Starohrvatska prosvjeta
III. serija — svezak/vol. 50/2023.

Luka Pakovic
Prvca 120, HR — 35400 Nova Gradiska
Idjakov99@gmail.com

UDK: 94(497.5)-05"08/09"

Izvorni znanstveni rad / Original scientific paper

Kronologija hrvatskih vladara
u 9.1 10. stoljecu

U ovom radu autor predlaze novu kronologiju hrvatskih viadara u
9. i 10. stolje¢u na temelju drugacije interpretacije povijesnih izvora, a
ponajprije Porfirogenetova djela ,, De administrando imperio“. Kljucna
teza iznesena u Clanku jest da se 31. poglavije DAI odnosi na 9. stoljece,
¢ime se odredeni hrvatski viadari koji su se do sada obicno smjestali u
10. stoljece, sada trebaju smjestiti u 9. stoljece. Nadalje, drugacija kro-
nologija nuzno je dovela do toga da se odredeni dogadaji (poput rata Hr-
vata i Bugara u 10. stoljecu), koje smo do sada vezali uz jednog viadara,
sada vezu uz drugog.

Kljuéne rijeci: kronologija, 9. i 10. stoljece, srednjovjekovha Hrvat-
ska, De administrando imperio.

Chronology of Croatian rulers in the 9t
and 10" centuries

This paper presents a novel perspective on the chronology of Croatian
rulers in the 9th and 10th centuries, which is based on a different and
fresh interpretation of historical sources, with a primary focus on Por-
phyrogenitus’ notable work “De Administrando Imperio.” The pivotal
thesis presented in this work posits that Chapter 31 of “De Administran-
do Imperio” pertains to the 9th century. Consequently, this suggests to
place certain Croatian rulers, traditionally assigned to the 10th century,
now into the 9th century. As a result, our revised chronology prompts a
re-evaluation of specific events (such as the Croatian-Bulgarian war in
the 10th century), which we have associated with one ruler so far, but
now link to another ruler instead.

Keywords: chronology, 9th and 10th centuries, medieval Croatia, De
Administrando Imperio
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1.UvoD

Postojeé¢i povijesni izvori za razdoblje 9. i 10.
stolje¢a ne daju nam moguénost da s potpunom si-
gurno$c¢u iznesemo kronologiju hrvatskih vladara.!
U danasnjoj povijesnoj znanosti prevladava Sigi¢e-
va kronologija? koju je predlozio 1914. te uklopio
u §iri povijesni kontekst u svom kapitalnom djelu
Povijest Hrvata u vrijeme narodnih viadara.? lako
je Sisi¢evo misljenje prezivjelo kao relevantno vise
od Citavoga stoljeca, ono nije jedino, stoga ne mo-
zemo govoriti da u znanosti postoji suglasje oko
pitanja kronologije hrvatskih vladara tijekom prije
navedenih stoljeca.

Na promisljanje o ovoj temi potakli su me ¢lanak
Predraga Komatine O hronologiji hrvatskih viada-
ra u 31. glavi spisa De administrando imperio* te
¢lanak Jakova StipSi¢a Tragom jedne biljeske Ivana
Luciusa o jednoj vladarskoj ispravi.’ Smatram da
ova dva ¢lanka bacaju drugacije svjetlo na krono-
logiju hrvatskih vladara u 9. i 10. stoljecu. Iako su
zakljucci iz navedenih ¢lanaka po mojem misljenju
pogresni (o cemu ¢e biti vise rijeci kasnije), novo
interpretiranje postojecih izvora i sama argumen-
tacija od iznimne su koristi i mogu nas odvesti na
pravi put kad je u pitanju ova problematika.

Temeljna je zadaca u ovom radu dati prijedlog
nove kronologije hrvatskih vladarau 9. i 10. stolje-
¢u i objasniti zasto su druge kronologije, ponajprije
ona Sisiéeva, tesko odrzive. Smatram da je potreb-
no objasniti zasto je odabrano razdoblje 9. i 10. sto-
lje¢a kao vremenski okvir. Kronologiju hrvatskih
vladara u 9. stolje¢u zapocet ¢u s knezom Misla-
vom iz jednostavnog razloga — ve¢ina povjesniCara
ne dovodi u sumnju ¢injenicu da je on bio vladar
koji se smatrao Hrvatom. Dio povjesniara® smatra
da je on bio prvi hrvatski vladar misle¢i pritom da
se vladari prije njega (Borna, Vladislav) ne mogu

! Zelim naglasiti da je ovo progirena verzija mog di-
plomskog rada te su u ovu verziju unesene odredene
promjene zahvaljujuci korisnim savjetima i opaskama
Nevena Budaka, Trpimira Vedrisa i Luke Spoljariéa.
Posebno zelim zahvatili mojem mentoru, profesoru
Budaku, na razumijevanju i uvazavanju mojih teza te
na poticaju i savjetima tijekom pisanja rada.

Sisi¢ 1914b, str. 1-93.

Sigi¢ 1990.

Komatina 2010, str. 83-105.

Stipisi¢ 19609, str. 75-96.

Budak 2018, str. 108-109, 169-170; Bilogrivi¢ 2016,
str. 152; Dzino 2010, str. 188-189; Dzino 2021, str.
175-176.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The available historical sources pertaining to
the 9™ and 10™ centuries do not provide us with the
opportunity of establishing an unequivocal chro-
nology of Croatian rulers.! In contemporary histor-
ical science, the prevailing chronology is the one
by Sigi¢,? proposed in 1914 and incorporated into a
broader historical context in his seminal work Pov-
ijest Hrvata u vrijeme narodnih vladara (The histo-
ry of Croats in the time of national rulers).” While
Sigi¢’s chronology has remained influential for over
a century, it is not the only one, and thus, we cannot
claim that there is a consensus within the scientific
community regarding the chronology of Croatian
rulers during earlier said centuries.

My interest in this topic was sparked by Predrag
Komatina’s paper O hronologiji hrvatskih viladara
u 31. glavi spisa De Administrando Imperio* (On
the chronology of Croatian rulers in Chapter 31 of
De Administrando Imperio) and Jakov StipS$i¢’s
work Tragom jedne biljeske Ivana Luciusa o jednoj
viladarskoj ispravi’ (Tracing a note by Ivan Lucius
about a ruler’s document). Though I disagree with
the conclusions from these papers (which I will ad-
dress later), the reinterpretation of existing sources
and the argumentation itself offer valuable insights
and may guide us in the right direction regarding
this issue.

The main objective of this work is to propose a
new chronology for Croatian rulers in the 9" and
10" centuries and elucidate why other chronologies,
particularly Sigi¢’s, are challenging to adhere to. I
believe it’s also important to clarify why I’ve cho-
sen the 9" and 10™ centuries as the timeframe under
consideration. The chronology of Croatian rulers in
the 9™ century starts with Duke Mislav for a sim-
ple reason: most historians do not dispute the fact
that he was a ruler who considered himself Croa-

I would like to emphasize that this is an expanded ver-
sion of my master’s thesis, and certain changes have
been incorporated into this version thanks to valuable
advice and comments from Neven Budak, Trpimir
Vedri$ and Luka Spoljarié. I especially want to express
my gratitude to my mentor, Professor Budak, for un-
derstanding and respecting my theses, as well as for
his encouragement and advice during the writing pro-
cess.

Sigi¢ 1914b, pp. 1-93.

Sisi¢ 1990.

Komatina 2010, pp. 83-105.

Stipisi¢ 1969, pp. 75-96.
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smatrati Hrvatima’. S druge pak strane, odredeni
povjesnicari, poput Anci¢a®, neupitno ih smatraju
Hrvatima iako se u izvorima spominju pod drugim
imenom (Guduskani). Zbog razli¢itih interpreta-
cija u radu necu se baviti pitanjem jesu li Borna i
Vladislav hrvatski vladari jer bi to zauzelo previse
prostora i odvelo ovaj rad u nekom drugom smjeru.

Reinterpretacijom kronologije doSao sam do za-
kljucka da je potrebno odredene dogadaje (primje-
rice rat Hrvata i Bugara u 10. stolje¢u) koji su se
vezivali uz jednog vladara (Tomislav) sada vezati
uz drugog vladara (Mihael KreSimir II.). Zbog te
problematike bit ¢e navedeni svi politi¢ki dogada-
ji koji se mogu vezati uz odredenog vladara kako
bi se u potpunosti mogla shvatiti kronologija koju
u ovom radu donosim, ali i kako bismo mozda re-
interpretirali mo¢ koju je odredeni vladar imao te
kakav je status uzivao u medunarodnom okruzenju
tog razdoblja.

2. PREGLED HISTORIOGRAFIJE

Franjo Racki je za ovu temu vazan zato Sto je
prvi povjesnicar koji je u svome ¢lanku iz 1871., u
kojemu se poziva na pismo pape Ivana X. iz 925. u
kojemu Tomislava naziva rex Croatorum, Tomisla-
va nazvao kraljem. Racki pravilno primjecuje kako
je Toma Arhidakon napisao da je knez Tomislav
vladao 914., dok papa u pismu iz 925. Tomislava
naziva kraljem.’ Dodatni doprinos kronologiji vla-
dara 10. stoljeca dao je bugarski povjesni¢ar Marin
Stojanov Drinov, koji je tri vladara koja spominje
Konstantin Porfirogenet (Trpimir, KreSimir i Miro-
slav) smjestio u 10. stolje¢e, a Trpimira je izjedna-
¢io s Tomislavom. Racki je prihvatio Drinovljevo
misljenje da te vladare treba smjestati u 10. stoljece,
no smatrao je da su Tomislav i Trpimir dvije razlici-
te osobe, $to je samo po sebi znacilo da su postoja-
la dva Trpimira, jedan vladar iz 9. stoljeca te jedan
vladar iz 10. stolje¢a.”® Cinilo se da je pitanje 10.
stoljeca rijeSeno.

S rijeSenim 10. stolje¢em Racki je u svome ka-
pitalnom djelu Nutarnje stanje Hrvatske prije XII.
stoljeca, koje je u Casopisu Rad JAZU objavljivao
izmedu 1884. 1 1893., iznio cjelovitu kronologiju
hrvatskih vladara 9. i 10. stolje¢a. U 9. stoljecu
nakon Mislava, za kojeg se zna da je vladao 839.,
vladaju Trpimir, Domagoj, Zdeslav, Branimir i Mu-

7 Gracanin 2012, str. 58-61; Curta 2006, str. 135.
8 AnCi¢ 1998, str. 27-41.

% Racki 1998, str. 39-41.

10 Sigi¢ 1914b, str. 14.
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tian. Some historians® believe that he was the first
Croatian ruler, arguing that rulers preceding him
(Borna, Vladislav) cannot be regarded as Croats.’
On the other hand, certain historians, like Ancié,?
unquestionably consider them Croats, even though
they are mentioned in historical sources under dif-
ferent names (Guduscans). Due to these different
interpretations, I will refrain from delving into the
question of whether Borna and Vladislav were Cro-
atian rulers, as it would take up considerable space
and divert this work in another direction.

Through the reinterpretation of the chronology,
I have arrived at the conclusion that certain events
(such as the war between Croats and Bulgarians in
the 10" century) previously associated with one rul-
er (Tomislav) should now be linked to another ruler
(Michael Kresimir II). Because of the complexity of
this issue, all political events that can be attributed
to a specific ruler will be mentioned here to fully
understand the chronology presented in this work
and potentially re-evaluate the authority held by a
specific ruler and the status he enjoyed in the inter-
national context of that era.

2. HISTORIOGRAPHICAL OVERVIEW

Franjo Racki plays a crucial role here because he
was the first historian to refer to Tomislav as a king
in his work from 1871, citing a letter from Pope John
X from 925, in which Tomislav was designated as
rex Croatorum. Racki correctly noted that Thomas
the Archdeacon stated that Duke Tomislav ruled in
914, while the Pope, in his letter from 925, referred
to Tomislav as a king.” Another contribution to the
chronology of 10"-century rulers was provided by
Bulgarian historian Marin Stojanov Drinov, who
placed three rulers mentioned by Constantine Por-
phyrogenitus (Trpimir, KreSimir and Miroslav) in
the 10" century, equating Trpimir with Tomislav.
Racki accepted Drinov’s viewpoint that these rulers
belonged in the 10" century but also believed that
Tomislav and Trpimir were two different historical
figures, implying the existence of two Trpimirs, one
ruler from the 9™ century and one from the 10" cen-

¢ Budak 2018, pp. 108-109, 169-170; Bilogrivi¢ 2016,
p. 152; Dzino 2010, pp. 188-189; Dzino 2021, pp.
175-176.

7 Gracanin 2012, pp. 58-61; Curta 2006, p. 135.

& Anci¢ 1998, pp. 27-41.

% Racki 1998, pp. 39-41.
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timir. U 10. stoljecu slijedi Tomislav, prvi hrvatski
kralj, a njega je naslijedio Trpimir kojega je nasli-
jedio njegov sin Kresimir. Zatim vlada KreSimirov
sin Miroslav kojega nasljeduje njegov sin Drzi-
slav.!! Kao $to vidimo, u ovoj kronologiji nedostaje
Mihael Kresimir II., ali to treba pripisati Cinjenici
da tada jo$ nije bio otkriven nadgrobni natpis kra-
ljice Jelene.

Zanimljiv prijedlog dao je Racki smjestivsi kne-
za ViSeslava izmedu Mutimira i Tomislava. Svoju
je tezu temeljio na stilskom povezivanju pisma na
Viseslavovoj krstionici s Branimirovim natpisom
u Mucu te je svecenika Ivana, koji se spominje
na krstionici, povezao s Ivanom koji se spominje
u prepisci pape Ivana VIIL i Branimira.'? Luka Je-
li¢ smatra da je Viseslav vladao ,,polovinom IX.
vijeka“,3 dok Ferdo Sii¢ Viseslava smjesta na kraj
8., odnosno na pocetak 9. stoljeca.'* Stjepan Gunja-
¢a smatrao je da ViSeslava treba smjestiti izmedu
Vladislava i Mislava'®, a takvo je razmiSljanje po-
drzao Vladimir Posavec, pokuSavsi ga potkrijepiti
tada$njim povijesnim okolnostima.'®

Racki je bio prvi koji je istaknuo postojanje
Trpimira II., no njegovo razmisljanje u hrvatskoj
historiografiji isprva nije zazivjelo. Tako primjeri-
ce Tadija Smiciklas u prvom dijelu svoje Poviesti
hrvatske uopce ne spominje Trpimira II., a kronolo-
gija vladara je sljedeca: Mojslav (838. — 850.), Tr-
pimir (850. — 864.), Domagoj (864. —876.), Zdeslav
(877.—879.), Branimir (879. — 892.), Mutimir (892.
— 0. 900.), Tomislav (0. 900. — 0. 930.), KreSimir
I. (0. 930. — 945.), Miroslav (945. — 949.), Pribina
(0. 950. — ?) 1 Drzislav (970. — 1000.)."” Kao $to se
moze iS¢itati, Smiciklas je Tomislavovu vladavinu
pomakao na sam pocetak 10. stoljeca. Nadalje, kako
tada povjesnicarima nije bio poznat natpis kraljice
Jelene, Smiciklas je prazninu izmedu Miroslava i
DrzZislava popunio Pribinom, za kojega piSe da je
najvjerojatnije uzeo kraljevski naslov.'® Mozda je
ovakva Smiciklasova kronologija bila inspirirana
Drinovljevim misljenjem da vladari koje Porfiroge-
net spominje pripadaju 10. stolje¢u, no da Tomisla-
va i Trpimira treba identificirati kao jednu osobu.

1 Racki 2009, str. 23; 200-223.
12 Racki 1877, str. 376-377.

B3 Jeli¢ 1902, str. 104.

14 Sigi¢ 1914b, str. 46.

15 Gunjaca 1973, str. 137-141.
16 Posavec 1996, str. 17-32.

17" Smiciklas 1882, str. 178-237.
18 Tsto, str. 227.

tury.!® It seemed that the issue of the 10™ century
had been resolved.

With the 10%-century issue resolved, Racki, in
his seminal work Nutarnje stanje Hrvatske prije
XII. stoljeca (The internal situation of Croatia be-
fore the 12% century), published in the Journal of
the Yugoslav Academy of Sciences and Arts be-
tween 1884 and 1893, presented a comprehensive
chronology of Croatian rulers in the 9" and 10%
centuries. In the 9" century, Mislav, who is known
to have ruled in 839, was succeeded by Trpimir,
Domagoj, Zdeslav, Branimir and Mutimir. In the
10" century, Tomislav, the first Croatian king, was
succeeded by Trpimir, who in turn was followed by
his son KreSimir. Then Kresimir’s son Miroslav as-
cended to power, followed by his son Drzislav.!" As
we can see in this chronology, Michael KreSimir II
is missing, but this can be attributed to the fact that
Queen Jelena’s tombstone had not yet been discov-
ered at that time.

Racki proposed an intriguing idea by placing
Duke Viseslav between Mutimir and Tomislav. He
based his thesis on the stylistic resemblance be-
tween the inscriptions on Viseslav’s baptistery and
Branimir’s inscription in Mu¢, and he linked priest
John, mentioned on the baptistery, to the John ref-
erenced in the correspondence between Pope John
VIII and Branimir.'> Luka Jeli¢ believes that Vise-
slav ruled “in the mid-9* century,”'* while Ferdo
Sisi¢ placed Viseslav at the end of the 8" or the
beginning of the 9" century respectively.'* Stjepan
Gunjaca believed that Viseslav should be placed
between Vladislav and Mislav," a perspective sup-
ported by Vladimir Posavec, who sought to sub-
stantiate it with the historical circumstances of that
time.'¢

Racki was the first to bring attention to the ex-
istence of Trpimir 1. However, his ideas initially
did not gain much acceptance in Croatian historiog-
raphy. For instance, in the first part of his Poviesti
hrvatske (History of Croatia), Tadija Smiciklas did
not mention Trpimir II at all. He presented the fol-
lowing chronology of rulers: Mojslav (838 - 850),
Trpimir (850 - 864), Domagoj (864 - 876), Zdeslav

10 Sigi¢ 1914b, p. 14.

' Ragki 2009, pp. 23; 200-23.
12 Racki 1877, pp. 376-377.

13 Jelié 1902, p. 104,

14 Sigi¢ 1914b, p. 46.

15 Gunjaca 1973, pp. 137-141.
16 Posavec 1996, pp. 17-32.



Misljenje Vjekoslava Klaica razlikuje se od
Smiciklasova kada govorimo o godinama kada je
pojedini vladar vladao, no kronologija vladara go-
tovo je neizmijenjena. Ona je sljedeca: Mislav (835.
— 845.), Trpimir (845. — 864.), Domagoj (864. —
876.), Inoslav (876. — 878.), Zdeslav (878. — 879.),
Branimir (879. — 892.), Muncimir (892. — 0. 910.),
Tomislav (0. 910. — 928.), KreSimir I. (0. 930. — o.
945.), Miroslav (0. 945. — 949.), Pribina (0. 950. —
970.), Drzislav (970. — 0. 1000.)."

Zanimljivo je spominjanje kneza Inoslava, od-
nosno Iljka, fantomskoga vladara koji je nastao kao
rezultat krivoga Citanja Dandolove kronike. Primje-
rice Iljka je medu hrvatske vladare ubrajao i Ferdo
Sigi¢.2 Sve je nedoumice praktiéno rijesio srpski
povjesni¢ar Mihailo Dini¢, koji je 1938. g. zakljucio
da je preradiva¢ Dandolove kronike ,,u nerazumije-
vanju od adverba nacinio ime i dao mu odgovara-
juéi latinski oblik Yllicus*“.?! Tako se nakon 1940-ih
tesko moze naci povjesnicar koji fantomskoga Iljka
svrstava medu hrvatske vladare.

Godine 1898. don Frane Buli¢ u Solinu je otkrio
ostatke nadgrobnoga natpisa kraljice Jelene (1976.)
te je natpis uspio djelomicno restaurirati. On je ba-
cio sasvim novo svjetlo na kronologiju hrvatskih
vladara jer se u njemu spominju kraljevi Mihael i
Stjepan, a Jelena je bila zena tada pokojnoga kralja
Mihaela i majka kralja Stjepana.??

Otkri¢e Jelenina natpisa navelo je Gavru Ma-
nojlovi¢a da predlozi svoju kronologiju hrvatskih
vladara u 9. i 10. stolje¢u. Vladare koje spominje
Porfirogenet smjestio je u 9. stoljeCe te smatra da
nakon mirnih vladavina Trpimira i KreSimira dolazi
do Pribinina svrgavanja Miroslava. Nakon Miro-
slava redom dolaze: Domagoj, Zdeslav, Branimir i
Muncimir. Zanimljivost je §to Manojlovi¢ nije kr-
$¢anska imena s Jelenina epitafa (Mihael i Stjepan)
pripisao nekom od poznatih hrvatskih vladara, ve¢
je smatrao da su Mihael i Stjepan zasebni vladari.
Tako u 10. stolje¢e Manojlovi¢ smjesta sljedece
hrvatske vladare: Tomislav, Mihael, Stjepan, Kre-
Simir Stariji i Drzislav.?> U modernoj historiografiji
Manojlovic¢evo je misljenje o smjeStanju Porfiroge-
netovih vladara u 9. stolje¢e prihvatio Tibor Zivko-

19 Klai¢ 1972b, str. 73-121.

20 Sisi¢ 1914b, str. 10.

2l Dinié¢ 1938, str. 77-86.

2 §i8i¢ 1914b, str. 49; 14.

2 Manojlovi¢ 1902, str. 101-102.
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(877 - 879), Branimir (879 - 892), Mutimir (892 -
around 900), Tomislav (around 900 - around 930),
Kresimir I (around 930 - 945), Miroslav (945 - 949),
Pribina (around 950 - ?) and Drzislav (970 - 1000).!”
As can be seen, Smiciklas shifted Tomislav’s reign
to the very beginning of the 10" century. Further-
more, since the inscription of Queen Jelena was not
known to historians at that time, Smiciklas filled the
gap between Miroslav and Drzislav with Pribina,
whom he believed most likely assumed the royal ti-
tle.”® Such a chronology might have been influenced
by Drinov’s view that the rulers mentioned by Por-
phyrogenitus belonged to the 10" century, suggest-
ing that Tomislav and Trpimir should be identified
as the same person.

Vijekoslav Klai¢’s perspective differs from
Smiciklas regarding the years each ruler reigned,
yet the chronology of the rulers remains mostly un-
changed. It is as follows: Mislav (835 - 845), Trpi-
mir (845 - 864), Domagoj (864 - 876), Inoslav (876
- 878), Zdeslav (878 - 879), Branimir (879 - 892),
Muncimir (892 - around 910), Tomislav (around
910 - 928), KreSimir I (around 930 - around 945),
Miroslav (around 945 - 949), Pribina (around 950 —
970) and Drzislav (970 - around 1000)."

Worth noting is the mention of Duke Inoslav or
Iljko respectively, a phantom ruler created due to
a misreading of Dandolo’s chronicle. For instance,
Ferdo Sisi¢ also included Iljko among Croatian
rulers.?’ However, all these historical uncertainties
were practically resolved by the Serbian historian
Mihailo Dini¢, who concluded in 1938 that the ed-
itor of Dandolo’s chronicle “misinterpreted an ad-
verb as a name and gave it the corresponding Latin
form Yllicus.”?! Consequently, since the 1940s, it’s
rare to find a historian who includes the phantom
[ljko among Croatian rulers.

