiration to introduce a hereditary monarchy.
Therefore, the emperor would have had to send the katepano of Langobardia
across the sea because the doge, to whose authority Dalmatia still belonged,
would not have been in a position to do so.* In contrast, L. Margeti¢ proposed
that the reason for the emperor’s intervention was an internal conflict between
the Croatian rulers, the brothers Kresimir and Gojslav, from which KreSimir
emerged victorious with the Empire’s aid, deposed his brother and expelled
him from the realm.* In any case, it is assumed that the consequences of that
offensive went no further than the establishment of direct imperial rule in
Dalmatia and the capture of the Croatian ruler’s wife and her internment in
Constantinople. She is, quite appropriately, referred to as a “patrikia”
(patricissa) because her husband KreSimir bore the imperial dignity of patrikios
from 1018.4” KreSimir is believed to have remained in power in Croatia after
that: based on Thomas the Archdeacon’s report that Paul was the archbishop
of Split “in the year 1015, in the time of Emperors Basil and Constantine and
Kresimir, their patrician and king of the Croats” and that after his death
“Dabralis became the next archbishop in the year 1030, in the time of the
aforementioned princes,”® Kresimir is believed to have reigned until at least
1030.* However, Thomas’s dating to 1030, like in the cases mentioned above,
marks the beginning of the primacy of the archbishop of Split Dabralis and is
not necessarily accurate when it comes to the Croatian ruler, as it is certainly

uxor Cosmizi, et adduxit illam in Bari; misitque eam cum filio suo in Constantinopoli,”
Chronicon ignoti civis Barensis, ed. L. A. Muratori, Rerum Italicarum Scriptores, t. V,
Mediolani 1724, 149; F. Racki, Documenta, 434.

# F. Sigi¢, Povijest, 483—484. This interpretation was accepted by later authors, cf. J. Ferluga,
Vizantiska uprava, 94; N. Klai¢, Povijest, 330; 1. Goldstein, Hrvatski rani srednji vijek, 347.

46 L. Margeti¢, “Dobronja“, 8-10.

47 The view proposed by L. Margeti¢, “Dobronja‘, 9, that the captured patrikia was not the wife
of Kresimir but of his brother Gojslav is inconsistent with the claim in the sources that she was
“uxor Cismigi” or “Cosmizi,” which is explained as a misspelling of C(r)os(i)miri by a scribal
error, F. Racki, Documenta, 434. M. Anci¢, “Opatica Cika“, 21-22, n. 25, however, questions
this identification.

4 “Paulus archiepiscopus, etiam natione Spalatensis, fuit anno Domini millesimo quintodecimo,
tempore Basilii et Constantini imperatorum Constantinopolitanorum et Cresimiri, eorum
patricii et regis Chroatorum... Mortuo denique Paulo archiepiscopo, substitutus est Dabralis,
Spalatensis natione anno domini millesimo tricesimo, temporibus principum predictorum,”
Thomae Archidiaconi Historia, 62, 64.

¥ F. Sidi¢, “Genealoski prilozi®, 79.
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incorrect in the case of Basil II, who died in 1025, and his brother Constantine
VIII, who died in 1028.%°

In fact, as L. Margeti¢ has noted, very little is known about Croatia from
1028 to c. 1060. There is no reliable information about the identity of its rulers
in that period.*! There are no surviving documents issued by Croatian rulers in
that time, and within the extant corpus of Croatian early medieval documents,
which have all been identified by N. Klai¢, after an exhaustive diplomatic
analysis, as late medieval forgeries,* there are only two that date from that
period: the charter of Jelenica, sister of the ban Godemir, supposedly from
1028, in which she gives her estate in Obrovac to the Zadar monastery of St.
Chrysogonus and its abbot Trasus,*® and the charter of the ban S., in which he
donates his church to the same monastery of St. Chrysogonus and abbot Trasus,
supposedly from 1042—1044.5* Neither of them mentions the contemporaneous
Croatian ruler, and both are dated only in respect to the reign of the Byzantine
emperors: the former to the reign of Romanus III Argyrus (1028—1034) and the
latter to the reign of Constantine IX Monomachus (1042—1055), with the auctor
of the latter, the ban S., assigned the Byzantine dignity of “imperial
protospatharios” (imperialis protospatario). However, the general assessment
of the documents from the time of the Croatian “national rulers” as later
forgeries, with few elements of historical value, applies to both of these
charters, and so their reports must be taken with grave reservations. On the
other hand, although inept at emulating diplomatic patterns, the late medieval
forgers from the Dalmatian cities must have had at least some elementary
historical knowledge of the preceding epochs and the persons to whom they
ascribed certain acts, so the documents themselves are not without any
historical basis.*® Therefore, we might ask why the late medieval composers of
those two documents chose not to ascribe them to one of the Croatian rulers,
like they did in the case of the numerous documents attributed to Peter
Kresimir, Demetrius Zvonimir, and Stephen II from the second half of the 11®

0 Cf. Lujo Margeti¢, “O nekim vrelima hrvatske povijesti XI. stoljeca (s osobitim obzirom na
Osor)*“, HZ 42 (1989) 118-119.