In 1898, priest Frane Buli¢ discovered the re-
mains of Queen Jelena’s tombstone inscription (f
976) in Solin and managed to partially restore the
text. This discovery shed new light on the chronol-
ogy of Croatian rulers, as it mentioned Kings Mi-
chael and Stephen, as well as Jelena as the wife of
the then late King Michael and the mother of King
Stephen.?

17" Smiciklas 1882, pp. 178-237.
18 Idem, p. 227.

19 Klai¢ 1972b, pp. 73-121.

20 Sjsié 1914b, p. 10.

2l Dini¢ 1938, pp. 77-86.

2 §jsié 1914b, p. 49; 14.
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vi¢* iako je isprva smatrao da ti vladari pripadaju
10. stoljecu.”

Sve nedoumice oko kronologije hrvatskih vla-
dara pokusao je otkloniti Ferdo Si§i¢ u svome iscr-
pnom ¢lanku iz 1914. Sisié¢ u ¢lanku rjesava dvije
nedoumice — u koje stolje¢e treba smjestiti Kon-
stantinove vladare Trpimira, KreSimira i Miroslava
te kako identificirati tko su vladari Mihael i Stjepan
koji se spominju na Jeleninu nadgrobnome natpisu.

Sigi¢ je Trpimira, KreSimira i Miroslava smje-
stio u 10. stolje¢e te ih naveo kao Tomislavove na-
sljednike, a vazna karika u tome bio je Pribina, koji
se u Darovnici za Diklo spominje kao ban iz 10. sto-
ljeca, a isto tako ga spominje i Konstantin Porfiro-
genet.?® Nadalje Sisi¢ na temelju Mletacke kronike
koja se pripisuje Ivanu Pakonu i Mutimirove ispra-
ve iz 892. g. zakljuCuje da su Zdeslav i Mutimir bili
Trpimirovi sinovi te da time u 9. stoljecu ,,nema
mjesta“ za jo§ dva vladara (KreSimir i Miroslav).?’

Sigi¢ je ispravno rijesio nedoumicu oko kraljeva
Mihaela i Stjepana navode¢i da su hrvatski vladari
imali kr§¢ansko i narodno ime, a kao primjere je
naveo Petra KreSimira i Dmitra Zvonimira. On tje-
Sava problem tako da ime Stjepan veze uz Drzisla-
va, dok ime Mihael veze uz njegova oca KreSimira
I1.28 Na Jeleninu natpisu jasno se moze iséitati da
je ona umrla 976. te je taj podatak Sigi¢ povezao s
dostupnim izvorima koji jasno pokazuju da je u to
vrijeme Hrvatskom vladao Drzislav.

Sisicev je ¢lanak medu vladare uvrstio i Mihaela
KreSimira II. Kao $to smo mogli vidjeti u radovima
nastalim prije SiSiceva (Racki, Smi¢iklas, Klai¢),
KreSimir II. obi¢no se nigdje ne spominje, a izvori
koji su navodili da je Drzislav sin KreSimira, tuma-
¢ili su se na nacin da su povjesnicari pod imenom
Kresimir vidjeli KreSimira 1., onoga vladara koji
je naslijedio Tomislava (prema misljenju Drinova,
Smiciklasa i Klai¢a), odnosno Trpimira (prema mi-
Sljenju Rackoga).

U konacnici, Sisiéeva predlozena kronologi-
ja hrvatskih vladara® bila je sljede¢a: Mislav (o.
830. — 0. 845.), Trpimir 1. (0. 845. — 863.), Doma-
goj (863./864. — 876.), Iljko (876. — 878.), Zdeslav

2 Zivkovi¢ 2012, bilj. 209 1 212.

% Zivkovié 2008, str. 193; 1999.

2 Sisi¢ 1914b, str. 17.

27 Isto, str. 8-11.

2 TIsto, str. 49; 64-65.

»  §isi¢ se u svom &lanku bavi i kronologijom vladara u
11. stoljecu, no ovdje su navedeni samo vladari 9. 1 10.
stoljeca.

The discovery of Jelena’s inscription led Gavro
Manojlovi¢ to propose his own chronology of Cro-
atian rulers in the 9" and 10" centuries. He placed
the rulers mentioned by Porphyrogenitus in the 9™
century, suggesting that after the peaceful reigns of
Trpimir and KreSimir, Pribina overthrew Miroslav
as the ruler. Miroslav was succeeded by Domagoj,
Zdeslav, Branimir and Muncimir. Interestingly,
Manojlovi¢ did not attribute the Christian names
from Jelena’s epitaph (Michael and Stephen) to
any of the known Croatian rulers but considered
Michael and Stephen to be different rulers. Thus,
Manojlovi¢ placed the following Croatian rulers
in the 10" century: Tomislav, Michael, Stephen,
Kre$imir the Elder and Drzislav.? In modern histo-
riography, Tibor Zivkovi¢?* accepted Manojlovié¢’s
opinion on placing the rulers mentioned by Porphy-
rogenitus in the 9" century, although he initially
thought they belonged to the 10" century.?

In his comprehensive work from 1914, Ferdo
Sisi¢ attempted to resolve all doubts regarding the
chronology of Croatian rulers. Sisi¢ resolved two
uncertainties in his work: in which century should
Constantine’s rulers Trpimir, KreSimir and Miro-
slav be placed and how to identify the rulers Mi-
chael and Stephen mentioned in Jelena’s tombstone
inscription.

Sisi¢ placed Trpimir, Kresimir and Miroslav in
the 10™ century, considering them as successors to
Tomislav, with Pribina playing a crucial role in this,
as he was mentioned in the deed of donation for
Diklo as a 10"-century ban, i.e. the same title Con-
stantine Porphyrogenitus used for him.2° Sigi¢ also
deduced, based on the Venetian chronicle attrib-
uted to John the Deacon and Mutimir’s document
from 892, that Zdeslav and Mutimir were Trpimir’s
sons, leaving “no room” for two additional rulers
(Kresimir and Miroslav) in the 9™ century.?’

Sisi¢ also correctly resolved the question re-
garding King Michael and King Stephen, stating
that Croatian rulers had both Christian and common
names, and, as examples, he cited Peter KreSimir
and Dmitar Zvonimir. Namely, he solved the prob-
lem by associating the name Stephen with Drzislav

2 Manojlovi¢ 1902, pp. 101-102.
24 Zivkovi¢ 2012, fn. 209 and 212.
% Zivkovi¢ 2008, p. 193; 1999.

26 §isié 1914b, p. 17.

27 Idem, pp. 8-11.



(878. — 879.), Branimir (879. — 892.), Muncimir
(892. — 0. 914.), Tomislav (0. 914. — 0. 928.), Tr-
pimir IL. (0. 928. — 0. 935.), Kre§imir 1. (0. 935. —
945.), Miroslav (945. — 949.), Mihael KreSimir II.
(949. — 0. 970.), Stjepan 1. Drzislav (0. 970. — o.
995.), Svetoslav (0. 995. — 1000.).%°

Sigiéeva razmisljanja o hrvatskome ranom sred-
njem vijeku sabrana su u njegovu najve¢emu dje-
lu Povijest Hrvata u vrijeme narodnih viadara®..
Dugo je vremena ova monografija bila temeljno
djelo hrvatskoga ranosrednjovjekovlja te je autor
bio neupitni autoritet za navedeno razdoblje.

Godine 1925., kada se slavila 1000. obljetnica
Hrvatskoga Kraljevstva i kada je objavljeno Sisi-
¢evo kapitalno djelo, Vjekoslav Klai¢ je dao novi
prijedlog kronologije 9. 1 10. stolje¢a na temelju no-
vog tumacenja De administrando imperio u kojemu
je iznio svoju tezu o dva KreSimira. Naime, on je
smatrao da Kresimir koji je sin Trpimira te KreSimir
koji je otac Miroslava nisu jedna osoba. Tako je,
prema Klai¢evu misljenju, Trpimira® oko 852. g.
naslijedio njegov sin Kresimir 1., koji je vladao do
864., a Tomislava je 928. g. naslijedio KreSimir II. i
vladao je do 945. g.* Ipak, ovaj prijedlog kronolo-
gije nije u historiografiji ozbiljnije zazivio.

1z razdoblja Drugoga svjetskog rata vrijedi ista-
knuti dvije knjige Grge Novaka iz 1944. o proslo-
sti Dalmacije, koje je Golden marketing objedinio
i 2001. izdao pod nazivom Proslost Dalmacije.’*
Iako se autor bavi povije§¢u Dalmacije od neolitika
do modernoga razdoblja, vrijedi istaknuti da je nje-
gova kronologija hrvatskih vladara u 9. i 10. stolje-
éu identi¢na Sigi¢evoj, osim veé prije spomenutoga
kneza Iljka, kojega je historiografija odbacila.?

Godine 1972. Stjepan Antoljak predlozio je
kronologiju hrvatskih vladara koja se kosi sa svim
dostupnim povijesnim izvorima. U svome se radu
bavi prijepisom isprave Mihaela KreSimira II. koja
je datirana u 950., a navodi se da je sastavljena u
dvadeset i Cetvrtoj godini njegova vladanja, §to bi
znacilo da je njegova vladavina pocela 926. godine.
Antoljak je, analiziravsi ispravu, zakljucio da je ona
autenti¢na.’® Ponukan svojim zaklju¢kom o auten-

- Sisi¢ 1914b, str. 87.

31 Sigi¢ 1990, str. 317-363; 376-474.

32 Klai¢ smatra da je Porfirogenetov Trpimir istovjetan
hrvatskom knezu Trpimiru kojeg poznaju povijesni
izvori u 9. stoljeéu.

3 Klai¢ 1925, str. 212-214.

3% Novak 2001.

3 Tsto, str. 79-86.

3 Antoljak 1972, str. 71-73.
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and the name Michael with his father KreSimir I1.8
It is evident from Jelena’s inscription that she died
in 976, and Sigi¢ connected this date to the available
sources, which indicate that Drzislav ruled Croatia
at that time.

In his article, Sigi¢ also included Mihael
KreSimir II as one of the rulers. Papers on this
topic prior Sigi¢ (written by Racki, Smiciklas, and
Klai¢) clearly show that Kresimir II is usually not
mentioned anywhere. When sources did reference
Drzislav as the son of KreSimir, they were often
interpreted by historians as referring to KreSimir
I, the ruler who succeeded Tomislav (according to
Drinov, Smiciklas and Klai¢) or Trpimir (according
to Racki).

Ultimately, Sigi¢’s proposed chronology of Cro-
atian rulers® was as follows: Mislav (around 830
- around 845), Trpimir I (around 845 - 863), Do-
magoj (863/864 - 876), Iljko (876 - 878), Zdeslav
(878 - 879), Branimir (879 - 8§92), Muncimir (892
- around 914), Tomislav (around 914 - around 928),
Trpimir II (around 928 - around 935), KreSimir I
(around 935 - 945), Miroslav (945 - 949), Mihael
Kresimir II (949 - around 970), Stephen I Drzislav
(around 970 - around 995), and Svetoslav (around
995 - 1000).%

Sigié’s views and thoughts about the Croatian
Early Middle Ages are compiled in his seminal
work Povijest Hrvata u vrijeme narodnih vladara®
(History of the Croats in the time of Croatian rul-
ers). For a long time, this monograph served as a
cornerstone in the study of the Croatian Early Mid-
dle Ages, and Sisi¢ was widely regarded as an au-
thority on this period.

In 1925, on the occasion of the 1000™ anniver-
sary of the Croatian Kingdom and the publication
of Sisi¢’s groundbreaking work, Vijekoslav Klai¢
presented a new chronology for the 9% and 10™
centuries. Klai¢’s proposal was based on a fresh
interpretation of De Administrando Imperio, where
he argued for the existence of two KreSimirs. He
believed that KreSimir, the son of Trpimir, and
Kresimir, the father of Miroslav, were not the same
person. According to Klai¢, Trpimir*? was succeed-

2 Idem, pp. 49; 64.-65.

2 §igi¢, in his paper, deals with the chronology of 11%-
century rulers, but here only the rulers of the 9" and
10" centuries are listed.

30 Sjsié 1914b, p. 87.

31 Sigi¢ 1990, pp. 317-363; 376-474.

Klai¢ believes that the Trpimir mentioned by Porphy-
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ti¢nosti isprave, Antoljak je predlozio novu krono-
logiju hrvatskih vladara u 10. stolje¢u, no stvorio
je kronologiju u kojoj je pokusao postovati Sisi¢ev
zakljucak da su Trpimir, Kre$imir i Miroslav, koje
spominje Porfirogenet, vladari 10. stoljeca. Porfiro-
genetova Kresimira izjednacio je s Mihaelom Kre-
Simirom te je njegova kronologija vladara 10. sto-
lje¢a izgledala ovako: Tomislav®’ (0. 910. —o0. 920.),
Trpimir (0. 920. — 925./926.), Mihael KreSimir I.
(926. — 0. 954.), Miroslav (0. 954. — 958./959.),
Stjepan Drzislav (nakon 960.).*® Antoljakova kro-
nologija, koja je u o€itoj suprotnosti s dostupnim
povijesnim izvorima®®, nikada nije ozbiljnije raz-
matrana u historiografskim krugovima.

Osim nekoliko drugadijih miSljenja hrvatska je
historiografija do danas uglavnom ostala na Siice-
vim postavkama uz manje ispravke (knez Iljko) pa
tako kronologiju koju je predlozio Si§i¢ pronalazi-
mo u prvome svesku Historije naroda Jugosiavije*
te u tekstovima Nade Klai¢*!, Nevena Budaka*?, Ive
Goldsteina® i Tomislava Raukara*, a u novije vri-
jeme primjerice Ante Birina®.

Najnoviji prijedlog kronologije hrvatskih vlada-
rau 9. i 10. stoljeéu, koji je u opreci sa Siiéevim
misljenjem, iznio je 2010. Predrag Komatina, koji
je predlozio smjestanje Porfirogenetovih vladara
u 9. stoljece i prvu Cetvrtinu 10. stolje¢a. Smatrao
je da Porfirogenetova Trpimira treba poistovjetiti s
knezom Trpimirom iz 9. stoljeca, ali se protivi smje-
Stanju Kresimirove i Miroslavove vladavine odmah
nakon Trpimirove te ih smjesta izmedu Mutimira i
Tomislava, a to objasSnjava ¢injenicom da izmedu
895.1925. g. nema podataka o vladarima u Hrvat-
skoj (pri tome ne vjeruje podatku Tome Arhidakona
o vladavini Tomislava 914. g.) te smatra da se ta
praznina moZe popuniti s navedena dva vladara.*
Nazalost, Komatina ne predlaze tko bi onda vladao
nakon Tomislava.

37 Antoljak pretpostavlja da Splitski crkveni sabor nije
odrzan 925., nego 915. g.

3 Antoljak 1972, str. 75-95.

¥ Ocigledan primjer je Tomislav, koji se spominje u pa-

pinom pismu iz 925., a Antoljak navodi da je on umro

oko 920. godine.

Historija naroda Jugoslavije I, str. 185-197.

4 Klai¢ 1975, str. 221-334.

42 Budak 1994, str. 202-207; Budak 2020, str. 263-276.

4 Goldstein 1995, str. 197-203; 253-304; 332-343.

4 Raukar 1997, str. 26-42.

4 Birin 2015, str. 45-58.

4 Komatina 2010, str. 94-98; 102.
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ed by his son KreSimir around 852, who ruled until
864, while Tomislav was succeeded by KreSimir II
in 928, who reigned until 945.% However, Klai¢’s
proposed chronology did not gain significant ac-
ceptance in historiography.

Books worth mentioning from the period of
World War II are Grga Novak’s two publications on
the history of Dalmatia from 1944, which Golden
Marketing later compiled and published in 2001 un-
der the title Proslost Dalmacije (Dalmatia’s Past).*
While Novak’s research spans the history of Dal-
matia from the Neolithic period to the modern era,
it’s noteworthy that his chronology of Croatian rul-
ers in the 9™ and 10" centuries is identical to the
one established by Sisi¢, with the exception of the
previously mentioned Duke Iljko, who has been re-
jected by historiography.>*

In 1972, Stjepan Antoljak introduced a chronol-
ogy of Croatian rulers that boldly contested estab-
lished historical accounts. His work centred on the
transcription of a document of Michael KreSimir II
dating back to 950, stating that it was written in the
twenty-fourth year of his reign, implying a com-
mencement of his reign in 926. Antoljak, after a me-
ticulous examination of this document, concluded
that it was authentic.’® Encouraged by his findings
regarding its authenticity, Antoljak proposed a new
chronology of Croatian rulers in the 10™ century, in
which he attempted to adhere to Sigi¢’s conclusion
that Trpimir, KreSimir and Miroslav, as referenced
by Porphyrogenitus, were indeed rulers of the 10™
century. He equated the one Kresimir mentioned
by Porphyrogenitus with Michael KreSimir, so his
chronology of 10"-century rulers was as follows:
Tomislav?’ (around 910- around 920), Trpimir
(around 920-925/926), Michael KreSimir 1 (926-
around 954), Miroslav (around 954-958/959), Ste-
phen Drzislav (after 960).>® Antoljak’s chronology,
which is in obvious contradiction with available
historical sources,” has never been seriously con-
sidered in historiographic circles.

rogenitus is identical to the Croatian Duke Trpimir
known from historical sources in the 9" century.

3 Klai¢ 1925, pp. 212-214.

* Novak 2001.

35 Idem, pp. 79-86.

36 Antoljak 1972, pp. 71-73.

37 Antoljak assumes that the Church Council of Split did
not take place in 925 but in 915.

3% Antoljak 1972, pp. 75-95.

3 An evident example is Tomislav, mentioned in the let-
ter by the Pope from 925, while Antoljak states that he
died around 920.



Njegovo je misljenje argumentirano pobio Ne-
ven Budak, prigovorivsi da je Komatina olako od-
bacio vijest Tome Arhidakona o vladavini Tomisla-
va 914. g. te da zanemaruje Darovnicu za Diklo u
kojoj se spominje da je ban Pribina bio suvremenik
Mihaela KreSimira II., a to je, prema Budakovu mi-
Sljenju, isti onaj ban kojega Porfirogenet spominje
kao ubojicu Miroslava.”’ Kljuéna osoba u ovome
je problemu ban Pribina. Budu¢i da izmedu 895. i
925. g. nema spomen nikakva Pribine, Komatinina
je kronologija tesko odrziva.

3. MISLAV I TRPIMIR

Prvi knez za kojega se vecina povijesne znano-
sti slaze da se definitivno moZe smatrati hrvatskim
vladarom, bio je Mislav. Izvori nam dopuStaju da
uz vladavinu kneza Mislava vezemo samo jednu
godinu. Krajem 830-ih godina Hrvatska se nasla u
ratu s Venecijom, koji je rezultirao mirom 839. iz-
medu duzda Petra Tradenika (836. - 864.) i kneza
Mislava, o ¢emu piSe Ivan Pakon.*® Dakle sve $to
znamo o Mislavu jest da je vladao 839. i da je ra-
tovao s Mlecanima. O pocetku njegove vladavine
mozemo samo nagadati. To je moglo biti oko 830.
ili oko 835. Sve ostaje na razini pretpostavke, no
mozda mozemo dovesti u vezu raspad Furlanske
markgrofovije s politickim promjenama na istocno-
jadranskoj obali koje su dovele do dolaska Mislava
na vlast.

Mislava je na hrvatskome prijestolju naslijedio
Trpimir. Tradicionalno se poc¢etak njegove vladavi-
ne smjestao oko 845., no u novije vrijeme ozivljeni
su neki stariji prijedlozi datacije Trpimirove da-
rovnice, koji smjestaju pocetak njegove vladavine
nesto ranije. Trpimirova je darovnica, izmedu osta-
loga, poznata jer se na njoj javlja najstariji spomen
hrvatskoga imena. Osim toga ona je zanimljiva i po
tome §to Trpimir svoju vlast izvodi iz Bozje pomo-
¢i*, a ne carske milosti.*® Budu¢i da je darovnica do

47 Budak 2020, str. 263-264.

4 Tvan Dakon, 19; Racki 1877, str. 335-336; Klaié
1972a, str. 19.

O iuvatus munere divino postoje i tumacenja da se ono
odnosi na ¢in osnivanja samostana. O tome je govorio
Goran Bilogrivi¢ na VI. kongresu hrvatskih povjesni-
Cara. Iako se u zborniku sazetaka i rasporeda rada ne
mozZe pronaci Bilogrivi¢eva konkretna argumentacija,
jedan od urednika VI. kongresa, Tomislav Galovié,
potvrdio mi je u prepisci elektronickom postom da je
Bilogrivi¢ uistinu ponudio drugacije tumacenje iuva-
tus munere divino.

0 CD 1, str. 3-8.
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Except for a few differing opinions, Croatian
historiography has largely remained faithful to
Sigié’s propositions, albeit with minor adjustments
(Duke Iljko), thus having Sigi¢’s proposed chronol-
ogy included in the first volume of Historije naroda
Jugoslavije* (History of the people of Yugoslavia)
and in the works of Nada Klai¢*', Neven Budak®,
Ivo Goldstein® and Tomislav Raukar** , and more
recently, in the works of Ante Birin.*

The most recent proposal for the chronology
of Croatian rulers in the 9" and 10™ centuries, and
one that directly challenges Sigi¢’s viewpoints, was
introduced in 2010 by Predrag Komatina. He pro-
posed to date the rulers mentioned by Porphyrogen-
itus to the 9™ century and the first quarter of the 10
century. He believed that Porphyrogenitus’s Trpimir
should be identified with the 9*-century Duke Trpi-
mir. However, Komatina disagreed with placing
KreSimir’s and Miroslav’s reign immediately after
Trpimir’s reign, opting instead to position them be-
tween Mutimir and Tomislav. The reason for doing
s0, he explained in the lack of information about
the rulers in Croatia between 895 and 925 (while
also doubting the information provided by Thomas
the Archdeacon about Tomislav’s rule in 914), so he
believed that this gap could be filled with these two
rulers.* Unfortunately, Komatina did not propose
who might have succeeded Tomislav.

Neven Budak countered his opinion, arguing
that Komatina too easily dismissed Thomas the
Archdeacon’s information about Tomislav’s rule in
914 and overlooked the deed of donation for Diklo,
which mentions that Ban Pribina was a contempo-
rary of Michael KreSimir II. According to Budak,
this is the same ban whom Porphyrogenitus named
as the murderer of Miroslav.*’ The key figure in this
issue is Ban Pribina. Given the absence of any men-
tion of Pribina between 895 and 925, Komatina’s
proposed chronology faces substantial historical
challenges.

0 Historija naroda Jugoslavije I, pp. 185-197.

4 Klai¢ 1975, pp. 221-334.

42 Budak 1994, pp. 202-207; Budak 2020, pp. 263-276.
# Goldstein 1995, pp. 197-203; 253-304; 332-343.

4 Raukar 1997, pp. 26-42.

4 Birin 2015, pp. 45-58.

4 Komatina 2010, pp. 94-98; 102.

47 Budak 2020, pp. 263-264.
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nas dosla u prijepisu, a ne u originalu, o njezinoj au-
tenti¢nosti postoje razli¢ita misljenja, no mozemo
re¢i kako je u znanosti prihvaceno da se velik dio
isprave smatra vjerodostojnim®', ali za neke dijelo-
ve isprave je o¢ito da su umetnuti (primjerice dio o
darovanju crkve sv. Jurja na Putalju).>

U darovnici formula datacije glasi: Regnante
in Italia piisimo Lothario Francorum rege, per in-
dictionem XV sub die Il Nonis Martii. Trpimirova
darovnica datirana je po eri vladara i XV. indikci-
jom.> Prvi koji je ponudio prijedlog datacije bio je
Ivan Kukuljevi¢ Sakcinski, koji je ispravu datirao
u 837. godinu.** No u historiografiji je sve done-
davno bila neupitna datacija Franje Rackoga, koji je
prigovorio da je Kukuljevi¢ zanemario spominjanje
Mislava 839. te je na temelju indikcije datirao da-
rovnicu u 852. godinu.®

Misljenje Rackoga u pitanje je doveo Lujo Mar-
geti¢, koji je primijetio da je Racki ignorirao poda-
tak o Lotaraovoj vladavini. Naime u ispravi je Lotar
spomenut kao vladar Italije (Regnante in Italia), $to
je on postao 840., a 844. g. postao je car te je od
tada u Italiji vladao Lotarov sin Ludovik II. Nakon
$to je dao okruniti svoga sina za kralja Italije, Lotar
se nikada vise nije nazivao italskim kraljem te stoga
Margeti¢ smatra da se darovnicu treba smjestiti iz-
medu 840. i 843. g.5 Margeti¢ ju je kasnije poblize
datirao sa 2. veljac¢e 840., uzevsi u obzir podatke
iz Historia Salonitana Tome Arhidakona®’, no na-
kon nekoga vremena ispravio je svoju dataciju u 4.
ozujka 840.% jer je u svome prethodnom prijedlogu
slu¢ajno zamijenio ozujak veljacom.

Svoj doprinos raspravi dala je i Mirjana Matije-
vi¢ Sokol, koja je, slijede¢i Margeticevu argumen-
taciju o ranijoj dataciji darovnice, predlozila da za
datum nastanka ove isprave treba uzeti 4. ozujka
841. jer je u njoj Lotar naveden kao franacki kralj
(Francorum rege), §to je on postao nakon 20. lipnja
840., kada je umro njegov otac Ludovik Pobozni.
1z toga autorica zakljucuje kako je teSko zamisliti
da bi se u ispravi Lotaru davala titula koju tada nije
posjedovao pa je stoga Margeticeva datacija nesto
preuranjena.>

31 Matijevi¢ Sokol 2014, str. 85-86.

2 Peri¢ 1984, str. 168-169.

3 Matijevi¢ Sokol 2014, str. 86.

3 Kukuljevi¢ Sakcinski 1872, str. 207-216.
35 Racki 1877, str. 3-6.

% Margeti¢ 1993, str. 47-51.

57 Margeti¢ 1995, str. 20.

8 Margetic¢ 2000, str. 7-8.

59 Matijevi¢ Sokol 2014, str. 88-89.

3. MISLAV AND TRPIMIR

The first Croatian duke widely acknowledged
by most historians as a definitively Croatian ruler
was Mislav. Based upon historical sources, there
is only one single year that can be associated with
Mislav’s reign. Namely, in the late 830s, Croatia
was engaged in a war with Venice, resulting in a
peace treaty in 839 between Doge Pietro Tradonico
(836 - 864) and Duke Mislav, as recorded by John
the Deacon.®® Thus, all we know about Mislav is
that he ruled in 839 and was at war with the Vene-
tians. The exact beginning of his rule is speculative,
possibly around 830 or 835, and while it remains a
matter of conjecture, it might be possible to link the
dissolution of the March of Friuli with the political
changes on the eastern Adriatic coast that eventual-
ly led to Mislav’s ascent to power.

Trpimir succeeded Mislav on the Croatian
throne. Traditionally, his rule was believed to have
begun around 845. However more recently, propos-
als regarding an older dating of Trpimir’s deed of
donation have been revived, suggesting an earli-
er beginning of his reign. This deed is, inter alia,
known as the earliest record mentioning the Croa-
tian name and also quite interesting for the fact that
Trpimir derived his authority by the grace of God,*
rather than the mercy and favour of the emperor.™
Though said charter has not been preserved in its
original form but rather in the form of a transcript
written some time later, and while there are debates
about its authenticity, a substantial portion of it is
generally accepted as credible,’! despite the fact
that some sections, like the part concerning the do-
nation of the church of St. George on Putalj, appear
to have been added subsequently.®

4 John the Deacon, 19; Rac¢ki 1877, pp. 335-336; Klaié¢
1972a, p. 19.

4 There are also interpretations regarding iuvatus mu-
nere divino, which suggest that it refers to the act of
the founding of a monastery. Goran Bilogrivi¢ dis-
cussed this at the VI. Congress of Croatian Historians.
Although Bilogrivi¢’s specific arguments cannot be
found in the abstracts and programme of the congress,
one of the editors, Tomislav Galovié¢, confirmed in our
email correspondence that Bilogrivi¢ did indeed pro-
vide a different interpretation of iuvatus munere divi-
no.

0 CD 1, pp. 3-8.

S Matijevi¢ Sokol 2014, pp. 85-86.

2 Peri¢ 1984, pp. 168-169.



Cini mi se da je Margeti¢ dao prili¢no uvjerljive
argumente zasto se Trpimirova darovnica treba da-
tirati ranije, a ne 852. godinom, kako je predlagao
Racki. Usvajanjem misljenja Margeti¢a, a i Matije-
vi¢ Sokol, dolazimo do zakljucka da je Trpimiro-
va darovnica zapravo prvi spomen kneza Trpimira.
Isto tako to bi znacilo i da se prvi sigurni spomen
Hrvata kao naroda pomice iz 852. u o. 840. godi-
nu.®’ Za problematiku ovoga rada nije toliko vaz-
no treba li darovnicu datirati u 840. ili 841. g., no
ovakva datacija daje nam za pravo smjestiti pocetak
Trpimirove vladavine ve¢ u 840. godinu ili mozda
cak u 839. godinu, kada imamo posljednji spomen
Mislava kao vladara.

Iz Trpimirova vremena ostao nam je sacuvan
ulomak lijeve strane zabata oltarne pregrade u crkvi
u Rizinicama kod Solina na kojemu je isklesan nat-
pis u kojemu se spominje Trpimirovo ime (pro dvce
Trepime[ro...]). Sam ulomak nije moguée precizni-
je datirati te se okvirno datira u razdoblje vladavine
kneza Trpimira.®!

Saski benediktinac Gottschalk iz Orbaisa, koji
je, Cini se, 846. 1 847. godine®* boravio na Trpimi-
rovu dvoru, izvjestava o sukobu Trpimira, kojega
naziva rex Sclavorum, i ,naroda Grka i njihova
namjesnika“.* U isto vrijeme dogodilo se slaven-
sko pljackanje tvrdave Caorle oko 846., §to je neke®
navelo na razmis$ljanje da je taj dogadaj povezan s
ratom Trpimira i ,,naroda Grka* jer je tada Veneci-
ja bila pod¢injena Bizantu, no potrebno je reéi da
Gottschalk nikada Mlecane ne naziva Grecima.

Gottschalkov izvjeStaj posljednji je izvor koji
mozemo datirati, a u kojemu se izrijekom spominje
Trpimir. Kasniji izvjestaji o sukobu Hrvata i Buga-
ra obi¢no se pripisuju Trpimirovoj vladavini. Tibor
Zivkovié smatra da se ovaj rat dogodio 853. ili 854.
te ga povezuje s ratom Bugara i Franaka koji je u to
vrijeme izbio.® Budu¢i da posljednji spomen Trpi-
mira vezemo uz 864. i 847. godinu, smatram da je
oko 850. zavrsila Trpimirova vladavina, a za takvo
misljenje potporu nalazim u drugacijem razmislja-
nju o vremenskome smjestaju podataka iz 31. po-
glavlja De administrando imperio. U idu¢emu po-
glavlju dat ¢u svoje misljenje o dogadajima poslije

% Budak 2018, str. 169-170.

¢ Delonga 1996, str. 128.

02 Budak 2018, str. 170; Birin 2015, str. 46-47; Goldstein
2013, str. 201.

6 Kati¢ 1932, str. 410-411; Klai¢ 1972a, str. 22.

% Birin 2015, str. 47.

65 Zivkovi¢ 2012, str. 130-131.
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The formula regarding the dating in the charter
reads as follows: “Regnante in Italia piissimo Lo-
thario Francorum rege, per indictionem XV sub die
1111 Nonis Martii.” Trpimir’s charter is dated based
on the era of the ruler and the XV. indiction.>® The
first to propose a date was Ivan Kukuljevi¢ Sakcin-
ski, who suggested the year 837.* However, until
recently, the historical consensus had been in favour
of Franjo Racki’s dating. Racki objected to Kuku-
ljevié’s dating, arguing that he had overlooked the
mention of Mislav in 839, and proposed dating it to
852 based on the indiction.™

Lujo Margeti¢ later challenged Franjo Racki’s
view, pointing out that Racki had disregarded in-
formation about Lothar’s reign. In the charter, Lo-
thar is referred to as the ruler of Italy (Regnante in
Italia), a title he assumed in 840. When he became
emperor in 844, his son Louis II took over the reign
of Italy from then on. After having his son crowned
as the King of Italy, Lothar never again referred to
himself as the king of Italy. Margeti¢ thus suggested
that the charter should be dated between 840 and
843.5¢ He proposed a more precise dating, i.e. 2™
February 840, based on information from the Histo-
ria Salonitana by Thomas the Archdeacon.’” How-
ever, after some time, he corrected his dating to 4™
March 840, as he had mistakenly confused Febru-
ary with March in his previous proposal.

Mirjana Matijevi¢ Sokol also contributed to the
debate, following Margeti¢’s argument for an earli-
er dating of the charter. She suggested that the date
should be 4" March 841, as Lothar is referred to as
the Frankish king (Francorum rege) in it, a title he
acquired after 20™ June 840, when his father Louis
the Pious died. From this, Sokol concluded that it is
unlikely that Lothar would have been given a title in
the document, he did not possess at the time, mak-
ing Margeti¢’s dating somewhat premature.”

It seems to me that Margeti¢ presented quite
convincing arguments for dating Trpimir’s charter
earlier than 852, as proposed by Racki. By adopting
Margeti¢’s and Matijevi¢ Sokol’s views, it can be
concluded that Trpimir’s charter is, in fact, the first
mention of Duke Trpimir. This would also mean

53 Matijevi¢ Sokol 2014, p. 86.

3% Kukuljevi¢ Sakcinski 1872, pp. 207-216.
55 Racki 1877, pp. 3-6.

56 Margeti¢ 1993, pp. 47-51.

57 Margeti¢ 1995, p. 20.

8 Margetic¢ 2000, pp. 7-8.

5 Matijevi¢ Sokol 2014, pp. 88-89.
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Trpimirove smrti te o kronoloskome smjestanju tri
hrvatska vladara koja spominje Konstantin Porfiro-
genet.

4. TKO NAKON TRPIMIRA?

Kao $to je u prijasnjemu poglavlju spomenuto,
do kraja vladavine kneza Trpimira doslo je oko 850.
godine. Kljuéno pitanje na koje ¢u u ovome poglav-
lju pokusati dati odgovor jest — tko dolazi nakon
Trpimira? U historiografiji se Trpimirova vladavina
obic¢no protezala sve do 864., kada je na vlast doSao
Domagoj. No je li to doista bilo tako? Odgovor na to
pitanje daje De administrando imperio bizantskoga
cara Konstantina VII. Porfirogeneta (913. — 959.).

Za hrvatsku povijest najvaznija su poglavlja 29.,
30. i 31.% Ipak, medu njima treba napraviti jasnu
razliku. Poglavlje 31. dio je Spisa o Hrvatima i Sr-
bima®, koje ¢ine poglavlja 31. — 36. i u kojima se
prikazuju pojedinosti o narodima koji su zaposjeli
nekadasnji rimski teritorij uz naglasak na to da su
oni ,,od davnina® podlozni bizantskom caru.®® Sto
se tice 29. poglavlja, njegov sredis$nji dio (pri¢a o
Bazilijevoj intervenciji na isto¢nojadranskoj obali)
naknadno je umetnut, $to je zaklju¢io John Bagnell
Bury, a pocetni i zavr$ni dio napisani su kada i Spis
o Hrvatima i Srbima.® Poglavlje 30. bitno odska-
¢e od ostalih navedenih te u njemu nema tvrdnje
o bizantskoj nadmo¢i, ve¢ se kroz poglavlje, kako
Anci¢ smatra, provlaci narativ o ,,hrvatskoj samo-
stalnosti“. Ono je nastalo naknadno, vrlo vjerojat-
no nakon Porfirogenetove smrti te ga u tom svjetlu
treba promatrati.’® Za kronologiju hrvatskih vladara
svakako je najvaznije 31. poglavlje. Pitanje na koje
takoder treba odgovoriti jest — odnose li se ondje
izneseni podaci na dogadaje iz 9. ili iz 10. stoljeca?

% Upitno je Konstantinovo autorstvo svih poglavlja od
29. do 36. Budu¢i da pitanje autorstva nije toliko rele-
vantno za problem kronologije hrvatskih vladara, time
se u ovom radu necu baviti. O tome postoje razlicita
misljenja, a ja ¢u navesti samo neke od brojnih rado-
va. Bury 1906, str. 556-561; Jenkins et al. 1962, str.
97-101; An&i¢ 2010, str. 133-151; Zivkovié 2010, str.
117-131.

Ovdje se ne radi o nekakvoj zasebnoj cjelini unutar
DAI, ali dio historiografije smatra da su poglavlja 31.
- 36. nastala iz pera istog autora te ih naziva Spis o
Hrvatima i Srbima radi boljeg razumijevanja djela.

% Ancic¢ 2010, str. 136-138; 142-147.

®  Loncar 2010, str. 113-114.

7 Anéi¢ 2010, str. 142-147.
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that the first definite mention of the Croats as a peo-
ple is moved from 852 to around 840. In terms of
the subject-matter of this paper, it is not so impor-
tant whether the charter should be dated to 840 or
841, but rather the fact that such dating allows us
to place the beginning of Trpimir’s rule in 840 or
possibly even in 839 when we have the last mention
of Mislav as a ruler.

From the time of Trpimir, a fragment of the left
side of the altar screen in the church in Rizinice
near Solin has been preserved. This fragment bears
an inscription with Trpimir’s name (pro dvce Trepi-
mefro...]) and while it’s not possible to date this
fragment more precisely, it’s generally attributed to
the time of Duke Trpimir’s reign.°!

A Saxon Benedictine named Gottschalk of Or-
bais, who seems to have stayed at Trpimir’s court
in 846 and 847,%* reported a conflict involving Trpi-
mir, whom he referred to as rex Sclavorum, and the
“people of Greeks and their patrician.”®* Around the
same time, there was a Slavic raid on the fortress
of Caorle in approximately 846, which led some®*
to speculate that this event might be connected to
the war between Trpimir and the ‘Greek people’ be-
cause Venice was under Byzantine rule at that time.
However, it’s essential to note that Gottschalk never
referred to the Venetians as Greeks.

Gottschalk’s report is the last datable source that
explicitly mentions Trpimir. Later reports about the
conflict between the Croats and the Bulgarians are
usually attributed to Trpimir’s reign. Tibor Zivkovié
suggests that this war occurred in 853 or 854 and
was associated with the war between the Bulgarians
and the Franks that broke out at the same time.%
Given that the last mention of Trpimir is associated
with the years 864 and 847, I believe that Trpimir’s
reign likely ended around 850. This view finds
support in a different interpretation of the chrono-
logical placement of data in Chapter 31 of De Ad-
ministrando Imperio. In the following chapter, I
will present my view on the events that followed
Trpimir’s reign and the chronological placement of
the three Croatian rulers mentioned by Constantine
Porphyrogenitus.

0 Budak 2018, pp. 169-170.

" Delonga 1996, p. 128.

2 Budak 2018, p. 170; Birin 2015, pp. 46-47; Goldstein
2015, p. 201.

6 Kati¢ 1932, pp. 410-411; Klai¢ 1972a, p. 22.

¢ Birin 20135, p. 47.

65 Zivkovi¢ 2012, pp. 130-131.



U 31. poglavlju spominju se tri hrvatska vlada-
ra — arhonti Trpimir, KreSimir i Miroslav. U njemu
pise:

,»,Nakon mnogo godina, u dneve Tpimira arhon-
ta, otca arhonta KreSimira, dodje iz Francije, koja
lezi izmedju Hrvatske i Venecije, muz neki vrlo
pobozan, Martin imenom, vanjstinom svjetovnjak,
za koga i1 sami Hrvati vele, da je mnoga Cudesa
ucinio.“”!

()

,, Veliku takovu mo¢ 1 mnozinu naroda imase Hr-
vatska do arhonta Krasimera (KreSimira, op. L. D.).
Posto ovaj umre, a sin njegov Miroslav vladavsi 4
godine, od ruke bana Pribunje (Pribine, op. a.) po-
gibe, i u zemlji nasta raskol i razdor veliki, umanji
se broj i konjaniStva i pjeSadije i sagena i kondura,
Sto ih imahu Hrvati. Danas imade sagena 30, male i
velike kondure, i konjani$tvo i pjesadije.“”

Kljué¢na postavka 31. poglavlja, koja pomaze da
se dode do konac¢noga zakljucka, jest da su podaci
u njemu izneseni kronoloskim redom, $to je 1962.
u svojoj velikoj studiji zakljucila skupina autora.”
Autori kritiziraju starije hrvatske povjesnicare i nji-
hovu konstrukciju da je postojao Trpimir II. Oni
navode da je Porfirogenetov Trpimir istovjetan
knezu Trpimiru poznatome iz izvora i da se prica o
Martinu treba vezati uz vladavinu Trpimira. Nada-
lje autori prihvacéaju tezu Vjekoslava Klai¢a o dva
KreSimira i u skladu s njome razrjeSavaju proble-
matiku navedenog poglavlja.”* Ipak, s Klai¢evom
se tezom ne slaze Milenko Loncar, koji je u svome
doktorskom radu, analiziravsi izmedu ostaloga i 31.
poglavlje, istaknuo da se u ovome poglavlju na dva
mjesta spominje arhont Kresimir, ali autor poglav-
lja ne navodi da se radi o dvije razli¢ite osobe, $to
sugerira da se ovdje radi o jednoj osobi.”

U istome se poglavlju nalazi i jedan odlomak o
sukobu Hrvata i Bugara o kojemu se u historiografi-
ji jako puno raspravljalo. U odlomku stoji:

»Arhon pako Hrvatske podvrgnut je od pocet-
ka, to jest od vlade cara Heraklija kao podanik caru
romajskomu, i nigda nije bio podlozen arhontu Bu-
garske. Ali niti Bugarin nije zaratio Hrvatima, osim
bugarskoga arhonta Mihajla Borisa koji je doSao i
zaratio im, nu nemoguci niSta opraviti, sklopi mir,

I DAL, str. 82.

72 Tsto, str. 83.

73 Jenkins et al. 1962.

7 Tsto, str. 127-128.

75 Loncar 2002, str. 469.
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4. WHO SUCCEEDED TRPIMIR?

As mentioned in the previous chapter, Duke
Trpimir’s rule came to an end around 850. The
key question I’ll attempt to answer in this chapter
is “Who succeeded Trpimir?’ In historiography,
Trpimir’s rule is usually extended until 864 when
Domagoj came to power. But was this really the
case? The answer to this question is provided by De
Administrando Imperio by the Byzantine Emperor
Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus (913 — 959).

The most important chapters regarding Croatian
history are 29, 30 and 31.% However, it is important
to make a clear distinction between them. Chap-
ter 31 is part of the Record on Croats and Serbs,
7 encompassing chapters 31 - 36. These chapters
provide detailed insights into the peoples who in-
habited the former Roman territory, emphasizing
that they had been under the rule of the Byzantine
Emperor “since ancient times”.%® As for Chapter 29,
John Bagnell Bury has concluded that its central
part (the story of Basil’s intervention on the eastern
Adriatic coast) was inserted later, while the initial
and final parts were written at the same time as the
Record on Croats and Serbs.” Chapter 30 notably
differs from the others, as it does not assert Byzan-
tine supremacy, but instead, as Anci¢ believes, con-
veys a narrative of ‘Croatian independence.’ It was
written later, most likely after the death of Porphy-
rogenitus, and should be viewed in that context.”
Chapter 31 is certainly the most important one in
terms of the chronology of Croatian rulers. Another
question that needs to be answered is whether the
data presented in that chapter refers to events from
the 9% or 10™ century?

Chapter 31 mentions three Croatian rulers - the
archons Trpimir, KreSimir and Miroslav. It reads:

% Constantine’s authorship of all chapters from 29 to 36

is questionable, but since the question of authorship is
not so relevant to the issue of the chronology of Cro-
atian rulers, I will not address it in my work. Various
opinions exist on this matter, and I will only mention
some of the numerous works: Bury 1906, pp. 556-561;
Jenkins et al. 1962, pp. 97-101; Anci¢ 2010, pp. 133-
151; Zivkovi¢ 2010, pp. 117-131.

7 This does not represent a separate unit within DA, but
part of historiography considers chapters 31-36 to be
the work of the same author, referring to them as the
Record on Croats and Serbs for a better understanding
of the work.

8 Anci¢ 2010, pp. 136-138; 142-147.

%  TLoncar 2010, pp. 113-114.

7 Anci¢ 2010, pp. 142-147.
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obdarivsi se medjusobno prijateljski sa Hrvatima.
Ali Hrvati nisu nigda placali Bugarima danak, tek
$to su se oboje u znak prijateljstva medjusobno da-
rovima pocastili.*7

Navedeni odlomak stvorio je problem za po-
vjesnicare koji su smjestali Trpimira, KreSimira i
Miroslava nakon Tomislava zato $to bi se onda u
tome odlomku trebao spominjati i pohod Simeo-
nova vojskovode Alogobotura na Hrvatsku. Tu za-
vrzlamu pokusao je razrijesiti Ljudmil Hauptmann
koji je smatrao da se izvjesStaj o odnosu Hrvata i
Bugara temelji na hrvatskome izvoru iz oko godine
924., prije Alogoboturova pohoda. Nadalje on sma-
tra da bi se sljede¢i odlomci o snazi Hrvatske i o
KreSimiru, Miroslavu i Pribini trebali datirati nakon
Tomislava.”” Uzevsi u obzir Lon¢arovo miSljenje
o spominjanju Kresimira u ovome poglavlju, Ha-
uptmannovu tezu treba odbaciti.

Budu¢i da je prethodno zaklju¢eno kako su od-
lomciupoglavljuizneseni kronoloskim redom, onda
ih tako treba i analizirati. Povijesna licnost koja se u
ovome poglavlju spominje 1 koju neupitno mozemo
smjestiti u odredeno razdoblje, bugarski je vladar
Mihael Boris (852. — 889.). Prije opisa odnosa Hr-
vata i Bugara u tekstu je opisana misija Martina ,,u
dneve Trpimira arhonta, otca arhonta Kre$imira®.”
Kronoloski gledano prvo je vladao Trpimir, u ¢ije
se vrijeme dogodila Martinova misija, zatim se
dogodio napad Bugara na Hrvate, a nakon toga se
donose detaljniji podaci o tadasnjoj Hrvatskoj (po-
pis gradova, vojna snaga itd.). Poglavlje zavrSava
opisom dogadaja nakon smrti Kre$imira, za kojega
Loncar smatra da je istovjetan KreSimiru s pocetka
poglavlja, te opisom stanja u ,,Velikoj Hrvatskoj.”
Misljenja sam da nam u navedenome odlomku ne-
koliko stvari odaje da se ovdje radi o opisu stanja
u Hrvatskoj u 9. stolje¢u. Prvo je spomen Mihaela
Borisa za kojega znamo da je bugarski vladar iz 9.
stoljeca. Nadalje vazno je i spominjanje Kresimira
nakon opisa odnosa Hrvata i Bugara. To je vazno
iz razloga $to je isti taj KreSimir sin Trpimira koji
se spominje prije Mihaela Borisa i rata Hrvata i
Bugara. Nije nevazno spomenuti i da samo nespo-
minjanje Alogoboturova pohoda, koji je definitivno
vazan dogadaj u hrvatskoj ranosrednjovjekovnoj
povijesti, odaje da se podaci iz 31. poglavlja trebaju
vezati uz 9. stoljece.