3L, Margeti¢, “Dobronja”, 6.

32 N. Klai¢, “Diplomatic¢ka analiza (I. dio)*, 141-188; “(IL. dio)*, HZ 19-20 (1966—1967)
225-263.

3 CD,t.1,66-67.

# CD, t.1,75-76. Ban S. is identified as the ban called Stephen Praska, who is mentioned in
one of the documents issued by Peter KreSimir to the same monastery in 1066/1067, M. Anci¢,
“Opatica Cika*, 23-24, n. 36.

% For an extremely negative opinion on the value of the charter of the ban S. as a historical
source, cf. L. Margeti¢, “O nekim vrelima®, 121-127; idem, “Dobronja“, 23-24.

% N. Klai¢, “Diplomaticka analiza (I dio)”, 262-263.
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century.’’ Could it be that, based on some information available to them, they
believed that there had been no independent Croatian rulers during the reigns
of Romanus III Argyrus (1028—1034) and Constantine IX Monomachus (1042—
1055)?

In relation to that, a noteworthy piece of sigillographic evidence has come
to light in recent decades. Namely, there is an extant seal dating, according to
its epigraphic characteristics, from c. 950 — ¢. 1050. The inscription on the
reverse states that it belonged to “Leo, imperial spatharokandidatos and... of
Croatia.”® As the end of the third line of the inscription is damaged, his
function is unknown but, judging by the available space, the publisher argues
that it could be reconstructed only as B(actAkodg) or dp(xwv): in the first case,
Leo would have been an imperial official in charge of financial affairs; in the
second version, he could have also been a local ruler who was subordinate to
the emperor and had received from him the high dignity of imperial
spatharokandidatos.”® On the other hand, the title of “archon” also existed in
the Byzantine theme system as one of the lower units in the thematic
organization. In that sense, archons appear as aides to thematic strategoi in
charge of civilian matters, as commanders of some fortified cities subordinate
to thematic strategoi, and as administrators of peripheral areas before or in the
early days of the imposition of the theme system and establishment of themes
in those regions, when there were still no higher-ranking Byzantine
functionaries in them.®® That was the case with Dalmatia in the 8"-9%
centuries,” Crete in the same period,*> Cyprus in the 9"—10™ centuries,® Cherson
in the 8"-9" centuries,* and Dyrrhachion in the 8"-9" centuries.®® According
to the Taktikon Uspensky, their commanders bore the honorary dignity of
spatharokandidatos, except the archon of Crete, who was a protospatharios,
while in the sigillographic material their function is accompanied by the
dignities of spatharios, protospatharios, spatharokandidatos, or strator.%® In
view of this, as an imperial spatharokandidatos, Leo could have indeed had the
function of archon in Croatia, like the archons of the mentioned territories

57 Ibidem, 260-263.

8 Aéo[vt(1)] B(actuk®d) oma[0(apo)]kavd()d(dte) (kai) .... XpoPatia(g), Catalogue of
Byzantine Lead Seals, vol. 1, no. 16.1.

5% Ibidem.

% M. Cvetkovi¢, Nize jedinice, 21, 135-137.

¢! Ibidem, 138-145.

© Ibidem, 145-149.

% Ibidem, 149-150.

% Ibidem, 150-153.

% Ibidem, 153—156.

%N. Oikonomidgs, Listes, 51.30, 53.5, 55.15, 57.11-13, 15; M. Cvetkovi¢, Nize jedinice, 160.
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before the theme system was fully established in them. That would mean that
Croatia, governed by an archon, was one such territory, which was under direct
imperial rule but where the theme system had not fully developed. Given the
broad dating of the seal to c. 950 —c. 1050, the identification of this Leo proposed
by M. Anci¢ as Leo, the imperial prothospatharios and katepano of Dalmatia,
mentioned in documents dated to 1067 and 1069, should be taken into
consideration. Since the dignity of prothospatharios with which he is mentioned
in the documents is higher than the dignity of spatharokandidatos, if they were
indeed the same person, Leo must have served as the archon of Croatia before
he became the katepano of Dalmatia,®” meaning that he held the post of the
archon of Croatia at the end of the first half of the 11" century, before c. 1050.