76 DAL, str. 82.

77 Hauptmann 1925, str. 165-187.
8 DAL str. 82.

7 Tsto, str. 82-83.

“After many years, during the days of Archon
Terpimer, the father of Archon Krasimeris, there
came from Francia that lies between Croatia and
Venice a man called Martin, of the utmost piety
though clad in the garb of a layman, whom these
same Croats declare to have wrought abundant mir-
acles.”!

(...)

“This great power and multitude of men Cro-
atia possessed until the time of prince Krasimer
(Kresimir, authors note). But when he was dead
and his son Miroslav, after ruling four years, was
made away with by the ban Pribounias (Pribina,
author s note), and quarrels and numerous dissen-
sions broke out in the country, the horse and foot
and galleys and cutters of the Croat dominion were
diminished. And now it has 30 galleys, and cutter
large and small, and horse and foot.*"

The pivotal point in Chapter 31, which helps
lead to a final conclusion, is that the data presented
in it is provided in chronological order, as conclud-
ed by a group of authors in their extensive study
back in 1962.” The authors criticized older Cro-
atian historians and their assertion that Trpimir II
existed. They argued that Porphyrogenitus’ Trpimir
is, in fact, the same historical figure as Duke Trpi-
mir, who is well-documented in historical sources.
Moreover, they argued that the narrative surround-
ing Martin should be closely intertwined with the
reign of Trpimir. Furthermore, the authors accept-
ed Vjekoslav Klai¢’s theory of two KreSimirs and,
in line with it, resolved the issues discussed in this
particular chapter.”* However, Milenko Loncar
disagrees with Klai¢’s theory. In his doctoral the-
sis, after analysing Chapter 31 and other pertinent
material, he pointed out that in this chapter, Ar-
chon Kresimir is mentioned in two places, but the
chapter’s author does not specify that these are two
different individuals, suggesting that it refers to the
same person.”

In the same chapter, there is a paragraph about
the conflict between the Croats and the Bulgarians,
a topic that has been the subject of extensive histo-
riographical debate. The passage reads as follows:

' DAL, p. 82.

2 Idem, p. 83.

7 Jenkins et al. 1962.
™ TIdem, pp. 127-128.
5 Loncar 2002, p. 469.



Kako bi se dodatno osnazila argumentacija o
smjestanju podataka iz 31. poglavlja u 9. stoljece,
potrebno je uzeti u obzir tadasnje politicke okol-
nosti te podatke iz 32. poglavlja. Bizant je za vla-
davine cara Bazilija I. ponovno postao aktivan na
isto¢nojadranskoj obali. Godine 867. bizantska je
flota okoncala arapsku opsadu Dubrovnika, 870.
bizantske su snage napale slavenske utvrde (nije
precizirano kome su te utvrde pripadale), a vrhunac
aktivnosti bio je postavljanje Zdeslava na hrvatsko
prijestolje 878. godine. Ipak, Zdeslav je zbacen ve¢
iduce godine, a Bazilije je krenuo putem blaze poli-
tike prema slavenskim vladarima u zaledu. To je re-
zultiralo nalogom bizantskim gradovima u Dalma-
ciji da novac, umjesto bizantskome strategu, po¢nu
isplacivati slavenskim vladarima.®® Nakon ublaza-
vanja Bazilijeve politike isto¢nojadranska obala
vi$e nije u neposrednome fokusu Bizanta prakti¢no
sve do vladavine Ivana I. Cimiska (969. - 976.) i
Bazilija IL% (976. - 1025.).

S druge strane Srbi su od sredine 9. stoljeca te
tijekom prve polovice 10. stolje¢a gotovo konstan-
tno u srediStu sukoba Bugarske i Bizanta.®* Shodno
tomu ne treba se ¢uditi da se u 32. poglavlju®, koje
je namijenjeno Srbima, spominju i dogadaji iz 10.
stolje¢a. Buduci da je Srbija neprekidno bila u foku-
su bizantske politike te da su se tijekom desetljeca
na bizantskome dvoru nalazili razni pretendenti na
srpsko prijestolje, koji su carevima zasigurno preno-
sili svoje videnje srpske politicke situacije, sasvim
je logicno da je Porfirogenet puno bolje upoznat sa
srpskom situacijom te stoga u 32. poglavlju nalazi-
mo suvremenije podatke u odnosu na 31. poglavlje.

Usporedimo li srpsku situaciju s hrvatskom, mo-
zemo re¢i da nakon epizode sa Zdeslavom bizantski
dvor gotovo citavo stolje¢e nema posredniji kontakt
s vaznijim ¢imbenicima u Hrvatskoj. Budu¢i da do
carskoga dvora nisu mogli do¢i neki iznimno detalj-
ni podaci o stanju u Hrvatskoj, kao $to je slucaj sa
Srbima, onda se ne treba cuditi $to u 31. poglavlju
ne mozemo pronaci vijesti iz 10. stolje¢a. Moguce
je da se podaci koji se prenose u 31. poglavlju te-
melje na nekom bizantskome izvoru nastalome na
temelju Zdeslavova iskaza za vrijeme njegova bo-

80 DAL, str. 80.

81 Brojni su povjesnicari pisali o vezama Hrvatske i Bi-
zanta za vrijeme Tomislava, no o tome ne$to vise u
poglavlju 5.1.

8 Vedris 2015, str. 591.

8 DAL, str. 83-88.
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“The prince of Croatia has from the beginning,
that is, ever since the reign of Heraclius the emper-
or, been in servitude and submission to the emperor
of the Romans, and was never made subject to the
prince of Bulgaria. Nor has the Bulgarian ever gone
to war with the Croats, except when Michael Boris,
prince of Bulgaria, went and fought them and, un-
able to make any headway, concluded peace with
them, and made presents to the Croats and received
presents from the Croats. But never yet have these
Croats paid tribute to the Bulgarians, although the
two have often made presents to one another in the
way of friendship. 7

The paragraph in question created a problem for
historians who placed Trpimir, KreSimir and Miro-
slav in the timeline after Tomislav due to the fact
that said paragraph should then have also mentioned
the military campaign of Alogobotur, Simeon’s mil-
itary commander, against Croatia in this context.
Ljudmil Hauptmann tried to resolve this issue. He
believed that the account of Croatian-Bulgarian re-
lations was based on a Croatian source from around
924, i.e. before Alogobotur’s campaign. Hauptmann
also proposed that the subsequent passages about
Croatia’s power and about Kresimir, Miroslav and
Pribina should be dated after Tomislav.”” However,
considering Loncar’s opinion regarding the men-
tion of KreSimir in this chapter, Hauptmann’s thesis
should be rejected.

Given the prior conclusion that the paragraphs
within the chapter are presented in a chronological
order, it would be advisable to analyse them ac-
cordingly. The historical figure, who is mentioned
in this chapter and can without doubt be placed to a
specific period, is the Bulgarian ruler Michael Bo-
ris (852 to 889). Before the description of the re-
lations between the Croats and the Bulgarians, the
text describes Martin’s mission “ in the days of Ar-
chon Terpimer, the father of Archon Krasimeris.””®
Chronologically speaking, one can state that first
was the reign of Trpimir, during which Martin’s
mission took place, and then the Bulgarian attack
on the Croats occurred. After that, the text provides
a more detailed overview of the state of Croatia
at that time, including a list of cities, its military
strength and other relevant information. The chap-
ter concludes with a description of events following

DAL, p. 82.
7 Hauptmann 1925, pp. 165-187.
DAL p. 82.
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ravka u Konstantinopolu. Naime u tekstu se moze
iS¢itati narativ koji bi odgovarao Zdeslavu, a to je
da je za vrijeme Trpimira i njegovih potomaka bilo
sve ,,idealno (uspje$na misija ,,muza vrlo poboz-
nog" Martina te velika vojna snaga Hrvatske), dok
nakon smrti Miroslava ,,u zemlji nasta raskol i raz-
dor veliki, umanji se broj i konjaniStva i pjesSadije
i sagena i kondura, §to ih imahu“.* Zdeslavu, kao
Trpimirovu potomku, zasigurno je odgovaralo pri-
kazati da je mo¢ hrvatske kneZevine bitno opala na-
kon §to su ¢lanovi njegove dinastije svrgnuti s pri-
jestolja. Uostalom, jo§ je Bury ustvrdio da je prica o
Martinovoj misiji morala do¢i od nekog hrvatskog
izvora, a to je svakako mogao biti Zdeslav.®

Konstantin i/ili njegovi suradnici ne bi imali ni-
Sta protiv uvrsStavanja takva narativa u svoje djelo.
Stovise, pogledamo li 29. poglavlje, njima je bilo
u interesu uvrstiti takvo pripovijedanje jer se na taj
nacin indirektno veli¢a Konstantinov predak Bazi-
lije I. U njemu stoji:

»Za vlade pako hristoljubivoga cara Basilija,
poslase poklisare, traze¢i i molec¢i, da pokrste one,
koji su medju njima nekrSteni, pa da budu kao i
negda podvrgnuti romajskomu carstvu. Saslusav-
§i ih blaZeni i slavni car, izaSalje carskoga Covjeka
(bazilika) sa jerejima i pokrsti sve one, koji bijahu
medj re¢enim narodima jo$ nekrsteni. I nakon §to
ih dade pokrstiti, postavi im za vladare one, koje
su sami htjeli i izabrali iz roda, koji su oni Stovali
i voljeli. Od onoga pako vremena pa sve do danas
postaju njihovi arhonti iz vlastitih plemena, a ne iz
drugih.“86

Ako navedeni odlomak shvatimo na nacin na
koji su na bizantskom dvoru Zeljeli da se vidi pros-
lost provincije Dalmacije, onda je situacija jasnija.
Bazilije je bio velikodusan te je u Hrvatskoj i osta-
lim isto¢nojadranskim sklavinijama postavio vla-
dare ,,koje su sami htjeli“ i koje su ,,oni Stovali i
voljeli“. U takvo pisanje savrSeno se uklapa postav-
ljanje Zdeslava na hrvatsko prijestolje 878. godine.
Ovakvo se pisanje nadovezuje na 31. poglavlje, u
kojemu se istice da je hrvatska politicka i vojna mo¢
opala nakon smrti Miroslava i Pribinine pobune, a
onda je Bazilije, kako pise u 29. poglavlju, uslisao
zelje Hrvata, zbacio ,,zle* vladare (Domagojeve si-
nove, op. a.) i postavio im za vladara ¢ovjeka kojeg
su oni ,,htjeli“ (a zapravo ga je Zelio Bizant i Bazi-
lije).

8 Tsto, str. 82-83.
8 Bury 1906, str. 557.
8 DAL, str. 64-65.

the death of KreSimir, who Loncar believes is the
same Kresimir mentioned at the beginning of the
chapter, and a description of the situation in “Great
Croatia.”” I believe that several things in said pas-
sage indicate that this is a description of the state of
Croatia in the 9" century. First, there is the mention
of Michael Boris, who we know was a Bulgarian
ruler from the 9" century. Additionally, the mention
of KresSimir after the description of Croatian-Bul-
garian relations is significant, as this KreSimir is the
son of Trpimir, who is mentioned before Michael
Boris and the war between Croats and Bulgarians.
It’s also worth mentioning that the absence of any
mention of Alogobotur’s campaign, which is un-
doubtedly an important event in Croatian early me-
dieval history, suggests that the data in Chapter 31
should be associated with the 9" century.

To further strengthen the argument for plac-
ing the data in Chapter 31 to the 9" century, it is
necessary to consider the political context of that
time and the information presented in Chapter 32.
During the reign of Emperor Basil I, the Byzantine
Empire reasserted its influence along the eastern
Adriatic coast. In 867, the Byzantine fleet success-
fully ended the Arab siege of Dubrovnik, and in
870, Byzantine forces launched attacks on Slavic
fortresses (though it is not specified to whom these
fortresses belonged). These activities reached their
peak when Zdeslav was proclaimed the ruler of
Croatia in 878. However, Zdeslav was overthrown
the following year, and Basil adopted a more con-
ciliatory approach in his policy towards the Slavic
rulers in the hinterland. This led to Byzantine cities
in Dalmatia being instructed to pay tribute to Slav-
ic rulers instead of the Byzantine strategos.®® After
Basil’s shift in policy, the eastern Adriatic coast
ceased to be the primary focus of Byzantine atten-
tion until the reign of John I Tzimiskes (969 - 976)
and Basil IT (976 - 1025).%!

On the other hand, the Serbs were almost con-
stantly at the centre of conflict between Bulgaria and
Byzantium from the mid-9® century and through
the first half of the 10" century.®? Consequently, it’s
not surprising that events from the 10" century are

™ Idem, pp. 82-83.

8 DAL, p. 80.

81 Many historians have written about the relations be-
tween Croatia and Byzantium during the reign of
Tomislav, but more on that in chapter 5.1.

8 Vedri§ 2015, p. 591.



U 32. poglavlju nalazimo podatke iz 10. stoljeca
koji se odnose na Hrvatsku, no oni su jako opéeni-
ti. Spominje se sljedece: ,,Tada se Zaharije uplasi i
pobjeze u Hrvatsku i u to sad doba podju ratom ovi
Bugari pod Algoboturom na Hrvatsku, i svi budu
tamo pogubljeni od Hrvata.“®” O¢ito bizantskom
dvoru nisu poznati detaljniji podaci o stanju u Hr-
vatskoj te se iz tog razloga ne spominje kamo je Za-
harije pobjegao te tko je porazio Alogobotura. Ne-
poznavanjem detaljne situacije u 10. stolje¢u moze-
mo objasniti zaSto se u 31. poglavlju Konstantin i/
ili njegovi suradnici ograni¢avaju samo na dogadaje
9. stolje¢a u Hrvatskoj i ne donose primjerice poda-
tak o pobjedi Hrvata nad Alogoboturom, iako nam
je iz 32. poglavlja jasno da su bili upoznati s tim
dogadajem.

Teza da su se dogadaji iz 31. poglavlja dogodili
u 9. stolje¢u, za sobom donosi i druge posljedice,
a to je da su i informacije o naseljenim gradovima
u Hrvatskoj te o hrvatskoj vojnoj snazi isto tako
iz 9. stolje¢a. U poglavlju se navodi da Hrvatska
ima sljedece naseljene gradove: Nin, Biograd, Veli-
cin, Skradin, Hlijevno, Stup, Knin, Kori, Klobuk.®
Smatram da su gradovi koji se navode u poglavlju
samo dodatni dokaz o tome da se 31. poglavlje ui-
stinu odnosi na 9. stoljec¢e. Pogledamo li geografski
smjestaj tih gradova, uocljivo je da se oni nalaze u
jezgri prostora na kojem je nastala hrvatska kneze-
vina. Znamo da se u kasnijem razdoblju Hrvatska
Sirila na sjever, a u prvoj ¢etvrtini 10. stoljeca prosi-
rila se i na Sisak®, a to zakljuGujemo prema spisima
Splitskoga crkvenog sabora iz 928. godine.”® No ne
spominje se nijedno naselje koje se nalazi na samo-
me sjeveru bivse rimske provincije Dalmacije ili u
Donjoj Panoniji, a kojim su hrvatski vladari ovlada-
li krajem 9. 1 pocetkom 10. stoljeca. Shodno tomu
¢ini mi se da popis gradova odrzava prostor kojim
su hrvatski vladari vladali sredinom 9. stoljeca.

4.1. KRESIMIR L. I MIROSLAV

Zasto KreSimira I. i Miroslava odmah smjestati
nakon Trpimira? Komatina smatra da ova dva vla-
dara treba smjestiti izmedu Mutimira i Tomislava
koriste¢i se argumentom da je izmedu 852.°! i 864.
proslo premalo godina da se izmijene na prijestolju

87 Isto, str. 87.

8 TIsto, str. 82.

8 Budak 1994, str. 30; Gracanin 2011, str. 200-202.

% Racki 1877, str. 195; CD 1, str. 37.

91 Komatina datira Trpimirovu darovnicu u 852. godinu.
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referenced in Chapter 32,% which is dedicated to
the Serbs. Since Serbia remained in the continuous
focus of Byzantine policy and various claimants to
the Serbian throne were present at the Byzantine
court over the decades, who undoubtedly conveyed
their view of the Serbian political situation to the
emperors, it is quite logical that Porphyrogenitus
possessed a much deeper understanding of the Ser-
bian situation, resulting in more contemporary data
being found in Chapter 32 in comparison to Chapter
31.

When comparing the Serbian situation to the
Croatian one, it’s evident that after the episode in-
volving Zdeslav, the Byzantine court had almost no
direct contact with significant factors in Croatia for
nearly a century. Since more detailed information
about the state in Croatia could not reach the im-
perial court, as was the case with the Serbs, it is
not surprising that we cannot find information from
the 10" century in Chapter 31. It is possible that the
data conveyed in Chapter 31 is based on some Byz-
antine source created on Zdeslav’s accounts during
his stay in Constantinople. Namely, a narrative can
be discerned in the text that would have suited Zde-
slav’s interests, painting the time of Trpimir and his
descendants as “ideal” (the successful mission of
“a man called Martin, of the utmost piety” and the
great military strength of Croatia), while after the
death of Miroslav, “quarrels and numerous dissen-
sions broke out in the country, the horse and foot
and galleys and cutters of the Croat dominion were
diminished”.® Zdeslav, as a descendant of Trpimir,
certainly had an interest in presenting the image
that the power of the Croatian principality signif-
icantly declined after the members of his dynasty
were removed from the throne. Moreover, it’s worth
noting that Bury already argued that the account of
Martin’s mission must have originated from a Cro-
atian source, and Zdeslav could very well have been
that source.®

Constantine and/or his associates wouldn’t have
opposed incorporating such a narrative into their
work. In fact, this would align with their interests
and indirectly celebrate Constantine’s ancestor,
Basil I, as highlighted in Chapter 29, which states
the following:

8 DAI, pp. 83-88.
8 Tdem, pp. 82-83.
8 Bury 1906, p. 557.
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otac, sin i unuk te da se uz to jo§ dogode neredi
u Hrvatskoj do kojih je doveo Pribina.”> Medutim
Milenko Loncar dobro primjecuje da postoje takvi
primjeri u Bizantu. Naime izmedu smrti Konstan-
tina V. Kopronima (775.) i pocetka vladavine nje-
gova unuka Konstantina VI. (780.) proslo je samo
pet godina, dok je izmedu smrti Mihaela II. (829.)
i dolaska na prijestolje njegova unuka Mihaela III.
(842.) proslo trinaest godina.?* Uzevsi u obzir Lon-
carovu opasku, smatram da je moguce smjestiti vla-
davinu KreSimira I. i Miroslava izmedu o. 850. i
864. godine.

Moje je misljenje da je upravo Pribina kljucan
u smjeStanju KreSimira 1. i Miroslava odmah na-
kon Trpimira. U historiografiji je puno poznatiji
ban Pribina iz razdoblja Mihaela Kresimira II., no
¢esto se zaboravlja da imamo spomen Pribine u 9.
stolje¢u u Cedadskom evangelijaru®®. U navedeno-
me evangelijaru na petome je listu upisano domno
Tripimiro.”> Na istome listu, ali na drugome mjestu
i drugom rukom, upisan je niz imena, medu koji-
ma je i ime Pribina (bribina terpimer. petrus. maria
dragouid).* Sisié nije bio siguran radi li se o hrvat-
skome vladaru Trpimiru, no smatram da odgovor na
to pitanje daje spomen Petra uz Trpimirovo ime jer
se na dvadeset i tre¢emu listu spominje: ... presila.
petrus filius domno tripemero.” Dakle imamo Petra
¢ije je ime odmah uz Trpimirovo te kasnije imamo
spomen Petra, sina Trpimirova. S obzirom na na-
vedeno smatram da se moze s odredenom sigurno-
S¢u ustvrditi kako su osobe spomenute uz Pribinu
hrvatski knez Trpimir i njegov sin Petar. Takoder
je zanimljivo §to se ime Pribina spominje ispred
imena hrvatskoga vladara. Ne znamo govori li nam
ovo nesto viSe o moc¢i koju je posjedovao Pribina ili

92 Komatina 2010, str. 94-98.

% Loncar 2010, str. 110.

% Tibor Zivkovié¢ izjedna&io je Pribinu koji se spominje
u DAI s franackim vazalom Pribinom, nitranskim, a
kasnije knezom Donje Panonije (Zivkovi¢, De Con-
versione Croatorum et Serborum, 132-135.), no ostaje
ginjenica da na Cedadskom evangelijaru Pribina, koji
se spominje uz Trpimira, ne nosi nikakav naslov, pa
tako ni dux. Takoder, smatram da Zivkovié daje preve-
liku ulogu Francima u njihovim odnosima s hrvatskom
kneZevinom tijekom 850-ih i 860-ih i na temelju toga
bez veée argumentacije izjednacuje Porfirogenetova
Pribinu s franackim vazalom Pribinom te smatra da je
odigrao presudnu ulogu u borbi za hrvatsko prijestolje.

9% Si§i¢ 1914b, str. 6; Klai¢ 1972a, str. 22-23.

9% Si§i¢ 1914b, str. 6; Klai¢ 1972a, str. 22-23.

97 Si8i¢ 1914b, str. 6; Klai¢ 1972a, str. 22-23.

“But in the time of Basil, the Christ-loving em-
peror, they sent diplomatic agents, begging and
praying him that those of them who were unbap-
tized might receive baptism and that they might be,
as they had originally been, subject to the empire of
the Romans. And that glorious emperor, of blessed
memory, gave ear to them and sent out an imperi-
al agent and priests with him and baptized all of
them that were unbaptized of the aforesaid nations,
and after baptizing them he then appointed for them
princes with whom they themselves approved and
choose, from the family which they themselves
loved and favoured. And from that day to this their
princes come from these same families, and from
no other.”3¢

If we examine the given passage in the manner
intended by the Byzantine court to depict the history
of the Dalmatian province, a clearer picture emerg-
es. Basil I showed his generosity by appointing rul-
ers in Croatia and other eastern Adriatic sclaviniae
“with whom they themselves approved and choose”
and “they themselves loved and favoured.” Hence,
the appointment of Zdeslav to the Croatian throne
in 878 perfectly fits into such a narrative. This nar-
rative is also followed up in Chapter 31, which em-
phasizes the decline in Croatian political and mili-
tary power after the death of Miroslav and Pribina’s
rebellion. Then, as stated in Chapter 29, Basil met
the wishes of the Croats, overthrew the “evil” rulers
(the sons of Domagoj, author s note), and appointed
a ruler that they “approved and choose” (although
he was actually the one Byzantium and Basil want-
ed).

Chapter 32 provides information on the 10"
century related to Croatia, but it is quite general.
It mentions the following: “Then Zacharias took
fright and fled to Croatia...Now, at the same time
these Bulgarians under Alogobotour entered Croa-
tia to make war, and there they were all slain by the
Croats.*®” Evidently, the Byzantine court possessed
limited knowledge of the specific circumstanc-
es within Croatia, which explains why it doesn’t
specify where Zacharias fled to or who defeated
Alogobotur. The lack of comprehensive insights
into the 10™"-century situation might explain why, in
Chapter 31, Constantine and his associates restrict-
ed their focus to 9"-century events in Croatia, omit-
ting thereby details like the Croats’ triumph over

8  DAI, pp. 64-65.
8 Tdem, p. 87.



se, kako Marino Kumir smatra, ovdje mozda radi o
tome da je Pribina hodocastio i u Trpimirovo ime
te je iz tog razloga prvo napisano ime hodocasnika,
a zatim Trpimirovo i njegova sina Petra.’® Uzevsi
u obzir podatke iz Cedadskoga evangelijara i De
administrando imperio moze se zakljuciti da je Pri-
bina bio visoko pozicionirani hrvatski velikas u vri-
jeme Trpimira i njegovih neposrednih nasljednika
— KreSimira i Miroslava.

Smatram da je KreSimir I. naslijedio Trpimira
na prijestolju negdje oko 850. godine. Jedine po-
datke o njegovoj vladavini crpimo iz Porfirogene-
tova djela. Dojam je da je upravo Kresimir vazna
figura 31. poglavlja jer se Trpimir navodi kao otac
Kresimira, dok se Miroslav navodi kao Kre§imirov
sin (,,(...) u dneve Trpimira arhonta, otca arhonta
Kresimira(...)“ te ,,(...) sin njegov (KreSimirov, op.
L. P.) Miroslav vladavsi 4 godine (...)*)*. MoZe se
reci da se u poglavlju radi jasna vremenska razlika
izmedu onoga §to se dogodilo prije KreSimira i ono-
ga nakon KreSimira te je stoga moguce da se, iako
se izrijekom ne navodi, podaci o sukobu s Bugari-
ma, broju gradova u Hrvatskoj te o hrvatskoj vojnoj
snazi odnose na razdoblje Kresimirove vladavine.

Tibor Zivkovié, koji se slagao sa smjestanjem
Kresimira i Miroslava u 9. stoljece, smatrao je da
je Kresimirovo krs¢ansko ime bilo Petar, $to teme-
lji na prije spomenutom Cedadskom evangelijaru,
u kojemu se spominje petrus filius domno tripeme-
r0.1%° Ovakvo razmi$ljanje moglo bi imati potporu u
¢injenici Sto je ime tadasnjega splitskog nadbiskupa
bilo Petar, a iz Trpimirove darovnice'®! jasno je vid-
ljivo da je Trpimir gajio dobre odnose sa Splitskom
nadbiskupijom. Osim toga Trpimir naziva splitskog
nadbiskupa ,,Jjubljenim kumom®“'*®* (dilectus com-
pater), $to nam daje jo$ jedan dokaz o bliskosti Tr-
pimira i Petra. Lako je moguce da je Trpimirov ili
Kresimirov kr$teni kum bio upravo Petar te je Kre-
$imir dobio kr§¢ansko ime po ,,ljubljenom kumu®.

Mozda je iz toga vremena i prvi poznati spomen
neke hrvatske vladarice. Na istome listu Cedadskog
evangelijara, u kojemu je dva puta spomenut Trpi-
mir, nalazimo spomen imena Petar zajedno s ime-
nom Mutimira.'®® Tako ne moZemo biti sigurni da

%8 Kumir 2017, str. 58; bilj. 39.
% DAI, str. 82.

100 Zivkovié 2012, str. 132.

01 CD 1, str. 3-8.

102 Tsto, str. 4.

103 Kumir 2017, str. 59.
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Alogobotur, even though Chapter 32 confirms their
awareness of this event.

The thesis that the events described in Chapter
31 happened in the 9™ century has other consequenc-
es as well, particularly regarding information about
the populated cities in Croatia and Croatian mili-
tary strength, which also seems to be rooted in the
9 century. The chapter states that Croatia has the
following populated cities: Nin, Biograd, Velicin,
Skradin, Hlijevno, Stup, Knin, Kori, Klobuk.®® I
believe that the cities mentioned in the chapter are
additional evidence that Chapter 31 indeed refers
to the 9" century. If we look at the geographical
location of these cities, it is evident that they are
located in the core area where the Croatian princi-
pality originated. While we know of Croatia’s later
expansion to the north, and its expansion to Sisak
in the first quarter of the 10" century,® as indicat-
ed by the records from the Church Council in Split
from 928, there is no mention of any of the settle-
ments situated in the far north of the former Roman
province of Dalmatia or in Lower Pannonia, territo-
ries that Croatian rulers had conquered towards the
end of the 9" and the beginning of the 10" century.
Therefore, it seems reasonable to conclude that the
list of cities reflects the region governed by Croa-
tian rulers during the mid-9* century.

4.1. KRESIMIR I AND MIROSLAV

Why should Kresimir I and Miroslav be placed
immediately after Trpimir? Komatina believes that
these two rulers should be placed between Mutimir
and Tomislav by arguing that the period from 852°!
to 864 was insufficient time for the succession on
the throne from father to son and then to grandson,
especially when taking into account the turmoils
that Pribina caused in Croatia.”> However, Milen-
ko Loncar rightly points out that similar rapid suc-
cessions occurred in the Byzantine Empire. For in-
stance, there was only a five-year gap between the
death of Constantine V Copronymus (775) and the
beginning of the reign of his grandson Constantine
VI (780). Similarly, thirteen years passed between
the death of Michael 11 (829) and the accession

8 Tdem, p. 82.

8 Budak 1994, p. 30; Gracanin 2011, pp. 200-202.

% Racki 1877, p. 195; CD 1, p. 37.

% Komatina dates the deed of donation of Trpimir to the
year 852.

%2 Komatina 2010, pp. 94-98.
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se ovdje radi o Trpimirovu sinu Petru, takvu mo-
gucnost ne moZzemo odbaciti, pogotovo uzmemo li
u obzir stranicu na kojoj se ova dva imena nalaze.
Mozda se moze pomisliti da se ovdje radi o Petro-
voj majci koja je sa svojim sinom bila na hodoca-
$¢u, a tome bi u prilog isla i ¢injenica da se Trpimi-
rov treéi sin zvao Mutimir, koji je ime mogao dobiti
PO svojoj majci.

U De administrando imperio nalazimo podatak
da je Miroslav vladao Cetiri godine.'* Na temelju
toga smatram da bi Miroslavovu vladavinu trebalo
staviti u razdoblje od 860., kada bi prema ovome
prijedlogu kronologije umro KreSimir 1., do 864.,
kada na vlast dolazi Domagoj (u to se vrijeme Do-
magoj pocinje javljati i u izvorima), koji se na pri-
jestolje popeo nakon pobune bana Pribine, koja je u
konacnici rezultirala smréu kneza Miroslava.

Dogadaji koji su uslijedili izmedu 864. i 879.
godine jasno nam daju do znanja da je u Hrvatskoj
vladala nestabilnost, §to se manifestiralo na razne
nacine, ponajprije u intenzivnim borbama za pri-
jestolje unutar knezevine. Smatram da je to jo§ je-
dan razlog zasto bi Kresimira I. i Miroslava trebalo
smjestati nakon Trpimirove vladavine. Naime Mi-
roslavova vladavina i pobuna bana Pribine savrseno
se uklapaju u okolnosti u kojima se Hrvatska nala-
zila u drugoj polovici 9. stoljeca.

4.2. DOMAGOJ, ZDESLAYV,
BRANIMIR I MUTIMIR

Sacuvani povijesni izvori su nam, nasrecu, sklo-
ni kada je rije¢ o razdoblju od o. 860. do o. 895. te
na temelju njih mozemo bez veéih problema rekon-
struirati kronologiju hrvatskih vladara u tom razdo-
blju.

Pocetak Domagojeve vladavine treba staviti
u 864., kada je, prema mome misljenju, doslo do
ubojstva Miroslava. Nemamo nikakvih podataka o
eventualnoj povezanosti bana Pribine i novoga kne-
za Domagoja, no moZe se pomisliti da je Pribina
utjecao na Domagojev dolazak na prijestolje te da
je zadrzao svoj moéni polozaj unutar knezevine.

Da je u Hrvatskoj doista bila nesredena situaci-
ja, svjedoci ¢injenica da je 865. mletacki duzd Urso
Particijak (864. — 881.) napao Hrvatsku te se ¢ini da
je njegov pohod bio uspjesan jer je knez Domagoj
morao zatraziti primirje te predati taoce kao jam-

104 DAL, str. 83.

of his grandson Michael IIT (842) to the throne.”
Taking Loncar’s observations into consideration, [
believe that the reigns of KreSimir I and Miroslav
could be placed within the timeframe of around 850
to 864.

In my opinion, Pribina is crucial for placing
KreSimir I and Miroslav immediately after Trpi-
mir. While Ban Pribina from the era of Michael
KreSimir II is better known in historiography, it’s
often overlooked that we have a reference to Pri-
bina in the 9" century, in the Gospel of Cividale.”*
Namely, the name domno Tripimiro is mentioned
on the fifth folium in said Gospel.”> On the same
folium, but in a different place and handwriting, a
list of names includes the name Pribina (bribina
terpimer. petrus. maria dragouid).* Sisié expressed
uncertainty about whether this referred to the Cro-
atian ruler Trpimir, but I argue that the mention of
Peter alongside Trpimir’s name on the twenty-third
folium provides clarity:

... presila. petrus filius domno tripemero.”” Con-
sequently, we find Peter’s name immediately next
to Trpimir’s name, and later there is the reference to
Peter, the son of Trpimir. Based on this, it’s reason-
able to assert that the individuals mentioned along-
side Pribina are Croatian Duke Trpimir and his son
Peter. It’s also interesting that the name Pribina is
mentioned before the name of the Croatian ruler.
We cannot definitively determine whether this tells
us something about the power Pribina held or if, as
Marino Kumir suggests, it’s plausible that Pribina
made a pilgrimage also in Trpimir’s name, offer-
ing an explanation for why the pilgrim’s name was
written first, followed by Trpimir’s and his son Pe-
ter’s.”® Considering the information from the Gospel

% Loncar 2010, p. 110.

% Tibor Zivkovi¢ equates Pribina mentioned in DAI
with the Frankish vassal Pribina, the Prince of Nitra
and later of Lower Pannonia (Zivkovi¢, De Conver-
sione Croatorum et Serborum, 132-135.). However, it
remains a fact that in the Gospel of Cividale, Pribina,
mentioned alongside Trpimir, bears no title, including
dux. 1 also believe that Zivkovi¢ attributes too much
importance to the Franks in their relations with the
Croatian principality during the 850s and 860s. Based
on this, he equates Porphyrogenitus’ Pribina with the
Frankish vassal Pribina and believes he played a cru-
cial role in the struggle for the Croatian throne.

% Sigi¢ 1914b, p. 6; Klai¢ 1972a, pp. 22-23.

9% Sigié 1914b, p. 6; Klai¢ 1972a, pp. 22-23.

97 Sigié 1914b, p. 6; Klai¢ 1972a, pp. 22-23.

98 Kumir 2017, p. 58; fn. 39.



stvo mira.'” Bio je to prvi mletacki pohod nakon
petnaestak godina, a tesko je zamisliti da bi se Urso
Particijak odlucio na pohod da je u Hrvatskoj bila
sredena situacija. Isto tako Domagojev poraz na
neki nacin potvrduju i vijesti iz De administrando
imperio o smanjenoj hrvatskoj vojnoj snazi nakon
smrti Miroslava.!%

Tijekom Domagojeve vladavine doSlo je do
arapskoga jacanja na Jadranu, $to je zabrinulo Fra-
nacku i Bizant. Domagoj je kao vazal cara Ludovi-
ka II. (855. — 875.) sudjelovao u opsadi Barija, koji
je 871. uspjesno zauzet.'”” Zanimljivu vijest nalazi-
mo u 29. poglavlju De administrando imperio, a to
je da su Hrvate i ostale isto¢nojadranske slavenske
skupine na juznoitalsku obalu brodovima prevezli
Dubrovéani. !

Dok je Domagoj sudjelovao u opsadi Barija,
Hrvatsku je zadesila osvetni¢ka bizantska kazne-
na ekspedicija, koja je, izmedu ostaloga, napala i
hrvatski teritorij na isto¢nojadranskoj obali. Povod
je bilo gusarsko zarobljavanje papinskih poslanika
koji su se 870. vracali s crkvenog sabora u Konstan-
tinopolu.'” Taj bizantski potez rezultirao je preki-
dom saveznistva izmedu Ludovika II. i Bazilija [.!'°

Fokus Domagojeve vanjske politike bio je
usmjeren prema Veneciji. Poticao je gusarenje na
isto¢nojadranskoj obali (koje je Stetilo Mle¢anima),
o ¢emu svjedoCi pismo pape Ivana VIII. (872. —
882.) u kojemu poziva ,,slavnog kneza“ Domagoja
da primiri svoje podanike!!!, $to mu je u kasnijemu
mletackom sjecanju donijelo naziv ,najgori knez
Slavena® (pessimus Sclavorum dux).""* Takoder oko
875. hrvatsko je brodovlje napalo istarske gradove
Umag, Sipar, Novigrad i Rovinj te se priblizilo mle-
tackome teritoriju, Sto je izazvalo reakciju duzda
Ursa Particijaka, koji je porazio Hrvate, a potom je
sklopljen i mir."?

Domagoj je bio vrlo aktivan na medunarodnom
planu, no ¢ini se da prilike unutar same knezevi-

105 Tyan Pakon, str. 130; Racki 1877, str. 364; Klaié¢
1972a, str. 24.

106 DAI, str. 83.

107 Birin 2015, str. 48.

18 DAL, str. 67-69; Klai¢ 1972a, str. 23-24.

109 Racki 1877, str. 361-362.

110 Bydak 2018, str. 131.

1 Ragki 1877, str. 6; Sigi¢ 1914a, str. 201-202; CD 1, str
11-12; Klai¢ 1972a, str. 26.

112 Tyvan Pakon, str. 138; Racki 1877, str. 366; Klaié¢
1972a, str. 25.

113 Birin 2015, str. 49; Goldstein 1995, str. 255-256.
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of Cividale and De Administrando Imperio, it’s rea-
sonable to conclude that Pribina was a high-ranking
Croatian noble during the time of Trpimir and his
immediate successors — KreSimir and Miroslav.

I believe that Kresimir I succeeded Trpimir on
the throne around the year 850. The only informa-
tion we have about his reign is derived from the
work of Porphyrogenitus. In Chapter 31, it gives
the impression that KreSimir is a significant figure
in that chapter because Trpimir is mentioned as the
father of KreSimir, while Miroslav is mentioned as
Kresimir’s son (“(...) in the days of Archon Terpim-
er, the father of Archon Krasimeris (...) “and” (...)
his son (KreSimir’s, author’s note) Miroslav, after
ruling four years (...) ).” It can be said that there is
a clear chronological distinction between what hap-
pened before KreSimir and after KreSimir. There-
fore, it is possible that, although not explicitly men-
tioned, the information about the conflict with the
Bulgarians, the number of cities in Croatia and the
Croatian military strength may relate to the period
of Kresimir’s rule.

Tibor Zivkovié, who agreed with placing
Kresimir and Miroslav in the 9" century, believed
that KreSimir’s Christian name was Peter, based
on the aforementioned Gospel of Cividale, which
mentions petrus filius domno tripemero.'® This idea
could be supported by the fact that the name of the
Archbishop of Split at that time was Peter, while
Trpimir’s deed of donation'® clearly shows that
Trpimir maintained good relations with the Arch-
bishopric of Split. Furthermore, Trpimir referred to
the Archbishop of Split as his “beloved godfather”'®
(dilectus compater), giving us another piece of ev-
idence of the closeness between Trpimir and Peter.
It is quite possible that Trpimir’s or Kresimir’s god-
father was indeed Peter, and KreSimir received his
Christian name after his “beloved godfather.”

We might even have the first known mention of
a female Croatian ruler from that time. On the same
folium from the Gospel of Cividale, where Trpi-
mir is mentioned twice, we have the name Peter
mentioned together with the name Mutimira.'®*Al-
though we cannot be certain this refers to Trpimir’s
son Peter, we can’t dismiss such a possibility, espe-

® DAL p. 82.

10 Zivkovié 2012, p. 132.
100 CD 1, pp. 3-8.

12 Tdem, p. 4.

183 Kumir 2017, p. 59.
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ne nikada nije uspio stabilizirati do kraja. Godine
874. ili 875. doslo je do urote unutar Hrvatske pro-
tiv kneza Domagoja. Vjerojatno je da su u tu urotu
bili ukljuc¢eni Trpimirovi potomci, a mozda i sam
Bizant, Sto sugerira kasnije bizantsko djelovanje u
slucaju kneza Zdeslava. Urota je otkrivena, a zavje-
renici su okrutno kaznjeni.!'*

Domagoj je umro oko 876., a naslijedili su ga
njegovi sinovi. Njihova se imena ne znaju, no nji-
hova je vladavina potrajala tek dvije godine, kada
se Zdeslav, pod bizantskim sponzorstvom, vratio iz
Konstantinopola i ,,prigrabio knezevinu Slavena i
potjerao sinove kneza Domagoja u progonstvo*.!!s

Ustoli¢enje Zdeslava na hrvatsko prijestolje bilo
je vrhunac istocnojadranske politike Bazilija 1. Za-
nimljiva je i vijest koju donosi Ivan Pakon, a to je
da je Zdeslav potjerao Domagojeve sinove u pro-
gonstvo, a nije ih ubio. Na ovom primjeru vidimo
drugaciju praksu kada su u pitanju borbe za prije-
stolje. Domagoj je svoje neprijatelje ubijao, dok
je Zdeslav svoje najvece konkurente za prijestolje,
Domagojeve sinove, odluc¢io samo prognati.

Ivan Pakon, kada donosi vijest o Zdeslavovu
preuzimanju knezevine, navodi da je on ,,iz roda
Trpimirova® (Tibimiri ex progenie)."'® Rije¢ proge-
nies u ovome kontekstu oznacava izravno potom-
stvo, dakle sina ili unuka.!'” Najvjerojatnije je da
je Zdeslav bio Trpimirov sin, a to zakljucujemo na
temelju kasnije Mutimirove isprave, o ¢emu ¢e vise
rijeCi biti kasnije.

Iz vremena kratke Zdeslavove vladavine ima-
mo njemu upuceno pismo pape Ivana VIII. U pi-
smu ga papa moli da njegovu poslaniku, koji putuje
Mihaelu Borisu u Bugarsku, omogu¢i hranu, vodu
i siguran prolaz.''® Zdeslav se stavio pod okrilje pa-
trijarha u Konstantinopolu, no njegova vladavina
okoncana je ve¢ 879., kada se u Hrvatskoj dogodio
jos jedan prevrat na prijestolju. Zdeslav je ubijen,
a ,,neki Slaven imenom Branimir* postao je novi
hrvatski vladar.!"®

114 §i%ié 1914a, str. 201-202; CD 1, str. 10.

15 Tvan Pakon, str. 140; Racki 1877, str. 373; Klaié
1972a, str. 26.

16 Tvan Dakon, str. 140; Racki 1877, str. 373; Klaié
1972a, str. 26.

17 Sigié 1914b, str. 8-9.

18 Ragki 1877, str. 7; Sisi¢ 1914a, str. 202; CD 1, str. 12;
Klai¢ 1972a, str. 26.

119 Tyan Pakon, str. 142; Racki 1877, str. 374; Klaié
1972a, str. 27-28.

cially when considering the folium on which these
two names are listed. It’s also conceivable that this
could be Peter’s mother, accompanying her son on
the pilgrimage. This is further supported by the fact
that Trpimir’s third son was Mutimir, a name which
he might have received after his mother.

In De Administrando Imperio, it is noted that
Miroslav ruled for four years.'® Based on this, it
seems reasonable to place Miroslav’s reign from
860, when, according to this proposed chronolo-
gy, Kresimir I died, to 864 when Domagoj came to
power (Domagoj begins to appear in sources around
this time), following a rebellion led by Ban Pribina,
which ultimately resulted in Duke Miroslav’s death.

The events that occurred later on between 864
and 879 indicate that Croatia was plagued by in-
stability, which manifested in various ways, with
the most significant being intense struggles for the
throne within the principality. I believe that this is
yet another compelling reason to place KreSimir I
and Miroslav after Trpimir’s reign. Miroslav’s rule
and the rebellion of Ban Pribina perfectly fit the
circumstances in which Croatia found itself in the
second half of the 9™ century.

4.2. DOMAGOJ, ZDESLAV,
BRANIMIR AND MUTIMIR

Fortunately, we have well-preserved historical
sources for the period between around 860 and
approximately 895, enabling us to reconstruct the
chronology of Croatian rulers during this period
with relative ease.

Domagoj’s rule began in 864, when, in my opin-
ion, the assassination of Miroslav happened. Al-
though there’s no evidence whatsoever that could
possibly link Ban Pribina to the new Duke Doma-
g0j, it can be assumed that Pribina influenced Do-
magoj’s ascension to the throne and maintained his
influential position within the principality.

The turbulent state of affairs in Croatia at that
time becomes evident through historical events. In
865, the Venetian Doge Orso I Participazio (864 —
881) launched an attack on Croatia, and it appears
to have been a successful campaign since Duke
Domagoj had to seek a truce and offer hostages as
a guarantee of peace.!® This was the first Venetian

104 DAL p. 83.
15 John the Deacon, p. 130; Racki 1877, p. 364; Klaié¢
1972a, p. 24.



Branimir je vrlo brzo ponistio Zdeslavovo pri-
klanjanje Konstantinopolu, o ¢emu svjedoce papin-
ska pisma iz 879. godine. Papa Ivan VIII. dana 7.
lipnja 879. uputio je pismo Branimiru, u kojemu
ga obavjeStava da je blagoslovio njega i njegov na-
rod.'? Istoga dana papa je uputio posebno pismo
,»Svim ¢asnim svecenicima i svemu narodu®, u koje-
mu je naglasio svoje zadovoljstvo zbog njihova po-
vratka pod rimsku jurisdikciju.'?! Takoder, upuceno
je 1 pismo ninskome biskupu Teodoziju kojim je
potvrdeno njegovo biskupsko mjesto te ga je papa
upozorio da se biskupska ¢ast moze potvrditi samo
u Rimu.'??

Iz Branimirova vremena datira i prvi pokusaj cr-
kvenoga ujedinjenja prostora hrvatske knezevine i
dalmatinskih gradova. Godine 886. ili 867. umro je
splitski nadbiskup Marin, Sto je pokusao iskoristiti
ninski biskup Teodozije, koji je prihvatio ponudenu
upraznjenu splitsku stolicu, no nije se zelio odreci
Ninske biskupije. Teodozije je papi Stjepanu V.
(885. — 891.) tvrdio da je tim ¢inom obnovio Salo-
nitansku metropoliju, a papa ga je pozvao da u Rim
dode po palij. Ipak, navedeni Teodozijev ¢in nije
ostavio nikakve trajnije posljedice jer su se nakon
njegove smrti odvojeno birali ninski biskup, odno-
sno splitski nadbiskup.'?