The possibility that the Byzantine administrative apparatus existed in
Croatia at the end of the first half of the 11™ century leads us to ask if the
intervention of Basil Boioannes, the katepano of Langobardia, in Croatia in
1024, besides capturing KreSimir’s wife and son and their internment in
Constantinople, had another, far more important consequence: the
establishment of direct imperial rule in Croatia. The internment of the former
rulers of neighboring territories after the conquest of those territories, usually
along with giving them court dignities and estates, was common practice in
the imperial policy of the 10" and 11" centuries.®® In this case, however, it was
not the ruler who was interned but his wife and son, which in itself would not
have had carried enough political weight if he retained his ruling position.
Hence it seems more likely that the Croatian ruler was killed during the
Empire’s military intervention or even that his death was the direct cause of the
intervention and that his wife and son were sent to Constantinople to prevent
any attempt at restoring local governance.®

7 CD, 1.1, 107, 114; An¢i¢, “Opatica Cika*, 24-25.

% Cf. the examples of the rulers of Taron 966-967, Bulgaria 971, Vaspurakan 1021-1022,
Great Armenia 10441045, cf. The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vols. I-111, ed. Alexander
Kazhdan, New York—Oxford 1991, 814, 2012-2013, 2154; S. Pirivatri¢, Samuilova drzava,
31-32, 51-53; Catherine Holmes, Basil Il and the Governance of Empire (976—1025), Oxford
2005, 309, 316, 360-367, 483—-484; B. Krsmanovi¢, Byzantine Province, 144, 182-183;
eadem, Evnusi, 366-367, and the case of the Serbian prince Stephen Vojislav after the failed
uprising of 1034-1036, P. Komatina, “Srbija i Duklja“, 173174, 179.

% There is an interesting analogy in the case of the Georgian nobleman Peris (Pherses), who
was executed by the order of the emperor Basil II for his patricipation in the rebelion of
Nicephorus Phocas and Nicephorus Xiphias in 1022, and his wife along with the whole family
and the entire household were sent as hostages to Constantinople, where she remained for
twelve years, Bernadette Martin-Hisard, “La vie de Georges 1’Hagiorite”, Revue des études
byzantines 64-65 (2007) 43-44; C. Holmes, Basil II, 515-525; Sandro Nikolaishvili,
Byzantium and the Georgian World c. 900—1210: Ideology of Kingship and Rhetoric in the
Byzantine Periphery, Budapest 2019 (unpublished doctoral dissertation), 26-27.
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Perhaps the preserved numismatic material can provide more evidence to
support the hypothesis about the existence of direct imperial rule in Croatia
after the campaign of Basil Boioannes in 1024. Scholars have noted that the
finds of Byzantine coins issued during the reign of Romanus III Argyrus
(1028—-1034) on the eastern coast of the Adriatic Sea, not only in the Dalmatian
cities but primarily in their Croatian hinterland, are much more numerous than
examples of the coinage minted by all other emperors from the 10" and 11*
centuries.”® This coinage has been associated either with the imperial treasure
appropriated, according to John Scylitzes, by the Serbian prince Stephen
Vojislav after a shipwreck along the Adriatic coast in 1039/1040 or with the
“great wealth” which, according to Kekaumenos, Dobronja (Dobronas), the
“archon and toparch in Dalmatia” received from Romanus III on his visits to
the imperial palace in Constantinople.”! However, the substantial quantity of
the coins issued by Romanus III Argyrus found in Croatia could also suggest
more intensive Byzantine presence in that area during this emperor’s reign,
which would have required a larger influx of coinage to fund the local
Byzantine administration.

Several decades later, Kekaumenos in his Strategikon brings several
intriguing pieces of information about Dobronja, whose activity belonged to
this period. According to him, “ladora (Zadar) and Salona (Solin) are cities in
Dalmatia, where a certain Dobronja was archon and toparch,” who twice went
to “do obeisance” to Romanus III Argyrus and once to Michael IV the
Paphlagonian (1034—1041). The first two times, he was received with honors
and lavish gifts, but the last time, he was neglected and became annoyed, so the
emperor’s courtiers proposed capturing him and taking his land. That indeed
happened: he was imprisoned, imperial dignitaries occupied his land, and his
wife and son were captured and taken to prison in Constantinople, where
Dobronja and his wife died under Constantine IX Monomachus (1042-1055),
while his son, “who was despised and appreciated by no one,” barely managed
to escape.’”> Dobronja is usually identified as the prior of Zadar and proconsul

70 Nikola Jaksi¢, “Solidus romanatus na isto¢noj jadranskoj obali®, Starohrvatska prosvjeta
111, serija 12 (1982) 173-183.

"I David Michael Metcalf, “A Shipwreck on the Dalmatian Coast and Some Gold Coins of
Romanus III Argyrus, Greek Roman and Byzantine Studies 3 (1960) 101-106; idem, Coinage
in the Balkans 820-1335, Chicago 1966, 48—49; N. Jaksi¢, “Solidus romanatus®, 179-183;
idem, “Il caso dell’arconte Dobrona e del proconsole Gregorio®, Hortus Artium Medievalium
13 (2007) 137-141.

2 Sovety i rasskazy Kekavmena. Socinenie vizantijskogo polkovodca XI veka, izd. Genadij
Grigorevi¢ Litavrin, Moskva 1972, 300.19-302.13; Vizantijski izvori za istoriju naroda Jugoslavije,
t. I, ur. Georgije Ostrogorski, Franjo Barisi¢, Beograd 1966, 203—205 (Jadran Ferluga).
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and strategos of Dalmatia Gregory (c. 1033—1036) or is believed to have been
his brother.” L. Margeti¢’s identification of Dobronja as the Croatian ruler
Gojslav, Kresimir’s brother who, in his opinion, ascended the Croatian throne
after KreSimir’s death ¢. 1030 and reigned until c. 1031-1034/35, is by no
means acceptable.”* On the other hand, M. Anci¢’s suggestion that
Kakaumenos, in his story about Dobronja, mixed up the information about the
imprisonment and internment of Dobronja with the information about the
imprisonment and internment of KreSimir’s wife and son in 1024, recorded in
Southern Italian annals,” is not entirely unfounded. However, according to
Kekaumenos, Dobronja’s son, “despised and appreciated by no one,” managed
to escape after the death of his parents in Constantinopolitan confinement. If
that report actually referred to KreSimir’s son Stephen, we have to ask whether
Kekaumenos would have indeed failed to mention that he later became the
ruler of Croatia.

The direct Byzantine rule in Croatia, established after the imperial
intervention of 1024, proved short-lived.” In the late medieval forgeries of the
charters supposedly issued by Croatian rulers, Peter KreSimir’s earliest
document dates from February 1060.”7 In this one and some other acts

3 F. Sisié, Povijest, 484-490; J. Ferluga, Vizantiska uprava, 95-99; N. Jaksi¢, “Il caso
dell’arconte Dobrona“, 137-141; M. Anci¢, “Opatica Cika“, 20-32.

74 L. Margeti¢, “Dobronja“, 3—6, 12, with references to his earlier works on the subject.

5 M. Anéi¢, “Opatica Cika*, 21-23.

76 The contemporaneous sources from the second quarter of the 11" century offer just one
reference, indirect and vague, to the Croats. It is found in a letter addressed in 1035 by an
unknown priest to Azecho, Bishop of Worms, which mentions a possible revolt of Adalbero,
Duke of Carinthia, against Emperor Conrad II (1024-1039) “in cooperation with the Croats
and Myrmidons” (“Cruvvatis et Mirmidonibus”), F. Racki, Documenta, 438; Stjepan Antoljak,
“Jos nesto o “Cruvvatis et mirmidonibus®, Godisen zbornik. Filozofski fakultet na
Univerzitetot — Skopje 19 (1967) 141-151; Trpimir Vedris, “Gdje zive Mirmidonci? Prilog
raspravi o zna¢enju pojmova Mirmidones i Marab u zadarskoj legendi o prijenosu mo¢i sv.
Krsevana®, Povijesni prilozi 41 (2011) 47-50. Andrea Dandolo’s report about the alleged
attacks of the Hungarian kings Andrew c. 1027-1031 and Solomon in 1050 on Dalmatia has
been rightly discarded as untrue, cf. L. Margeti¢, “Vjerodostojnost vijesti Andrije Dandola®,
123—134. On the other hand, the report of Peter Damian that Bishop Gaudentius of Osor in
1041 sailed from the “Slavic kingdom” to Ancona in Italy (“de Sclavonico regno /Italiam/
navigans littoribus Anconitanae urbis applicuit”), F. Racki, Documenta, 443; Margeti¢, “O
nekim vrelima®, 112—116, should not be understood as evidence that Osor belonged to the
Croatian kingdom at that time; instead, it should be seen in light of the fact that, from the
Italian point of view, the entire eastern coast of the Adriatic was considered the “land of the
Slavs,” just like the Chronicon Salernitanum from the second half of the 10™ century describes
Dubrovnik as being in the “areas of the Slavs” (“in Sclavorum fines”), cf. P. Komatina,
Konstantin Porfirogenit, 140.

7 CD, t.1, 87-93.
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attributed to the same ruler, his father Stephen, son of the former ruler Kresimir,
is referred to as a king,” suggesting that the composers of those charters
believed that he had been a Croatian ruler. Thomas the Archdeacon reports
that Archbishop Lawrence of Split was “ordained to the see of Salona in the
year of the Incarnation 1060, in the time of Emperor Michael and of the kings
Stephen, Kre$imir and Zvonimir, who was the last king of the Croats,”” but
this Stephen is believed not to have been Stephen I, Peter Kresimir’s father
and predecessor, who is believed to have died before Lawrence’s consecration
in 1060, but Stephen II (1089-1091), the successor of Demetrius Zvonimir
(1075-1089), who appears in the same context with Archbishop Lawrence.®
In any case, Stephen I must have reigned in the 1050s, which means that the
direct Byzantine rule in Croatia came to an end and a separate Croatian state
was restored no later than that time, but the circumstances that led to that are
impossible to elucidate.

®CD,t.1, 89, 102, 106, 113.

7 “Ordinatus est in sede Salonitane ecclesie anno incarnationis millesimo sexagesimo,
temporibus Michaelis imperatoris, regum vero Stephani, Cresimiri et Suinimiri, qui fuit
ultimus rex Chroatorum,* Thomae Archidiaconi Historia, 88.