O intenzivnoj graditeljskoj djelatnosti tijekom
Branimirove vladavine svjedo¢i Sest kamenih nat-
pisa, pronadenih u Sopotu, Ninu, Muéu, Zdrapnju,
Otresu i Lepurima, na kojima se spominje njegovo
ime. Mozda je najvazniji onaj iz Sopota zato $to se
na njemu spominje Branimiro comes, dux Crua-
torvm.'2*

Branimir je prvi hrvatski vladar nakon Trpimi-
ra i njegova sina Petra (KreSimira) Cije je ime za-
biljezeno u Cedadskom evangelijaru. Uz njega se
spominje i njegova zena Marusa.'” Mozda nam ova
¢injenica svjedoci da je prvi put nakon KreSimira
1. nastupilo relativno mirno razdoblje u Hrvatskoj
te se stoga Branimir slobodno mogao odvaziti poci
na hodocasc¢e bez bojazni da mu se iza leda nesto
sprema.

120 Ragki 1877, str. 8-9; Sigi¢ 1914a, str. 202-203; CD 1,
str. 14-15.

121 Ragki 1877, str. 9-10.; Si§i¢ 1914a, str. 205; CD 1, str.
13

122 Ragki 1877, str. 12; Sisi¢ 1914a, str. 204; CD 1, str.
15-16.

123 Budak 2018, str. 153-154.

124 Delonga 1996, str. 166-167.

125 Kumir 2017, str. 60.
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campaign in approximately fifteen years, and it’s
hard to imagine that Orso [ Participazio would have
undertaken it had the situation in Croatia been sta-
ble. Domagoj’s defeat, to some extent, confirms the
information in De Administrando Imperio about the
diminished Croatian military strength after Miro-
slav’s death.!%

During Domagoj’s rule, the Arab presence in
the Adriatic region grew stronger, causing concern
among the Franks and Byzantines. Domagoj, as a
vassal of Emperor Louis I1 (855 — 875), participated
in the siege of Bari, which was successfully cap-
tured in 871.' An interesting piece of information
is found in Chapter 29 of De Administrando Imper-
io, which mentions that the Croats and other Slavic
groups from the eastern Adriatic coast were trans-
ported to the southern Italian coast by the people of
Dubrovnik.!%

While Domagoj was involved in the siege of
Bari, a retaliatory Byzantine punitive expedition
targeted Croatia, including an attack on Croatian
territories along the eastern Adriatic coast. This ac-
tion was prompted by pirates who captured papal
envoys returning from the Church Council in Con-
stantinople in 870'” and eventually led to the disso-
lution of the alliance between Louis IT and Basil I.'"°

The focus of Domagoj’s foreign policy primar-
ily revolved around Venice. He encouraged piracy
along the eastern Adriatic coast (which harmed the
Venetians), as evidenced by a letter from Pope John
VIII (872 — 882), who implored “Duke Domagoj
the Famous” to pacify his subjects.!!! This associa-
tion later earned him the moniker “the worst duke of
the Slavs” (pessimus Sclavorum dux) in Venetian’s
chronicles."? Moreover, around 875, Croatian ships
raided the Istrian towns of Umag, Sipar, Novigrad
and Rovinj and hence approached Venetian terri-
tory, which prompted a response from Doge Orso
I Participazio, who defeated the Croats, leading to
the establishment of peace.!!?

106 DAL p. 83.

197 Birin 2015, p. 48.

1% DAL, pp. 67-69; Klai¢ 1972a, pp. 23-24.

199 Racki 1877, pp. 361-362.

110 Budak 2018, p. 131.

1 Racki 1877, p. 6; Sisi¢ 1914a, pp. 201-202; CD 1, pp.
11-12; Klai¢ 1972a, p. 26.

12 John the Deacon, p. 138; Racki 1877, p. 366; Klai¢
1972a, p. 25.

113 Birin 2015, p. 49; Goldstein 1995, pp. 255-256.
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Ne moze se to¢no odrediti kada je Branimirova
vladavina zavrsila. Ono $to znamo jest da je njegov
zadnji spomen iz 888., kada saznajemo da je crkva
sv. Marije u Mucu podignuta u vrijeme kneza Bra-
nimira'?, Dakle moZemo pretpostaviti da Branimi-
rova vladavina zavrSava negdje oko 890.

Branimira je na prijestolju naslijedio Mutimir.
Nemoguce je reéi je li do prijenosa vlasti doslo mir-
nim putem zato §to nam postojeci izvori o tome ni-
Sta ne govore. Mutimirovo ime prvi se put javlja u
ispravi 892., kada on rjesava spor oko crkve sv. Jur-
ja u Putalju izmedu Splitske nadbiskupije i Ninske
biskupije. U toj ispravi Mutimir navodi da ,,sjedi
na ocinskom prijestolju (residente paterno solio)
i kako je ta crkva darovana Splitskoj nadbiskupiji
,,od moga oca“ (a patre meo)."”’ Sisié ispravno pri-
mjecuje da se tu Mutimir poziva na Trpimirovu da-
rovnicu te zakljucuje da je Mutimir Trpimirov sin, a
samim time je razrijeSen misterij Zdeslava, za koje-
ga se spominje da je ,,iz roda Trpimirova* (Tibimiri
ex progenie)'*®. Na temelju ove isprave moze se za-
kljuciti da rije¢ progenies, koja oznacava izravnog
potomka, znaci da je Zdeslav bio Trpimirov sin.'*’
Ipak, istaknuo bih opasku Nevena Budaka, koji je
dobro zamijetio da je problemati¢no to $to se u na-
vedenoj ispravi Mutimir poziva na Trpimirovu da-
rovnicu kojom je Trpimir navodno darovao crkvu
sv. Jurja na Putalju Splitskoj nadbiskupiji, a znamo
da je upravo dio o darovanju crkve naknadno umet-
nut u Trpimirovu darovnicu. Samim time postavlja
se pitanje autenti¢nosti Mutimirove isprave i koliko
je vjerodostojno Sto u njoj pise, izmedu ostalog, da
Mutimir sjedi ,,na oinskom prijestolju‘.!3

Ta nam isprava, ukoliko je uzmemo kao vjero-
dostojnu, znatno pomaze u rekonstrukciji Trpimiro-
va roda. Trpimir je imao tri sina: Petra KreSimira,
Zdeslava i Mutimira. Naslijedio ga je najstariji sin
Kresimir I., a njega njegov sin Miroslav. Miroslav
ocito nije imao sinova te su stoga preostali samo
Zdeslav i Mutimir koji su mogli polagati pravo na
hrvatsko prijestolje na temelju toga $to su Trpimi-
rovi potomci.

Kao $to mozemo pretpostaviti, Miroslav je na-
slijedio svog oca KreSimira I. unato¢ €injenici §to
su na zivotu jo$ uvijek bili KreSimirova braca Zde-

126 Delonga 1996, str. 120.

127 Ragki 1877, str. 14-17; Sigi¢ 1914a, str. 195-197.

128 Tvan Dakon, str. 140.

12 Sigi¢ 1914b, str. 11,

130 Zahvaljujem Nevenu Budaku na usmenoj primjedbi.

Domagoj was a highly active figure on the in-
ternational stage, but it appears that he never suc-
ceeded in fully stabilizing the situation within
the principality itself. In 874 or 875, a conspiracy
against Duke Domagoj was plotted within Croatia,
in which most likely Trpimir’s descendants were in-
volved. There’s even a possibility of Byzantine in-
volvement, as their later actions with Duke Zdeslav
suggest. The conspiracy was eventually uncovered,
leading to severe punishment for the conspirators.''*

Domagoj died around 876 and was succeeded
by his sons. Although we don’t have their names on
record, their rule lasted only two years. During this
time, Zdeslav, backed by the Byzantines, returned
from Constantinople and “seized the principality
of Slavs and drove Duke Domagoj’s sons into ex-
ile”. 115

Zdeslav’s ascension to the throne was the culmi-
nation of Basil I’s eastern Adriatic policy. An inter-
esting piece of information from this period comes
from John the Deacon, who reported that Zdeslav
had driven Domagoj’s sons into exile but did not
kill them. This illustrates a different approach to the
struggle for the throne, as Domagoj had a practice
of killing his enemies, while Zdeslav chose to only
exile the most significant contenders, i.e. Doma-
£0j’s sons.

In his report on Zdeslav’s assumption of power
over the principality, John the Deacon also men-
tioned that Zdeslav was from the “Trpimirovi¢ dy-
nasty” (Tibimiri ex progenie)."'® The word proge-
nies in this context means direct offspring, that is,
son or grandson.!''” Zdeslav was most likely the son
of Trpimir, as we conclude this based on the later
document from Mutimir, which will be addressed
in more detail later in the text.

During Zdeslav’s brief rule, a letter addressed to
him from Pope John VIII is noteworthy. In this let-
ter, the Pope requested Zdeslav’s assistance in pro-
viding food, water and safe passage to the Pope’s
envoy, who was traveling to Michael Boris in Bul-
garia.!''® Zdeslav put himself under the patronage of
the patriarch of Constantinople, but his reign was

14 Sigi¢ 1914a, pp. 201-202; CD 1, p. 10.

15 John the Deacon, p. 140; Racki 1877, p. 373; Klai¢
1972a, p. 26.

16 John the Deacon, p. 140; Racki 1877, p. 373; Klai¢
1972,a p. 26.

17 §igi¢ 1914b, p. 8-9.

18 Racki 1877, p. 7; Sisi¢ 1914a, p. 202; CD 1, p. 12;
Klai¢ 1972a, p. 26.



slav i Mutimir. Mozda na tom primjeru mozemo vi-
djeti da su Trpimir 1 KreSimir I. pokus$ali implemen-
tirati nacelo primogeniture, prema kojem prijestolje
nasljeduje najstariji sin. Takve sluc¢ajeve nalazimo
u Bizantskome Carstvu, u kojemu je, u mirnodop-
skim uvjetima, najceS¢e najstariji sin nasljedivao
svoga oca na prijestolju.'3! Naravno, ovdje se ne
radi o institucionaliziranom nacinu prijenosa vlasti,
nego samo o prevladavajucoj praksi.

Osim u ispravi iz 892., Mutimir se spominje i
na kamenom arhitravu oltarne pregrade iz crkve
sv. Luke u Uzdolju. Njegova je vladarska titula na
tom arhitravu princeps.'” Nadalje na temelju De
administrando imperio saznajemo nesto vise o Mu-
timirovoj vanjskoj politici. U 32. poglavlju vazne
su nam tri re€enice: ,,Godinu dana zatim izasavsi iz
Hrvatske prepominjani Petar, sin Gojnikov, iztjera
iz vlade brati¢a svoga Pribislava i njegova dva brata
(Brana 1 Stjepana, op. L. P.), te on preuzme vladu.
Oni pako umaknu i udju u Hrvatsku. Tri godine za-
tim dodje Bran, da zavojsti Petra, ali ovaj ga svlada,
ulovi i oslijepi.“!* Na temelju navedenoga mozemo
zakljuciti da je Mutimir budnim okom pratio doga-
danja u borbama za srpsko prijestolje te je podupi-
rao razlicite strane u tim sukobima.

Zbog manjka izvora nemoguce je odrediti kada
je Mutimirova vladavina zavrsila, no obi¢no se kraj
njegove vladavine stavlja negdje izmedu 905. i
910. godine. To se temelji na ¢injenici da se njegov
nasljednik, Tomislav, prvi put spominje 914. pa se
pretpostavlja da je Mutimir umro nesto ranije.!>

5. DESETO STOLJECE
5.1. TOMISLAV

Prva godina u kojoj se spominje Tomislav je
914. Toma Arhidakon u svojoj Historia Salonitana
navodi da je ,,Ivan bio nadbiskup (splitski, op. a.)
godine Gospodnje devetsto Cetrnaeste u doba kneza
Tomislava“.!*> Pretpostavlja se da je Tomislavova
vladavina zapocela nesto ranije, oko 910.

Tomislava se spominje i u kontekstu sukoba s
Ugarima, koji su 895. usli u Panonsku nizinu i za-

131 Najbolje primjere takve prakse nasljedivanja nalazimo

za vrijeme Heraklijeve dinastije (610. — 695./711.),
odnosno makedonske dinastije (867. — 1056.). Vise o
tome u: Ostrogorski 2002, str. 46-76; 112-166.

132 Delonga 1996, str. 156-157; Sigi¢ 1914a, str. 124.

133 DAL, str. 86; Racki 1877, str. 375-376.

134 HS, str. 53-55.

135 HS, str. 53-55; Klai¢ 1972a, str. 38.
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cut short in 879 by yet another coup within Croatia.
Zdeslav was killed, and a “certain Slav of the name
Branimir” became the new Croatian ruler.'"”

Branimir quickly revoked Zdeslav’s allegiance
to Constantinople, as evidenced by papal letters
from 879. On 7" June 879, Pope John VIII sent a
letter to Branimir, informing him that he had bless-
ed Branimir and his people.'?® On the same day, the
Pope sent a special letter to “all honourable priests
and all the people,” expressing his satisfaction with
their return to Roman jurisdiction.'! A letter was
also sent to Bishop Theodosius of Nin, confirm-
ing his episcopal position and cautioning him that
the episcopal honour could only be confirmed in
Rome.'?

The first attempt to ecclesiastically unify the ter-
ritory of the Croatian principality and the Dalmatian
cities took place during Branimir’s rule. In 886 or
867, when Archbishop Marin of Split died, bishop
Theodosius of Nin attempted to use this opportunity
by accepting the vacant seat of the archbishop of
Split. At the same time however, he refused to give
up the Diocese of Nin and argued to Pope Stephen
V (885 - 891) that by doing so, he had effectively
restored the metropolis of Salona. The Pope invited
Theodosius to Rome to receive the pallium. How-
ever, Theodosius’s actions did not result in lasting
changes, as, after his death, the bishop of Nin and
the archbishop of Split continued to be elected in-
dependently.'®

Intense construction activities during Branimir’s
rule are evidenced by the discovery of six stone in-
scriptions in Sopot, Nin, Mué, Zdrapanj, Otres and
Lepuri, all of which bear his name. Perhaps the
most important one is the Sopot inscription because
it mentions Branimiro comes, dux Cruatorvm.'*

Branimir is the first Croatian ruler, after Trpi-
mir and his son Peter (KreSimir), whose name is,
along with the name of his wife MaruSa, recorded
in the Gospel of Cividale.'” This fact may indicate
that, for the first time since KreSimir I, a relative-

9 John the Deacon, p. 142; Racki 1877, p. 374; Klai¢
1972a, pp. 27-28.

120 Racki 1877, pp. 8-9; Sisi¢ 1914a, pp. 202-203; CD 1,
pp. 14-15.

121 Racki 1877, pp. 9-10.; Sisi¢ 1914a, p. 205; CD 1, p. 13

12 Ragki 1877, p. 12; Sisi¢ 1914a, p. 204; CD 1, pp. 15-
16.

123 Budak 2018, pp. 153-154.

124 Delonga 1996, pp. 166-167.

125 Kumir 2017, p. 60.
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poceli svoje pljackaske pohode Sirom Europe. U
Kraljevstvu Slavena navodi se da je ,,Tomislav, hra-
bar mladi¢ i snazan ratnik, vodio s njime (Atilom,
koji se navodi kao kralj Ugara, op. L. P.) mnoge
borbe i uvijek ga natjerao u bijeg“.!* U historiogra-
fiji se obi¢no smatra da se u ovoj vijesti nalaze zrnci
povijesne istine o borbama Tomislava i Ugara.

Podaci izneseni u Kraljevstvu Slavena kao i €i-
njenica da je nakon ukinué¢a Ninske biskupije 928.
Grguru Ninskom bilo ponudeno da preuzme jedno
ispraznjeno biskupsko mjesto, medu kojima je bilo
i ono Sisacke biskupije (tesko je zamisliti da bi mu
bilo ponudeno biskupsko mjesto izvan hrvatskih
granica), navelo je povjesnicare na zakljucak da se
za vrijeme Tomislava Hrvatska pro§irila na sjever.
Starija historiografija smatrala je da je Tomislav
prosirio svoju vlast sve do Drave'¥’, no u novije vri-
jeme prevladava misljenje da je Tomislav proSirio
Hrvatsku do Siska i okolice!*. Postoje i teze da To-
mislav uopée nije pro$irio svoju vlast na sjever'®,
kao i da se hrvatsko prosirenje na sjever dogodilo
jos u 9. stolje¢u'®’, no takva razmisljanja trenutno
nisu prevladavajucéa u historiografiji.

Tomislav je prvi hrvatski vladar koji se u pa-
pinskim spisima oslovljava s rex. U pismu iz 925.
papa Ivan X. (914. — 928.) Tomislava naziva ,,kra-
ljem Hrvata“ (rex Croatorum).'*! Nije poznato kada
je Tomislav uzeo kraljevski naslov i je li se uopcée
okrunio, no zasigurno je kao vladar morao nesto
znacCajno napraviti $to bi ga nagnalo da uzme kra-
ljevsku titulu (ako ju je uzeo). Mozda se moze po-
misliti i da je papa smatrao kako ga treba tako tituli-
rati iako nije imao nikakvih saznanja je li Tomislav
uistinu rex. Ako je Tomislav uistinu uzeo kraljevsku
titulu, moguce je da je pobjeda nad Ugarima bila
okidac za to, budu¢i da su ugarske provale i pljacke
bile velik problem, koji nisu mogli rijesiti ni mo¢ni-
ji vladari od Tomislava.

Posljednji spomen Tomislava je na Splitskom
crkvenom saboru 925. godine. U zakljuécima Sa-
bora spominje se kao ,,konzul u pokrajini Hrvata i
u krajevima Dalmacije“.!*? Inicijativa za sazivanje

136 LjPD, str. 57-58; Klai¢ 1972a, str. 29.

137 Smiciklas 1882, str. 215-217; Klai¢ 1972b, str. 98-101;
Klai¢ 1975, str. 277.

138 Budak 1994, str. 30; Gracanin 2011, str. 200-202.

139 Goldstein 1995, str. 282; 285.

140 Budak 2018, str. 182-183; Birin 2015, str. 53.

141 HSM, str. 96; CD 1, str. 34; Sisi¢ 1914a, str. 216; Klaié
1972a, str. 31.

142 HSM, str. 98; CD 1, str. 32; Klai¢ 1972a, str. 30.

ly peaceful period prevailed in Croatia, allowing
Branimir to embark on a pilgrimage without fear of
hidden threats and plots against him.

While the exact end of Branimir’s reign re-
mains elusive, the last documented reference to him
dates back to 888 and mentions the construction of
the Church of St. Mary in Mu¢ during the time of
Duke Branimir.'?® Therefore, it can be assumed that
Branimir’s rule ended around 890.

Mutimir succeeded Branimir on the throne, but
historical sources offer no clarity on whether this
transition of power was peaceful or not. Mutimir’s
name surfaces for the first time in a document from
892, wherein he arbitrated a dispute concerning
the Church of St. George in Putalj between the
Archdiocese of Split and the Diocese of Nin. In
this document, Mutimir states that he “sits on his
father’s throne” (residente paterno solio) and that
the church had been a gift to the Archdiocese of
Split “by my father” (a patre meo).'?” Notably, Sisi¢
correctly identified that Mutimir was referencing
Trpimir’s deed of donation, thereby establishing
Mutimir as Trpimir’s son and resolving the mystery
surrounding Zdeslav, who was described as one
belonging to the “Trpimirovi¢ dynasty” (7ibimi-
ri ex progenie).'”® Based on this document, it can
be inferred that the word progenies, which signi-
fies a direct descendant, indicates that Zdeslav was
Trpimir’s son.'?” However, I would like to point out
the remark made by Neven Budak, who correctly
observed that the problematic aspect in this docu-
ment lies in Mutimir’s reference to Trpimir’s deed
of donation with which Trpimir allegedly donated
the Church of St. Georg on Putalj to the Archdio-
cese of Split, while we know that it was precisely
the part about the donation of the church that was
subsequently inserted into Trpimir’s deed. This
certainly raises questions about the authenticity of
Mutimir’s document and how credible it is when it
states, among other things, that Mutimir “sits on his
father’s throne.”!*°

If we accept the document’s authenticity, it pro-
vides invaluable insights into the reconstruction of
the Trpimirovi¢ dynasty. Trpimir had three sons:
Peter KreSimir, Zdeslav and Mutimir. The eldest

126 Delonga 1996, p. 120.

127 Ragki 1877, pp. 14-17; Sisié 1914a, pp. 195-197.
128 John the Deacon, p. 140.

129 §igi¢ 1914b, p. 11.

130" T thank Neven Budak for his verbal comment.



Sabora dosla je od Tomislava, zahumskoga kneza
Mihaela ViSevi¢a!®® i dalmatinskih biskupa, koji
su zeljeli odrediti koja ¢e nadbiskupija, odnosno
biskupija imati primat u novoj crkvenoj pokrajini,
koja se prostirala na podrucju dalmatinskih gradova
1 Hrvatskoga Kraljevstva. Papa Ivan X. udovoljio je
njihovu zahtjevu za sazivanjem Sabora, no zelio je
da glavna svrha Sabora bude dogovor kako suzbiti
bogosluzje na slavenskome jeziku.'**

Papinim Zeljama unato¢, na Saboru je ponaj-
viSe paznje posveceno primatu u novoj crkvenoj
pokrajini. Glavni kandidati bili su splitski nadbi-
skup Ivan, koji se pozivao na tradiciju Salonitanske
metropolije, ninski biskup Grgur i zadarski biskup
Formin. Sabor je zakljucio da ¢e splitski nadbiskup
postati metropolit crkvene pokrajine s objasnjenjem
da splitska nadbiskupija ,,ima prvenstvo nad svim
ctkvama ove pokrajine™ (inter ommes ecclesias
prouinciae huius primatum habeat) jer se ondje na-
laze kosti sv. Dujma.'%

Dokumenti sa Splitskog crkvenog sabora histo-
riografiju su doveli u nedoumicu oko Tomislavove
vlasti nad dalmatinskim gradovima. Cinjenica je da
se na Splitskome crkvenom saboru 925. spominju
samo hrvatski kralj i zahumski knez, a nitko od
bizantskih predstavnika.'*6 Misljenja povjesni¢ara
bila su razli¢ita. Najstarija hrvatska historiografija
je bez pogovora prihvacala tezu o hrvatskoj vlasti
u dalmatinskim gradovima.'¥” U drugoj polovici 20.
stoljeca doslo je do promjene te je dio historiogra-
fije negirao bilo kakvu Tomislavovu vlast nad dal-
matinskim gradovima'*, no danas se ipak smatra da
je morao postojati neki oblik hrvatske vlasti ondje
jer je tesko zamisliti da bi se stvarala nova crkvena
pokrajina, a da se na tom prostoru nalaze dvije od-
vojene politicke jedinice.'*

Jedna od teza koje je iznijela starija historio-
grafija, a opstala je viSe-manje do danas, jest da je
savezni$tvo Tomislava s Bizantom protiv Bugara

43 Postoji tumacenje da je Mihael Visevi¢ zapravo vladao
podrucjem Neretve, a temelji se na izjednacavanju Ne-
retvana i Humljana. Vidi viSe: Anci¢ 2011, 217-278.

14 Birin 20135, str. 54.

145 Racki 1877, str. 190-191; HSM, str. 99; CD 1, str. 31;
Sigi¢ 1914a, str. 218; Klai¢ 1972a, str. 33.

146 Budak 2018, str. 224.

147 Klai¢ 1972b, str. 98-101; Sigi¢ 1990, str. 413.

48 Klai¢ 1975, str. 291; Goldstein 1985, str. 35-37;
Goldstein 1995, 277-278.

149 Budak 2018, str. 224; Birin 2015, str. 54; Raukar 1997,
str. 38; Curta 20006, str. 196.
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son, Kresimir I, succeeded him, who was then suc-
ceeded by his son Miroslav. The latter evidently
had no sons, leaving only Zdeslav and Mutimir as
potential claimants to the Croatian throne based on
their descent from Trpimir.