80 M. Matijevi¢ Sokol, Toma Arhidakon, 266-267; Thomae Archidiaconi Historia, 88—89, n. 4.
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Ipeapar KomaTuna

O IMTAILY BUSBAHTUJCKE BJIAJJABUHE
Y XPBATCKOJ KPAJEM X U IIOYETKOM XI BEKA

Pe3ume

Pomejckn mapeBu cy y apyroj mojoBuHH X W NpBuX AeueHuja XI Beka y niBa
HaBpaTa YCIENH /13, HAKOH BEKOBA BapBapPCKOT IPUCYCTBA, CIPOBELY PEOKYIALN]Y
CeBEpHUX JejoBa bankaHCKOr MOJyocTpBa W Bpare Taj HPOCTOp y TpaHHIE
Buzanrtujckor napcersa, y Bpeme napa Josana I Liumuckuja 971. u napa Bacunmja 11
1018. rogure. Y 0b6a ciydaja TepuTOpHja MOKOpeHNX Oyrapckux 3eMasba u Cpouje
HallIa ce TOJ| HeloCpeHOM IapckoM Biamhy m Ouia ykJbydeHa y BHU3aHTH]jCKU
aJMUHUCTPATUBHU Iopenak. [Ipenmer oBor mpuiora je MecTo Koje je Yy TaKBHM
OKOJIHOCTHMA, Y 00a HaBpara, IIpuIajio XpBaTcKoj, Koja je u3 nepcrextruse Llapurpana
Ouia GU3MUKY HajyAaJbeHUjH, alli HACOJIOMIKA jeTHAKO 3Ha4ajaH Jeo0 MOIyOCTpBa.

Buzantujcku nap Josan I Llumuckuje je ocBojuo byrapcky m 971. yHumrio
Byrapcko napcTBo, a ucToM npuiankoM cy u Cpricke 3eMJbe JOMIIE 0] HEIOCPEIHY
napcky Biact. [logpyuje 6uBmer byrapckor mapcrsa je Omilo moaesbeHO Ha HU3
[IApCKHUX BOJHOYIIPABHUX jeIUHNIA, a Yy CpOMjU je OCHOBaH KaTenaHaT ca CeIUIITEM
y Pacy. Mako y u3BoprMa Hema IojaTaka o JI¢jCTBY IapcKe BOjCKE Ha MOAPYYjY
XpBarcke, HUTH Y cHParnCTHIKOM MaTepHjally MMa TParoBa O MPHCYCTBY HAPCKUX
BOjJHOYNPaBHUX (PyHKIHMOHEpa y XpBaTCKOj Y TO BpeMe, Ha OCHOBY jeJHOT ITOJlaTKa
Tome Apxubhakona u3 cpeanne XIII Beka Ou ce MOTIIO 3aKJbYYHUTH J1a XpBaTCcKa HHje
ocTajla cCaCBMM M3BaH LIapEBOT HHTEPECOBama. Tagalimu XpBaTcKy Biagap Jpsxucias
je, Haume, o] Ifapa I00Mo HACJIOB ,,erapxa 1 MaTpuKHja”’, Ha OCHOBY Yera OM ce MOrJIo
3aKJbYUHTH JIa MY je ap HAaMETHYO BPXOBHY BJIACT U ()OPMAITHO I'a IPU3HAO 32 CBOT
(dyHKIIMOHepa y 3¢MJBbH KOjy je CMaTpao IIapcKoM MPOBHHIM]OM M Ha Taj HAYMH ra
YKJBYYHO Yy HAPCKH aIMHHUCTPATHBHU Nopenak. Kao mapcku ,,enapx u narpukuje”,
XPBaTCKH BJIaJIap je Kao U OCTaJH IAPCKH JIOCTOjaHCTBEHUIM Y3 CBOj PAHT O Iapa
n00Mo M ozapeheHe cuMOoNMYHE O3HAKE CBOT HOBOI IOJIOXKaja, Koje je Toma
Apxul)akoH HEKOJIMKO BEKOBa KaCHHje MOTao MPOTyMa4YnTH Kao ,,03HaKe KPaJbeBCKOT
nocTojancTBa” (regie diginitatis insignia).