We can assume that Miroslav succeeded his fa-
ther KreSimir I, even though KreSimir’s brothers,
Zdeslav and Mutimir, were still alive. This may
suggest that Trpimir and KreSimir I attempted to
implement the principle of primogeniture, where
the eldest son inherits the throne. Such cases were
not uncommon in the Byzantine Empire where, in
times of peace, the eldest son often succeeded his
father on the throne."!' It’s important to note that
this was not a formalized system of power transfer
but a prevailing practice.

Apart from the document from 892, there’s an-
other noteworthy reference to Mutimir, inscribed on
the stone architrave of the altar screen in the Church
of St. Luke in Uzdolje. Here, he bears the royal title
of princeps.'*? Furthermore, the historical account
found in De Administrando Imperio sheds light on
Mutimir’s foreign policy. In Chapter 32, there are
three important sentences: ,,Now, after one year the
aforesaid Peter, son of Goinikos, came out of Cro-
atia and expelled from the rule his cousin Pribeslav
and his two brothers (Branos and Stephen, author s
note), and himself succeeded to the rule, and they
fled away and entered Croatia. Three years later
Branos came to fight Peter and was defeated and
captured by him, and blinded.”"3* From this narra-
tive, it becomes evident that Mutimir vigilantly ob-
served the power struggles for the Serbian throne
and lent support to various factions engaged in
these conflicts.

Due to the scarcity of historical sources, it is
impossible to determine the exact end of Mutimir’s
rule, but it is generally placed somewhere between
905 and 910. This is based on the fact that his suc-
cessor, Tomislav, is first mentioned in 914, imply-
ing that Mutimir likely died a few years prior to this

event.'**

11 The best examples of such practices are from the time

of the Heraclian dynasty (610 - 695/711) and the Mac-
edonian dynasty (867 - 1056). More on this in: Ostro-
gorski 2002, pp. 46-76; 112-166.

132 Delonga 1996, pp. 156-157; Sigi¢ 1914a, p. 124.

133 DAL, p. 86; Racki 1877, pp. 375-376.

134 HS, pp. 53-55.
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dovelo do bizantskoga prepustanja dalmatinskih
gradova na upravu Tomislavu. Ipak, smatram da se
tesko moze govoriti o bilo kakvome saveznistvu iz-
medu Hrvatskoga Kraljevstva i Bizanta. Primjerice
u De administrando imperio Tomislav se uopée ne
spominje, a te§ko je zamisliti da se jedan znacajan
bizantski saveznik, kako se u historiografiji tvrdi za
Tomislava, izostavlja iz poglavlja u kojima se piSe
o Hrvatskoj. Nadalje, kako sam naveo u proslim
poglavljima, odlomci o Hrvatskoj odnose se na 9.
stolje¢e zato S§to na carskome dvoru nisu poblize
upoznati sa situacijom na hrvatskome prostoru, a
zasigurno bi s njom bili bolje upoznati da im je To-
mislav zaista bio saveznik (kao $to je to primjerice
bio Zdeslav). Takoder, u De administrando impe-
rio spominju se srpski vladari iz 10. stolje¢a sklo-
ni Bizantu'*°, kao i Mihael Visevi¢, zahumski knez
kojega se u djelu naziva antipatom i patricijem®’.
Dakle na carskome su dvoru jako dobro znali tko
su njihovi saveznici te stoga valja zakljuciti da nes-
pominjanje Tomislava sugerira kako on to nije bio.
No ako Tomislav nije bio bizantski saveznik, onda
se treba zapitati na koji su nacin dalmatinski grado-
vi dosli pod njegovu upravu. Prije svega, potrebno
je razumjeti bizantski polozaj u prvoj polovici 10.
stolje¢a i Cinjenicu da je bizantska Dalmacija bila
na periferiji Carstva.

Godine 913. bizantski car Aleksandar (912. —
913.) odbio je platiti godisnji danak bugarskome
vladaru Simeonu (893. — 927.), ¢ime je prekr§io mir
iz 897. godine. Uskoro je bugarska vojska bila pred
Konstantinopolom, §to je oznacilo pocetak novoga
bizantsko-bugarskoga rata, koji je potrajao sve do
927. godine." Tijekom rata Bizant je pretrpio tezak
poraz kod rijeke Aheloj 917. te je Simeon nekoliko
puta dolazio pred zidine Konstantinopola. Bizant je
diplomatskim putem pokusSavao pridobiti na svoju
stranu PecCenege, Srbe i Madare, no pregovori su Ce-
sto zavrSavali neuspjesno ili je Simeon vojnim akci-
jama sprjecavao moguénost dogovora (o ¢emu go-
vori primjer svrgavanja srpskoga vladara Petra).!*

Nadalje, Carstvo je prolazilo i kroz unutarnje
probleme. Nakon smrti cara Aleksandra na prijesto-
lje je godine 913. doSao osmogodis$nji Konstantin
VII. Porfirogenet, u ¢ije su ime vladali njegova maj-
ka Zoe i patrijarh Nikola Mistik. U idu¢ih nekoliko

150 DAL, str. 86-88.

51 Tsto, str. 89.

152 Curta 2006, str. 225; Shepard 1999, str. 573-574.

153 Curta 2006, str. 225-227; Shepard 1999, str. 574-580.

5. 10* CENTURY
5.1. TOMISLAV

The first historical reference to Tomislav dates
back to the year 914. Thomas the Archdeacon, in
his work Historia Salonitana, notes that “John held
the position of archbishop (of Split, author’s note)
in the year of our Lord nine hundred and fourteen
during the reign of Duke Tomislav.”!3 Tt is widely
assumed that Tomislav’s rule began slightly earlier,
around 910.

Tomislav is also mentioned in the context of
conflicts with the Hungarians, who entered the Pan-
nonian Plain in 895 and initiated a series of plun-
dering raids across Europe. In Kraljevstvo Slavena
(Kingdom of the Slavs), it is stated that “Tomislav,
a courageous young man and a formidable warrior,
engaged in numerous battles against him (Attila,
who is referred to as the king of the Hungarians, au-
thors note), consistently driving him to retreat.”!*
This account is generally accepted in historiography
as containing elements of historical accuracy about
Tomislav’s confrontations with the Hungarians.

Information presented in Kraljevstvo Slavena,
along with the fact that, after the abolishment of the
Diocese of Nin in 928, Gregory of Nin was offered
the vacant position as a bishop, including that of
the Diocese of Sisak (it is unlikely that he would
be offered the position of a bishop outside Croatian
territory), has led scholars to conclude that Croa-
tia expanded northwards during Tomislav’s reign.
While earlier historiography posited that Tomislav
extended his rule as far as the Drava River,'?” the
more recent opinion prevails that Tomislav’s ex-
pansion covered Sisak and its vicinity.'** Howev-
er, some theories contest whether Tomislav ever
expanded his authority northward'*’, but also that
the Croatian territorial expansion to the north might
have occurred as early as the 9" century.'*’ Never-
theless, these viewpoints do not currently prevail in
historiography.

Tomislav was the first Croatian ruler, who was
addressed as “rex” in papal documents. In a letter
dating to 925, Pope John X (914 - 928) acknowl-

135 HS, pp. 53-55; Klai¢ 1972a, p. 38.

136 LjPD, pp. 57-58; Klai¢ 1972a, p. 29.

137 Smiciklas 1882, pp. 215-217; Klai¢ 1972b, pp. 98-
101; Klai¢ 1975, p. 277.

138 Budak 1994, p. 30; Gracanin 2011, pp. 200-202.

139 Goldstein 1995, pp. 282; 285.

140 Budak 2018, pp. 182-183; Birin 2015, p. 53.



godina Bizant je postao popriste zestoke borbe oko
skrbni§tva nad mladim Konstantinom, a konac¢nu
je pobjedu odnio Roman I. Lakapen (920. — 944.),
koji je 919. svrgnuo Zoe i Nikolu Mistika te je 920.
okrunjen za cara i time de facto postao car koji za-
pravo donosi odluke dok se Konstantina drzalo po
strani te on nije imao stvaran utjecaj.'>

Sve su te okolnosti u Bizantu mogle nagnati dal-
matinske gradove na samostalnu akciju, §to ne bi
bilo prvi put. Naime 805. dalmatinski su gradovi
Karlu Velikome (768. — 814.) poslali svoje poslani-
ke, zadarskoga duksa Pavla i biskupa Donata, te su
mu iskazali vjernost. Bizant je pokrajinu vratio pod
svoju vlast vojnom intervencijom iduce godine.!*
Nadalje, u De administrando imperio navodi se da
su se dalmatinski gradovi osamostalili za cara Mi-
haela II. (820. — 829.).1%¢ Ipak, tesko je povjerovati
u potpunu samostalnost dalmatinskih gradova tije-
kom tog razdoblja. Medutim navedena dva izvora
svjedoCe nam da se u bizantskoj Dalmaciji znalo
donositi odluke mimo carske volje.

lako je Bazilije I. nakratko ponovno uspostavio
bizantsku dominaciju na isto¢nojadranskoj obali,
moze se re¢i da je on u konacnici nepovratno gur-
nuo dalmatinske gradove u proces integracije s hr-
vatskim zaledem tako $to im je zapovjedio da novac
koji su do tada davali strategu, sada po¢nu davati
slavenskim vladarima (medu njima i hrvatskome)
u zaledu. Takva je zapovijed pospjesila interakciju
obale i zaleda, a vrlo su brzo novonastale odnose
pokusali iskoristiti Hrvati u zaledu. Ninski biskup,
a kasnije 1 splitski nadbiskup Teodozije pokusao je
objediniti svoju Ninsku biskupiju i Splitsku nad-
biskupiju u jednu metropoliju, tvrdeéi da obnavlja
salonitansku Crkvu. Za kraj, indikativno je i to da
se u oporuci priora Andrije iz 918. godine'>’
minju predstavnici bizantske vlasti.

Smatram da je proces priblizavanja dalmatin-
skih gradova i hrvatske vlasti, zapocet Bazilijevom
odlukom o davanju novca slavenskim vladarima,
kulminirao s Tomislavom. Gradovi su bili suo€eni
s ¢injenicom da su potpuno zanemareni od strane
Carstva, koje je imalo velike unutarnje i vanjske
probleme. S jedne je strane uvijek postojala moguc-
nost bugarskoga upada, a s druge je strane sjecanje
na arapske pljackaske pohode jos uvijek bilo svjeze

ne spo-

154 Shepard 2008, str. 503-506.

155 Goldstein 1992, str. 153; Gracanin 2015, str. 504-506.
156 DAI, str. 64.

157 CD 1, str. 25-28.
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edged Tomislav as the “king of the Croats” (rex Cro-
atorum).'*! Although the exact timing of Tomislav’s
assumption of the royal title, or whether he was
formally crowned at all, remains unknown, it is evi-
dent that he must have achieved something of great
significance as a ruler to prompt him to adopt the
royal title (if indeed he did). It is also possible that
the pope may have chosen to address him as such
regardless of the fact that he lacked conclusive ev-
idence of Tomislav being indeed a “rex”. It could
have been Tomislav’s victory over the Hungarians
that led to Tomislav assuming the royal title (if he
indeed did), because the Hungarian incursions and
raids represented a significant problem that even
more potent rulers before Tomislav struggled to re-
solve.

The last time Tomislav is mentioned is in the
context of the Church Council of Split in the year
925. Within the council’s deliberations, he is iden-
tified as the “consul in the province of the Croats
and in the regions of Dalmatia.”'*? The initiative to
convene this council came from Tomislav, the Duke
of Zahumlje Michael Visevi¢'®* and the Dalmatian
bishops. They sought to determine which archdio-
cese or diocese would hold primacy in the newly
established ecclesiastical province, encompassing
the territories of Dalmatian cities and the Kingdom
of Croatia. While Pope John X granted their request
to convene the council, his primary concern was
reaching an agreement on how to suppress the use
of the Slavic language in religious worship.'*

Despite the Pope’s wishes, the church council
focused primarily on the primacy in the new eccle-
siastical province. The main candidates were Arch-
bishop John of Split, who appealed to the tradition
of the metropolis of Salona, Bishop Gregory of Nin
and Bishop Formin of Zadar. The synod conclud-
ed that Archbishop John of Split would become the
metropolitan of the ecclesiastical province, explain-
ing that the Archdiocese of Split “has precedence
over all the churches of this province” (inter omnes
ecclesias prouinciae huius primatum habeat) be-

141 HSM, p. 96; CD 1, p. 34; Sigi¢ 1914a, p. 216; Klai¢
1972a, p. 31.

142 HSM, p. 98; CD 1, p. 32; Klai¢ 1972a, p. 30.

43 There is an interpretation that Michael Visevi¢ actual-
ly ruled the Neretva region, which is based on equat-
ing the people of Neretva and Hum. See also: Anci¢
2011, 217-278.

144 Birin 2015, p. 54.
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te se nije mogla zanemariti mogucnost da se oni po-
nove. U takvoj situaciji nije nemoguce zamisliti da
su se dalmatinski gradovi obratili Tomislavu da ih
stavi pod svoju zatitu. Zelim naglasiti da izostanak
bizantske politicke prisutnosti pocetkom 10. stolje-
¢a nikako ne znaci da su veze Hrvatske i Bizanta u
potpunosti prekinute.

S novim prijedlogom kronologije hrvatskih vla-
dara koji donosi ovaj rad smatram da se moze pret-
postaviti ¢ija je supruga bila kraljica Domaslava,
¢ije je ime otkriveno na ulomcima natpisa pronade-
noga u crkvi sv. Vida u Klisu. Povijesno-filoloskom
analizom doslo se do zakljucka da se natpis treba
datirati u prvu polovicu 10. stoljeca, no nije se sa

.....

Domaslava.'®

Iako je na samome pocetku 10. sto-
lje¢a vladao Mutimir, on se nije koristio titulom rex,
a iz natpisa je jasno vidljivo da je Domaslava kralji-
ca (regina), stoga ona nikako ne moze biti njegova
supruga. Buduéi da ovaj rad smjesta KreSimira I.
i Miroslava u 9., a ne u 10. stoljece, a znamo da
se zena Mihaela KreSimira zvala Jelena, moguce je
pomisliti da je Domaslava mogla biti Tomislavova
supruga.

Tomislavova vladavina zavrsila je 926., a to se
moze zakljuciti na temelju isprave KreSimira I1.!%%,
koja je u povijesnoj znanosti bila kamen spoticanja,
no u idu¢emu poglavlju pokusat ¢u razjasniti zasto
se (barem) datum i intitulacija mogu uzeti kao vje-
rodostojni.

5.2. MIHAEL KRESIMIR II.

Kako bismo mogli definirati pocetak vladavi-
ne Mihaela KreSimira II., potrebno je uzeti u obzir
ispravu iz 950., koja je izazvala zestoku raspravu
izmedu Jakova StipiSica i Stjepana Antoljaka'®’. Za

158 Budak 2011, str. 317-320.

199 CD 1, str. 39-42.

160 Tsprva StipiSi¢ (Stipisi¢ 1969, 75-96) podrobno ana-
lizira ispravu i iznosi koji dijelovi isprave mogu biti
autenti¢ni, a koji su falsificirani na temelju isprava ka-
snijih hrvatskih vladara iz 11. stoljeca. Antoljak (An-
toljak 1972, 41-116.) je na StipiSicev €lanak replicirao
vlastitim, u kojem je prili¢no zestoko napao Stipisica
i zakljuCio da je isprava autenti¢na. Rasprava je za-
vrena StipiSi¢evim ¢lankom iz 1973. (StipiSi¢ 1973,
89-97), u kojem autor, €ini se prili¢no revoltiran An-
toljakovim ¢lankom, odbacuje ovu ispravu kao falsifi-
kat, pri tome zanemaruju¢i neke vlastite zakljucke do
kojih je doSao u svom prethodnom ¢élanku. Moj cilj
nije utvrditi koji su dijelovi isprave autenticni ili falsi-
ficirani, nego utvrditi mogu li nam datum i intitulacija

cause the bones of Saint Domnius that lie there.'*

The records from the Church Council of Split
have left historians uncertain about Tomislav’s au-
thority over Dalmatian cities. Notably, the synod of
925 only mentions the Croatian king and the duke
of Zahumlje, with no representation from Byzan-
tium.!'*® The opinions of historians were different
regarding this aspect. The earliest Croatian histo-
riography unreservedly embraced the idea of Cro-
atian authority over Dalmatian cities.'"” However,
there was a change in the second half of the 20"
century with some historians refuting any claim of
Tomislav’s control over these cities."*® Nowadays,
it is widely considered that some form of Croatian
authority must have existed there, because it is dif-
ficult to imagine that a new ecclesiastical province
would have been established while having two sep-
arate political entities in the same area.'"’

One prevailing theory from older historiogra-
phy, which has persisted more or less until today,
suggests that Tomislav’s alliance with Byzantium
against the Bulgarians led to the Byzantine ceding
of Dalmatian cities to Tomislav’s rule. Yet, I think
it is difficult to characterize this as an alliance be-
tween the Kingdom of Croatia and Byzantium. No-
tably, De Administrando Imperio omits any men-
tion of Tomislav, making it difficult to believe that
a significant Byzantine ally, as Tomislav is claimed
to have been in historiography, would be exclud-
ed from chapters about Croatia. Furthermore, as |
mentioned in previous chapters, the passages about
Croatia relate to the 9" century, because the imperi-
al court was not well acquainted with the situation
in the Croatian territory. If Tomislav was indeed an
ally (as was the case with Zdeslav), one would ex-
pect that they would have certainly had this kind of
knowledge. Additionally, De Administrando Impe-
rio mentions Serbian rulers from the 10" century
who were inclined towards Byzantium,'>’ as was
Michael Visevi¢, the duke of Zahumlje, who was
mentioned as an anthypathos and patrician there."!

145 Racki 1877, pp. 190-191; HSM, pp. 99; CD 1, p. 31;
Sigi¢ 1914a, p. 218; Klaié¢ 1972a, p. 33.

146 Budak 2018, p. 224.

147 Klai¢ 1972b, pp. 98-101; Sisié 1990, p. 413.

148 Klai¢ 1975, p. 291; Goldstein 1985, pp. 35-37; Gold-
stein 1995, 277-278.

149 Budak 2018, p. 224; Birin 2015, p. 54; Raukar 1997, p.
38; Curta 20006, p. 196.

150 DAL, pp. 86-88.

151 Tdem, p. 89.



ovaj su rad jedini relevantni dijelovi isprave datum i
intitulacija (uz invokaciju). Ondje stoji: ,,U ime sve-
toga i nedjeljivoga Trojstva. Godine Gospodnjega
utjelovljenja devetstotina i pedesete, indikcije dva-
naeste. Ja, KreSimir, milos¢u Bozjom kralj Hrvata i
Dalmatinaca, sjede¢i na oCinskom tronu Kristovim
darom u dvadeset i Cetvrtoj godini svoga kraljeva-
nja...“"! (In nomine sante et indiuidue trinitatis
Anno dominice incarnationis DCCCCL indictione
XII. Ego Cresimirus, dei gratia Croathorum atque
Dalmatinorum rex, uicesimo quarto regni mei anno
residens in paterno Christi munere solio...)'*,

Ono u ¢emu se slazu i StipiSi¢ i Antoljak jest
da indikcija nikako ne odgovara 950. godini'®, no
Antoljak istice kako je lako moguce da je doslo do
pogreske prilikom prepisivanja isprave, $to je rezul-
tiralo pogres$no napisanom indikcijom.'** StipiSic¢ev
dodatni prigovor je da 950. ne odgovara tvrdnji u
ispravi da je KreSimir u dvadesetcetvrtoj godini
svoje vladavine!®. StipiSi¢eva opaska temelji se na
Sigicevoj kronologiji hrvatskih vladara, prema ko-
joj Mihael Kresimir pocinje vladati 949., a ne na
sadrzajnoj analizi isprave.

Iako u samoj ispravi postoje i elementi koji go-
vore u prilog njezinoj autenti¢nosti kao i oni koji
idu u prilog tome da je falsifikat, ja bih se zadrzao
na datumu isprave, koja je jako vazna za kronologi-
ju koja se iznosi u ovome radu. U svrhu toga bih ci-
tirao Nadu Klaié, koja je voljela olako isprave pro-
glaSavati falsifikatima, a koja je napisala: ,,Kod svih
tih, na Zalost, mnogobrojnih falsifikata, najvazniji
su za nas podaci o vladarima jer ni jedan falsifikat
nije iSao tako daleko da je izmislio hrvatskoga vla-
dara. Stoga i mozemo bez ustru¢avanja upotrijebiti
iz darovnica podatke o vladarima jer oni nisu bili
predmet falsificiranja. !¢

Ovakav zakljucak Nade Klai¢ moze se primije-
niti i na prije spomenutu ispravu. Znamo da je Ivan
Lucéi¢ vjerodostojno prepisao KreSimirovu ispravu
na temelju prijepisa iz 1397. godine!®’, §to nas na-
vodi na zakljucak da je prijepis ove isprave, bila ona
autenti¢na ili ne, nastao tijekom razvijenoga sred-

isprave pomo¢i u novom spoznavanju hrvatske pros-
losti u 10. stoljecu.

161 TyaniSevié¢ 2008, str. 118.

162 CD 1, str. 40.

163 Stipisi¢ 1969, str. 80; Antoljak 1972, str. 72.
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This suggests that the imperial court was well-ac-
quainted with their allies, and the omission of
Tomislav hints at him not being one after all. How-
ever, if Tomislav was not a Byzantine ally, then one
must wonder how the Dalmatian cities came under
his rule. First and foremost, it is necessary to under-
stand the Byzantine position in the first half of the
10" century and the fact that Byzantine Dalmatia
was on the periphery of the Empire.

In 913, Byzantine Emperor Alexander (912-913)
refused to pay the annual tribute to the Bulgarian
ruler Simeon (893-927), violating the peace agree-
ment from 897. Consequently, the Bulgarian army
reached Constantinople soon after, initiating a new
Byzantine-Bulgarian war that lasted until 927.!%
During this war, Byzantium suffered a significant
defeat at the Battle of Achelous in 917, and Sime-
on managed to arrive at the walls of Constantinople
several times. Despite the Byzantine diplomatic at-
tempts to secure support from the Pechenegs, Serbs
and Hungarians, negotiations often failed, or Sime-
on succeeded to prevent these possible agreements
through military actions (as evidenced by the exam-
ple of the overthrow of the Serbian ruler Peter).!*?