Byrapcku ycranak npoTuB pomejcke Biactu 976. n yroTpajHu pat KOjH je ToMe
ycnenuo ox 976. no 1018. nosenu cy 1o crnabbera BU3aHTHjCKOT yTUIIAja, HE CaAMO Y
XpBarckoj, Hero u 'y [Jlanmanuju, mro je uckopuctuo miuerauku ayxn [erap 11
Opceono (991-1009) na Ty ynamseny u uzaBojeHy npoBuHIHjy LlapcTBa y3me mon
cBoje okpuibe. [IpeMa KacHHjeM MIIETaYKOM XpOHHUapy Ayxay Aunapeju Hanmorny,
1018. rogune, y Bpeme Biagasune nyxaa Otona Opceona (1009—1026), cuna Ilerpa
II Opceomna, xpBatcku Biagap Kpemmmup je y3uemupanao 3axap u Apyre rpajgose
Janmaryje, 11a je Jy>k1 HHTEpBEHNCA0 ca CBOjOM MOPHAPHUIIOM, OA0PaHHO I'pajioBe U
YUBPCTHO MJIETAuKy BJIACT y pHMA.
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VY BpeMe MOMEHYTOT AyKIEBOT 110X0/1a, poMmejcku nap Bacumuje II (976-1025)
Boano je 1018. rommue mocneawme Oopde ca CaMyHIOBHM HacieIHHINAMA WU
MIOTYMHHABAO TTOCIEIbE OCTaTKe mherose Jpxase. Ilocie cBoje koHauHe modene Hax
Oyrapckum ,,onmeTHHIMMa”, ap Bacunmje 11 je 3aysere Teputopuje bankanckor
MOJIyOCTpBa CTAaBHO jOUI jeJHOM II0Jl HENOCPEJHY LApCKy BJIAacT W Ha HHMa
YCIIOCTaBHO HOBE BOJHOYIIPaBHE je/JMHUIIE, BEINKHU JyKaT/KaTenaHat byrapcke u Hu3
MamuX, oyt Teme Cpouje. Onucyjyhu 3aBpiHe akiuje apa Bacunuja 11 n meroux
BOjCKOBODa y ci1amamy MOCIEABUX OCTaTaka Oyrapckor OTIopa, BU3aHTH]CKHU MHCaIl
JoBan Cxmimna je 3alenexuo 1a cy ce, Iocie IOTYMB-aBama byrapcke, mapy
MOTYMHMIN M XPpBaTH, KOjUMa cy Biajana jBa Opara, KOju cy o uapa xo0mmm
onpehena nocrojanctaa. [Tomro Toma Apxuhakon 3a xpBaTckor Biagapa Kpenmmupa
HaBOJM Ja je Omo ,maTpukuje” TaJallbhX BH3aHTHjCKUX IapeBa Bacwimja II n
HBeroBor Opara u caBnaiapa Koncranruna VIII, Hema pasinora 1a y ,,iocTojancTBIMa”
Koja cy npema Cxkwnim qBojuna 6pahe xpBarckux Biagapa goouna o Bacunmja 11
1018. rommHe He TpEno3HaMO YIPaBO JOCTOjaHCTBO MAaTpPUKHja. Y IHTAmY je,
OYUTIICHO, UCTA CUTyalHja kao mocie [{umuckujeBor mokopaBama byrapcke 971.
TOJIMHE, Ka/1a je Ta/lalllibi XpBATCKH Biagap JpikuciaB Npu3Hao HapeBy HOMHHAIHY
BJIACT U OJ1 Bhera 10010 (QYHKIH]y ernapxa M JOCTOjaHCTBO MaTPHUKHja.

Hapennn monmaTak O BHM3aHTHjCKOM JIeJIOBamy Yy XpBAarTcKoj IOTHYE U3
JyxxHoutanujanckux Auana Jlyna Ipomocnamapa n Xponuxe Anonuma uz bapuja n
roBopu 0 ToMe Kako je 1024. rogune Bu3aHTHjcKH KaTemnaH Jlanrobapauje (Urtamuje)
Bacunmje Bojoan ca cBojuM JbyuMa nipeniao y XpBaTcKy U 3ap0o0OHO NaTPUKH]y KEHY
Kpemmmupa u ymytno je ca cunom y Llapurpaa. O6u4HO ce cmatpa Ja moclieiuie Te
aKI[Hje HUCY UIIUIE J]aJbe OJ1 yCIIOCTaBIbakha HEeMoCcpeIHe apcke BiIacTy y JlanManujn
1 3apo0JbaBarba KEeHe XPBAaTCKOT BiIaaapa U mweHe nHrepHanyje y Llapurpan. Ona ce
CacBMM IPHKIATHO NOMHIE Kao ,,MaTpukuja’ (patricissa), MOMITO je HEH MYX
Kpemmmup ox 1018. 6mo HOCHial HAapcKOT AOCTOjaHCTBA MAaTpPHKHja. 3a caMmor
Kpemmmupa ce cMaTpa a2 je 1 HaKOH Tora OMO Ha BIAacTH Yy XpPBAaTCKOj, HA OCHOBY
nojgatka Tome Apxuhakona na je crumurcku apxuenuckorn Jladpan nzabpan 1030.
TOZIMHE y BpPEME HEroBe BJIAJIaBUHE, AJIN CE Ta XPOHOJIONIKA OJPETHHUIA OJTHOCH Ha
caMoT apXHEeNnCKoIa 1 He Mopa Jia Oyie Ipelu3Ha y cily4ajy XpBaTcKOr Bllajapa.

O Xpsatckoj y nepuoxy ox 1028. no o. 1060. 3ampaBo ce Bpio Maino 3Ha. Y
cadyBaHOM KOPITYCY XpBaTCKHX PaHOCPEIHOBEKOBHUX JIOKyMeHaTa, koje je H. Kianh
O3Ha4MIIa Kao MO3HOCPETH-OBEKOBHE (hajch(UKaTe, caMo Cy JBE HCIPABE TATHPAHE Y Taj
Tepuo — ucrpasa Jenenure, cectpe 6ana ['omemupa, HaBoaHo w3 1028. 1 ona 6ana C.,
HaBoaHO u3 1042-1044. Hu y jeaHoj oX HUX ce HE TIOMUIbE CaBPEMEHH XPBATCKU
BJIaj1ap, 00e Cy JaTWpaHe caMo BJIaJaBUHOM BH3aHTHjCKHMX mapesa — rpsa Pomana I11
Aprupa (1028-1034), npyra Koncranruna IX Monomaxa (1042—1055), npu uemy ce y
JIPyTOj ayKTopy moBeJbe, Oany C., mpuiaje 1 BU3aHTH]CKO JIOCTOjAHCTBO ,,IIAPCKOT
nporocnarapa” (imperialis protospatario). Mako HeBemTH Yy THoOApakaBamy
JIMTUIOMAaTHYKUX 00pasaria, Mo3HOCPEeIHhOBEKOBHH (paicH(PUKaTOpy U3 TaIMaTHHCKUX
rpajoBa Cy MOpaJI IMaTH Makap eJeMeHTapHa HCTOPH]jCKa 3Harba O IPOLLINM eroxama
U IMYHOCTHMa KOjUMa Cy IIPUIMCHBAIH opel)eHa aKkTa, Tako Jja caMme UCIIpaBe HUCY Y
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TIOTITYHOCTH JIMIICHE CBAKOT UCTOPH]jCKOT je3rpa. Ctora OM ce MOTJIO HOCTaBUTH IIUTAE
3aIITO MOMEHYTE JIBE HCIIPAaBE IHMXOBH MO3HOCPEAROBEKOBHH CACTaB/baYM HUCY
TIPHITHCAIN HEKOM OJ XPBAaTCKHX BJa/1apa, OHOCHO, HUCY JIM Ha OCHOBY HEKHX IO/laTaKa
cMmarpalyd Ja y Bpeme BiajaBuHe napeBa Pomana III Aprupa (1028-1034) n
Koncranruna IX Monomaxa (1042—1055) Huje 6mito moceOHUX XpBaTCKUX Biiajapa?

VY Be3u ¢ THM OM Tpebaio pa3MOTPHUTH U je/IaH ITOCIIeIbHX JACIeHH]a Hay YHUIIIMa
no3Hat curmiorpadeku mnoxarak. CadyBaH je, HaMMe, jeJaH MedaT KOjH IpeMa
enurpad)ckuM ojUIMKaMa morude u3 mnepuoaa o. 950 — o. 1050. u xoju je mpema
HATIICY Ha peBepcy MpHIaNao ,,JlaBy, HapcKoM criaTapoKaHIUIATy U ... XpBaTcKe”.
[TomTo je MecTo Ha KOMe je Omira Ha3HadeHa omTeheHo, meroBa (QyHKIUja HUje
MI03HATa, i O Ce C BEJIMKOM H3BECHOIINY MOTJIO NMPETIIOCTAaBUTH Ja j¢ Y MUTAbY
6una ¢ynknuja apxonta. To 6u 3HaumMio 1a je XpBaTcKa KOjOM je yIpaBibao Kao
apXxoHT OWIa TEpUTOPHja KOja ce Haa3nila 110/l HEOCPEHOM [apPCKOM BIIAIABUHOM,
aJIn y K0jOj HUje JDOIUIO J0 MOTIyHE U3rpamhe TeMarckor ypehema. majyhu y Buny
OKBHPHO JlaTHpame neyara y nepuon o. 950 — o. 1050, mormna 6u ce y3etu y o063up n
Te3a Kojy je m3Heo M. Anumh, na je momenytu JlaB naentudan JlaBy, mapckom
npoTrocrnarapy M Karenany Jlanmanuje, Koju ce IIOMHbE Y HCTIpaBaMa JaTHPaHUM Y
1067. 1 1069, mrro 6m 3HAYMIIO Ja je PYHKIM]jy apXOoHTa XpBaTcke 00aBsbao Ipe HETo
IITO je rmocTao KarenaH /lanmariyje, 0IHOCHO KpajeM IpBe rnojoBuHe XI Beka.

MoryhHocT nocTojama BU3aHTH]CKOT aJIMHHACTPATHBHOT arnapara y XpBaTcKoj
KpajeM TpBe 1mojioBuHE XI Beka HaBO/IM HAac Ha IIOMHCAO J1a jé NHTEPBEHIIH]a KaTernaHa
Jlanro6apanje Bacnnuja Bojoana y Xpsarckoj 1024. rogune, ocuM 3apo0sbaBama
JKeHE W CHHa XpBaTCKOT Biagapa Kpemmmupa n muxoBe uHTepHanuje y Llapurpan
nMaja Kao TOCJIEANIly B YCIOCTaBJbakhe HETIOCPEIHE AapCKe BIAcTH y XPBaTCKO).
XpBaTCKH BiaJap je MPUIMKOM Iapcke BOjHE MHTEPBEHIIN]E N3IYONO KHUBOT, HIIH je
IaK KEeroBa CMPT OWJa MOBOJ 3a caMy WHTEpPBEHIIM]Y, a FHErOBa )KEHAa W CHH CY
nHTepHupany y Llapurpas xako 01 ce cripedno cBaku MOKyIIaj pecTaypanuje jomahe
ynpase. [IpeTnocTaBky o mocTojamy HelocpeJHe IapcKe BIACTH Yy XPBATCKO] HAKOH
noxona Bacwimja Bojoana 1024. rogune OmM Morao na HMOTKpEeNH M CadyBaHU
HYMHU3MaTH4KH MaTepHjajl, OAHOCHO Haja3W BH3aHTH]CKOT HOBIIA KOBAHOT Y BpeMe
BianaBuHe napa Pomana III Aprupa (1028-1034), koju cy Kako y JaIMaTHHCKUM
rpajioBUMa, TaKo M Y lbHXOBOM XpBaTCKOM 3aiiel)y, qaieko OpojHHjU 0J1 Halla3a HOBIIA
CBUX ocTanux Iapesa u3 X—XI Beka, mTo 61 3arpaBo MOTJIO OUTH U CBEIOYAHCTBO O
yBpirheM BU3aHTHjCKOM IIPHCYCTBY HA TOM IIPOCTOPY Y BpeMe ITOMEHYTOT 11apa, Koje
je 3axreBano Behu mNpuiaMB HOBIA MOTPEOHOT 3a (DYHKIMOHHMCAIE TaMOLIKbE
BH3aHTH]CKE a]MIHHUCTPAIIH]C.

VY To Bpeme mnana u nenatHoct JoOpome, KOju ce ce 00MYHO HACHTU(HKY]je ca
3aJapCKUM IPHOPOM U TIPOKOH3YJIOM U crpaTteroM Janmmanuje I'prypom u3 o. 1033—
1036, nnm ce mak cMaTpa BEeroBUM OpaToM, alll CAaCBUM CUTYPHO HHUje OHO TaJallmby
XpBaTcKu Biagap. Mneja na je y cBojoj moBectr o JloOpomH BU3aHTH]CKH IHCAIl
KekaBmen nomenrao nogarke o 3apobJbaBamy 1 HHTepHaIHju Jlo6pome ca rmojanuma
0 3apo0JpaBamy 1 MHTepHanuju Kpemmmupose sxeHe u cuHa n3 1024. 3a0enexxeHnM
Y jY’)KHOUTAINjAaHCKUM aHAJIMMa, HUje cacBUM 0e3 OCHOBA.
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Hemnocpenna Bu3anTujcka BiajgaBuHa y XpBaTCKOj, yCIOCTaBJbEHA MOCIIE IIApCKe
nntepBernyje 1024. roguHe HUje Omia Ayror Beka. Y IO3HOCPEIHOBEKOBHHM
(ancudurkaTrma moBesba XpBaTCKUX BiIaAapa, Hajpanuja ucnpasa [lerpa Kpemmnmupa
nmatupana je y pedpyap 1060. Y ToM U HEKHUM APYTHM aKTHMa KOjU Ce NPUIHCY]Y
UCTOM Biajapy ce meros oran Credan, CMH Hekagammer Biagapa Kpemmmupa,
Ha3WMBa KpaJbeM, IITO 3HAYM JIa Cy CacTaBJbauyll THX IIOBEJbA 32 H-era BEpOBaIH Ja je
6muo xpBarcku Biagap. Toma ApxulakoH HABOAM A2 je CIUIUTCKH apXHEMUCKOIl
JlaBpenTHje 60 y BpeMe xpBaTckux kpasbeBa Credana, Kpemmmupa n 3BoHnMupa,
anu ce cmarpa ja je momeHyta Credan 6no kacuuju Bnagap Credan 11 (1089-1091).
Y cBakoM ciy4ajy, BnagaBuHa Credana | je mpumanana negecetnm roquHaMa X1 Beka,
IITO 3HAYM Jia je HajKacHUje TaJa HecTajlo HEIOoCpeIHE BHM3aHTHjCKE BIIACTH Y
XpBarckoj u Jo1uIo 10 0OHOBE IMOceOHE XPBATCKE JIpKaBe, alll OKOJIHOCTH YCIIEH
KOjHX C€ TO JOTOJMIIO HHje Moryhe pacBeTIINTH.

Opuzunanan nayunu pao

IIpumsen: 28.3.2022.
Konauno npuxsahen 3a o6jaBpuBame:18.8.2022.
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