The Byzantine Empire was facing both external
and internal challenges. After the death of Emperor
Alexander, eight-year-old Constantine VII Porphy-
rogenitus ascended to the throne in 913. Yet, his
mother Zoe and Patriarch Nicholas Mystikos ruled
on his behalf. In the following years, Byzantium be-
came the battleground for a fierce struggle over the
guardianship of young Constantine, with Roman 1.
Lekapenos (920-944) emerging victorious in 919,
when he succeeded to overthrow Zoe and Nicho-
las Mystikos. He was crowned emperor in 920, be-
coming the de facto emperor, while Constantine re-
mained on the sidelines with little real influence.'>*

All these circumstances in Byzantium could
have prompted Dalmatian cities to take independ-
ent action, a scenario not unprecedented in their
history. Namely, in 805, Dalmatian cities sent their
envoys dux Paulus of Zadar and Bishop Donatus to
Charlemagne (768—-814), pledging their allegiance.
The Byzantines regained control of the region
through military intervention the following year.'>
Additionally, it is stated in De Administrando Impe-

152 Curta 2006, p. 225; Shepard 1999, pp. 573-574.

153 Curta 2006, pp. 225-227; Shepard 1999, pp. 574-580.
154" Shepard 2008, pp. 503-506.

155 Goldstein 1992, p. 153; Gracanin 2015, pp. 504-506.
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njeg vijeka. Isto tako znamo da je u razvijenome
srednjem vijeku, konkretno u 13. stoljecu, postojalo
sje¢anje na Kresimira I1.' Ne smijemo zanemariti
da su postojala i Gesta KreSimira II., koja su vrlo
lako mogla biti ouvana i poznata u razvijenome
srednjem vijeku, pa i u 14. stoljecu, te su mogla
biti koristena tijekom sastavljanja raznih isprava,
pa tako i ove; ovakvo razmisljanje, medutim, treba
ipak zadrzati na razini obi¢ne pretpostavke. Ipak,
uzevsi sve u obzir, smatram da se datum ove isprave
moze uzeti kao autenti¢an. Za takvo je misljenje ne-
bitno je li isprava autenti¢na ili nije jer ako ona jest
autenti¢na, onda je i datum sam po sebi autentian.
Ako se radi o falsifikatu, onda se postavlja pitanje
zaSto bi falsifikator upotrebljavao krivu godinu vla-
davine vladara na kojeg je mozda postojalo sje¢anje
u tome razdoblju, a potencijalno je postojao i de-
taljniji zapis o njegovoj vladavini, te na taj nacin na
prvom koraku upropastio svoj rad. Stovise, u samoj
ispravi, koja je datirana u 950., vrlo se precizno na-
vodi da je KreSimir u dvadeset i etvrtoj godini svo-
je vladavine. Smatram da potencijalni falsifikator
ne bi dao tako precizne podatke o godini vladavine
ako nije bio siguran i/ili nije imao podatak o vreme-
nu Kresimirove vladavine. U sljede¢im odlomcima
pokusat ¢u i na temelju analize povijesnih izvora i
dogadaja pokazati da se datum naveden u KreSimi-
rovoj ispravi moze uzeti kao vjerodostojan.

Prema prije navedenoj ispravi vladavina Miha-
ela KreSimira II. zapodinje 926. Znamo da je po-
sljednji spomen Tomislava 925., a isto tako je u
prethodnim poglavljima zakljuceno da vladari koje
se tradicionalno smjesta u razdoblje izmedu Tomi-
slava i KreSimira II. ne pripadaju 10. stoljecu. Kon-
kretno, Trpimir II. nikada nije postojao, dok Kre-
Simira I. i Miroslava treba stavljati izmedu kneza
Trpimira i Domagoja.

Izvori za koje smatram kako daju potvrdu da je
Mihael KreSimir II. poceo vladati 926. su Annales
Barenses 1 Annales Lupi Protospatharii. U Annales
Barenses navodi se: ,,Godine 928. Ove godine za-
uze Mihael, kralj Slavena, grad Sipont u mjesecu
srpnju, na dan Svete Felicite, ponedjeljak, indikci-
je petnaeste* (Anno 928. Hoc anno comprehendit
Michael rex Sclauorum ciuitatem Sipontum mense
Jjulio, die sancte Felicitatis, secunda feria, indicti-
one quintadecima)'®, dok se u Annales Lupi Pro-
tospatharii spominje isti dogadaj samo dvije godine
ranije: ,,Godine 926. Indikcije 14. Ove godine zau-

168 HS, str. 80-81.
169 Churchill 1979, str. 116.

rio that Dalmatian cities became independent dur-
ing the reign of Emperor Michael 1T (820-829).!%
However, it is hard to believe that the Dalmatian
cities had complete autonomy during that period.
Yet, these two sources testify that decisions were
sometimes made in Byzantine Dalmatia which were
not in line with the Emperor’s directives.

Although Basil I briefly re-established Byzan-
tine dominance on the eastern Adriatic coast, it can
be said that he essentially pushed Dalmatian cities
irreversibly towards the process of integration with
the Croatian hinterland. Basil’s directive to redi-
rect the money, previously given to the strategos,
to Slavic rulers (including Croatian ones) in the
hinterland initiated a process that accelerated the
interaction between the coast and hinterland. Soon
after, the Croats in the hinterland used these newly
established relations to take advantage. The Bish-
op of Nin, and later also the Archbishop of Split,
Theodosius, tried to unify the Diocese of Nin and
the Archdiocese of Split into a single metropolis,
claiming to revive the Church of Salona. Lastly, it’s
noteworthy that there is no mention of the repre-
sentatives of Byzantine authority in the will of Prior
Andrew from 918.1%7

I believe the process of Dalmatian cities becom-
ing closer with the Croatian rule, initiated by Basil’s
decision to give money to Slavic rulers, culminated
with Tomislav. The cities faced complete neglect by
an Empire that was struggling with internal and ex-
ternal problems. On one side, there was the constant
threat of Bulgarian invasions, and on the other, the
memory of Arab raids was still fresh, raising con-
cerns that it could possibly happen again. In such a
situation, it’s plausible that Dalmatian cities turned
to Tomislav to place them under his protection. It’s
important to note that the absence of Byzantine
political presence in the early 10" century doesn’t
mean that ties between Croatia and Byzantium were
completely severed.

With the introduction of a fresh chronology for
Croatian rulers in this study, I believe it can be as-
sumed whose wife Queen Domaslava was, whose
name was inscribed on the fragments, discovered
at the Church of St. Vitus in Klis. A historical-phil-
ological analysis suggests dating the inscription
to the first half of the 10™ century, but it could not
be definitively determined whose wife Queen Do-

156 DAL p. 64.
ST CD 1, pp. 25-28.



ze Mihael Slaven Sipont u mjesecu srpnju (4nno
926. Indictione 14. Hoc anno comprehendit Micha-
el sclauus Sipontum mense julii).'’* Churchill uzima
926. kao ispravnu godinu kada se dogodio napad na
Sipont.!™!

U historiografiji se smatra da se iza ,,Mihaela,
kralja Slavena®, odnosno ,,Mihaela Slavena“ krije
zahumski knez Mihael ViSevi¢, no smatram da se
tu ne radi o njemu. Znamo naime da je Sipont u to
vrijeme bio pod vlasti Bizanta te se stoga postavlja
pitanje — zaSto bi Mihael Visevié, koji se spominje
kao bizantski antipat i patricij'’?, napao bizantski
posjed? Osim toga Mihaela se naslovljava titulom
rex, koju nije posjedovao, a godinu dana prije je na
Splitskome crkvenom saboru zabiljezen kao dux.
Postoje i tumacenja da tada Sipont nije bio u ruka-
ma Bizanta, nego Langobarda!”, §to bi moglo i¢i u
prilog tezi da se iza ,,Mihaela Slavena® ipak krije
Mihael ViSevi¢, ali ne i nuzno. Medutim ako bismo
i prihvatili tezu da se ipak radi o Mihaelu Visevicu,
to bi nas onda dovelo do jo$ jednoga problema, a
to je zahumska mornarica. Naime, nigdje ranosred-
njovjekovni izvori ne odaju da bi Zahumlje imalo
mornaricu koja bi bila sposobna za napad na grad
u juznoj Italiji. S druge strane, znamo da je Hrvat-
ska bila mornaricki sposobna izvesti takav pothvat,
a imamo primjere da je Hrvatska ve¢ u 9. stolje¢u
imala respektabilnu mornaricu.

Nadalje Visevicu se Cesto pripisuje saveznistvo
sa Simeonom, a onda se i pohod na Sipont dovodio
u kontekst toga navodnog saveznistva. Za tu se tezu
koristi tekst iz 32. poglavlja De administrando im-
perio:

,»Ali u doba poslije carovanja gospodina Leona,
dodje tadasnji strateg dracki, protospatarij Leon
Rabduh — potom dobije ¢ast magistra i logoteta dro-
ma, - u Paganiju, kojom tada vladase arhont Srbljije,
da na stanku s istim arhontom Petrom vije¢a o ne-
koj sluzbi i osnovi. Nenavide¢i'’* to Mihajlo arhont
Zahumljana, javi Simeonu arhontu bugarskome, da
car romajski miti arhonta Petra, da zajedno sa Tur-
cima udari na Bugarsku; a desio se u ono doba boj
na Ahelom izmedju Romajaca i Bugara.“!”

170 Tsto, str. 126.

17 TIsto, str. 201-202.

12 DAL str. 89.

173 Churchill 1979, str. 201-202.

17 Na engleskom jeziku prevedeno kao ,,his jelaousy aro-
used by this“, $to bi doslovno znadilo ,,njegova ljubo-
mora izazvana time®, no u kontekstu ovog teksta moze
se prevesti i kao ,,radi ljubomore (DAL, str. 275).

175 DAL, str. 86.
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maslava was.'*® Although Mutimir ruled at the be-
ginning of the 10" century, he did not use the title
rex. The inscription on the other hand clearly reveals
that Domaslava was a queen (regina) and hence she
couldn’t have been his wife. Since this work places
Kresimir T and Miroslav in the 9" and not the 10
century, coupled with our knowledge that Michael
Kresimir’s wife was named Jelena, it becomes plau-
sible to speculate that Domaslava might have been
Tomislav’s wife.

Tomislav’s reign ended in 926, as deduced from
the charter of Kresimir II."*° This charter, initially
contentious in historical science, will be explained
in the following chapter, where | aim to clarify
why the date and titulation, at the very least, can be
deemed credible.

5.2. MICHAEL KRESIMIR II

To determine the beginning of Michael KreSimir
II’s reign, one must take into account the document
from 950 that sparked a heated dispute between
Jakov Stipisi¢ and Stjepan Antoljak.'®® However,
for the purpose of this paper, we will focus only
on the document’s date and title (along with the
invocation). The document states: “In the name of
the holy and indivisible Trinity. In the year of the
Lord’s incarnation nine hundred and fiftieth, in the
twelfth indiction. I, KreSimir, by the grace of God,
king of Croats and Dalmatians, sitting on the pater-
nal throne by the gift of Christ in the twenty-fourth
year of my reign...”'®! (In nomine sante et indiuidue
trinitatis Anno dominice incarnationis DCCCCL
indictione XII. Ego Cresimirus, dei gratia Croat-

158 Budak 2011, pp. 317-320.

1 CD 1, pp. 39-42.

160 Tnitially, StipiSi¢ (Stipisi¢ 1969, 75-96) thoroughly an-
alysed the document and presented which parts of the
document may be authentic and which may be falsified
based on documents from later Croatian rulers from
the 11" century. Antoljak (Antoljak 1972, 41-116.)
replied to StipiSi¢’s article with his own, in which he
strongly criticized Stipis$i¢ and concluded that the doc-
ument is authentic. The debate ended with Stipisi¢’s
paper in 1973 (Stipisi¢ 1973, 89-97.), in which the au-
thor, seemingly quite upset with Antoljak’s article, dis-
missed this document as a falsification, ignoring some
of his own conclusions from his previous work. My
goal is not to determine which parts of the document
are authentic or falsified, but to determine whether the
date and intitulation of the document can help us gain
new insights into Croatian history in the 10™ century.

161 TvaniSevic¢ 2008, p. 118.
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Iz navedenoga teksta tesko se moze zakljuciti da
je on bio bugarski saveznik, ve¢ je sve napravio,
kako se navodi, ,,radi [jubomore®. Srpski su vladari,
izmedu ostaloga, polagali pravo i na Zahumlje, o
¢emu svjedoéi upravo De administrando imperio.
Takva politika srpskih vladara nikako nije mogla
odgovarati Mihaelu Visevicu, koji je, mozda, isko-
ristio ovu priliku 1 pokusao se rijesiti vlastitog ne-
prijatelja. Ovdje se ponajprije radi o, kako mi se
¢ini, loSim odnosima zahumskoga i srpskoga vla-
dara, a ne o Mihaelovu savezni$tvu sa Simeonom
ili neprijateljstvu prema Bizantu. Uostalom, da je
Visevi¢ isprva bio bugarski saveznik, a potom se
okrenuo Bizantu, kako se u historiografiji sugerira,
Konstantin Porfirogenet zasigurno ne bi propustio
uvrstiti takvu informaciju u svoje djelo. Primjerice,
kada se opisuju previranja na srpskome prijestolju
u 32. poglavlju, isti¢e se da Zaharija, nakon §to je
zavladao Srbijom, ,,spominjuci se dobrocinstva ro-
majskoga roda, mahom se dize protiv Bugara, ne
hote¢i nikako njima biti podredjen, nego volec¢i da
mu gospoduje car romajski“.'”® Na ovome primje-
ru vidimo da se ne propusta svaki povoljni dogadaj
iskoristiti za uzdizanje Carstva. Stoga bi car-pisac
svakako uvrstio i obrat u politici Mihaela Visevi¢a
da se on uistinu dogodio. Shodno tomu treba odba-
citi mogucnost da je zahumski vladar bio bugarski
saveznik koji je napao bizantski posjed u juznoj
Italiji. Akciju u juznoj Italiji svakako treba pripisati
hrvatskome kralju.

Pohod na Sipont svakako treba staviti u kontekst
tadasnjih dogadanja u juznoj Italiji. Zasto bi hrvat-
ski kralj napao bizantski posjed? U vrijeme napada
na Sipont Bizant je bio u ratu s Landulfom, kapu-
anskim 1 beneventanskim vladarom, te Guaimarom
I1., knezom Salerna.!” Mozemo samo pretpostaviti
radi li se ovdje o pljackaskome pohodu hrvatskoga
kralja koji je zelio iskoristiti bizantske probleme u
juznoj Italiji ili nam ovaj pohod mozda govori ne-
$to o vezama Hrvatske i langobardskih drzavica u
Italiji.

Podatke o KreSimiru II. mozda nam krije Ivan
bakon, koji pisSe da je ,,Mihael, knez Slavena“ za-
robio Petra, sina mletackoga duzda Ursa II. Parti-
cijaka (912. — 932.) dok je prolazio kroz ,krajeve
Hrvata®“ i predao ga Simeonu.'” Historiografija,

176 Tsto, str. 87.

177" Nikoli¢ Jakus 2015, str. 569.

' Qui dum Chroatorum fines rediens transire vellet, a
Michahele Sclavorum duce fraude deceptus, omni-

horum atque Dalmatinorum rex, uicesimo quarto
regni mei anno residens in paterno Christi munere
solio...).!?

Both Stipisi¢ and Antoljak concur that the in-
diction unequivocally does not align with the year
950.!% However, Antoljak points out that it is quite
possible that an error may have occurred during the
transcription of the document, leading to the mis-
written indiction.'® StipiSi¢’s additional objection
is that the year 950 contradicts the claim in the doc-
ument that KreSimir is in the twenty-fourth year of
his rule.'®> He bases his objection on Sigi¢’s chro-
nology of Croatian rulers, according to which Mi-
chael KreSimir began to rule in 949, rather than on a
substantive analysis of the document’s content.

While the document itself presents elements
that could support both authenticity and forgery,
my emphasis rests on the document’s date, which is
very important for the chronology presented in this
work. In this context, I cite Nada Klai¢, known for
promptly designating documents as falsifications,
who wrote the following: “In all these, unfortunate-
ly, numerous falsifications, the most important el-
ement for us are the data about the rulers, because
no falsification went so far as to invent a Croatian
ruler. Therefore, we can use data about the rulers
from charters without hesitation, because they were
not the subject of falsification.”!¢

Nada Klai¢’s conclusion can also be applied
to the aforementioned document. We know that
Ivan Luci¢ faithfully copied KreSimir’s document
based on a transcript from 1397.'7 This leads to
the conclusion that the transcript of this document,
irrespective of its authenticity, originated during
the High Middle Ages. We also know that there
were memories of KreSimir II in the High Middle
Ages, specifically in the 13™ century.'®® Notably,
one should also not ignore the fact that the Gesta
of Kresimir II existed, which may have been pre-
served and known during this period and even in
the 14™ century, potentially being used in the com-
position of various documents, including the one in
question. However, we should still keep this kind of
thinking just at the level of a general assumption.

12 CD 1, p. 40.

163 Stipisi¢ 1969, p. 80; Antoljak 1972, p. 72.
164 Antoljak 1972, p. 72.

165 Stipisi¢ 1969, p. 80.

166 Klai¢ 1975, pp. 354-355.

197 Stipisi¢ 1969, pp. 77-78.

18 HS, pp. 80-81.



kao 1 u sluc¢aju napada na Sipont, u ovome Miha-
elu obi¢no vidi Mihaela Visevi¢a. No postavlja se
pitanje — §to bi zahumski knez radio na hrvatsko-
me teritoriju? Hrvatska je historiografija to obi¢no
objasnjavala tezom da je Mihael ViSevi¢ bio vazal
hrvatskoga vladara. Ipak, smatram kako je moguce
da se i iza ovoga Mihaela krije Mihael KreSimir II.
Vijest koju donosi Ivan Pakon smjesta se u 912. ili
913., a pretpostavljamo da je u to vrijeme na vla-
sti u Hrvatskoj bio knez Tomislav'”. Moguce je da
je Mihael, kojeg se naziva duxom, u to vrijeme bio
Tomislavov suvladar. To ne bi bio prvi sluc¢aj da se
u Hrvatskoj uz vladara javlja i suvladar. Jos u 9. sto-
lje¢u zabiljeZeno je da su nakon Domagoja vladali
njegovi sinovi, ¢ija nam imena nisu poznata.'®® U
drugoj polovici 10. stolje¢a je uz Drzislava suvladar
bio njegov sin Svetoslav.’®! U 11. stoljeu imamo
primjere KreSimira III. i njegova suvladara Gojsla-
val'®? te Petra KreSimira IV. i Zvonimira!®®. Kao $to
se moze vidjeti, postoje slucajevi u kojima su braca
zajedno nasljedivala vlast, tako da je moguce da su
Kresimir II. i Tomislav bili suvladari prije nego §to
je KreSimir samostalno stupio na prijestolje. Sma-
tram kako je izglednije da je na hrvatskome terito-
riju mletackoga duzda zarobio visokopozicionirani
hrvatski duznosnik, a ne vladar susjedne zemlje.
Ipak, ostavio bih navedenu interpretaciju otvore-
nom, jer u nedostatku izvora sve ostaje na razini
pretpostavke.

Ako bi se pocetak vladavine Kresimira II. smje-
stio u 926., time bi se neki vazni dogadaji, koji su se
obi¢no vezali uz Tomislavovu vladavinu, zapravo
dogodili za kraljevanja Mihaela KreSimira II. Prvi
je dogadaj pobjeda nad Bugarima na celu s njiho-
vim vojskovodom Alogoboturom 926., a drugi je
Splitski crkveni sabor 928., na kojemu je kona¢no
rijeSeno pitanje prvenstva u novoj crkvenoj pokraji-
ni koja se prostirala kroz Hrvatsku i Dalmaciju te je
ukinuta Ninska biskupija.'3* KreS§imirovo se ime ne
spominje izrijekom, ve¢ se samo spominje Chroa-

busque bonis privatus atque Vulgarico regi, Simeoni
nomine, exilii pena transmissus est. (Ivan Dakon, str.
150.)

17 Tomislav se prvi put spominje 914., no obi¢no se pret-
postavlja da je na prijestolje stupio koju godinu ranije.

180 Tyan Dakon, str. 140; Racki 1877, str. 373; Klai¢
1972a, str. 26.

181 Qjgi¢ 1914a, str. 126; Klai¢ 1972a, str. 47; Delonga
1996, str. 108.

182 Birin 2015, str. 58-59.

183 Racki 1877, str. 80; 95; Klai¢ 1972a, str. 66.

184 Racki 1877, str. 194-195; HSM, str. 104; Sisi¢ 1914a,
str. 221-223; CD 1, str. 36-38; Klai¢ 1972a, str. 35-36.
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Nevertheless, given these considerations, I believe
that the date of this document can be deemed au-
thentic. For such an opinion, it is irrelevant whether
the document itself is authentic or not, because if it
is authentic, then the date itself is authentic. If itis a
forgery, then the question arises as to why the forger
would use the wrong year of the ruler’s reign, who
might have been even remembered during that peri-
od and for whom a detailed record of his reign po-
tentially existed. Such a misstep would undermine
the forger’s work from the outset. In addition, in
the document itself, dated to 950, it is very precise-
ly stated that KreSimir is in the twenty-fourth year
of his reign. I believe that a potential forger would
not provide such precise information about the year
of the reign if he was not sure and/or did not have
information about the time of KreSimir’s rule. In
the following paragraphs, I will try, based on the
analysis of historical sources and events, to show
that the date given in KreSimir’s document can be
considered credible.

Based on the aforementioned document, the
reign of Michael KreSimir II started in 926, while
the last mention of Tomislav that is known to us is
in 925. As concluded in previous chapters, the rulers
who are traditionally placed between Tomislav and
Kresimir II do not belong to the 10" century. Spe-
cifically, Trpimir II never existed, while KreSimir I
and Miroslav should be placed between Duke Trpi-
mir and Duke Domagoj.

Both, the Annales Barenses and Annales Lupi
Protospatharii, 1 consider credible sources that
confirm Michael KreSimir’s II beginning of rule in
926. In the Annales Barenses, it is stated: “In the
year 928, Michael, the king of the Slavs, captured
the city of Sipontum in July, on the day of Saint
Felicitas, Monday, the fifteenth indiction” (4nno
928. Hoc anno comprehendit Michael rex Sclauo-
rum ciuitatem Sipontum mense julio, die sancte Fe-
licitatis, secunda feria, indictione quintadecima).'®
The same event is mentioned in the Annales Lupi
Protospatharii, but two years earlier: “In the year
926. Indiction 14. This year, Michael the Slav cap-
tured Sipontum in July” (4dnno 926. Indictione 14.
Hoc anno comprehendit Michael sclauus Sipontum
mense julii)."” Churchill considers 926 as the cor-
rect year when the attack on Sipontum took place.'”

19 Churchill 1979, p. 116.
170" Tdem, p. 126.
171 Tdem, pp. 201-202.
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torum princeps'®, no s obzirom na godinu odrzava-
nja Sabora, smatram da se tu radi o njemu.

Zanimljiva je Cinjenica da se uz KreSimira u
prije spomenutoj ispravi veze naziv ,kralj Hrvata
1 Dalmatinaca™ (Croathorum atque Dalmatinorum
rex)'®. Zbog sumnje u autenti¢nost isprave ostaje
upitno je li on doista imao tu titulu. No ipak mo-
zemo s odredenom dozom sigurnosti re¢i da je
Kre$imir nastavio s politikom prema dalmatinskim
gradovima koju je zapo¢eo Tomislav. Da je hrvat-
ski vladar tada uistinu imao vlast nad dalmatinskim
gradovima, svjedo¢i nam Darovnica za Diklo Pe-
tra KreSimira IV., u kojoj se navodi da je KreSimir
II. darovao zadarskome samostanu sv. KrSevana
zemljiste u Diklu, koje je bilo dijelom zadarskoga
gradskoga agera.'®” Tesko je zamisliti da bi hrvatski
vladar mogao darovati zemljiSte dalmatinskih gra-
dova ako nije imao vlast nad njima.!8?

U Kraljevstvu Slavena spominje se KreSimir,
koji je ratovao zajedno sa svojim ujakom i opusto-
$io Uskoplje i Luku i Plevu, a nakon §to je bosan-
ski ban pred njim pobjegao u Ugarsku, navodi se:
»Potom zauzme KreSimir cijelu Bosnu i vladase
njome. A kad umre otac njegove majke, zavlada
Bijelom Hrvatskom.“!%? Budu¢i da se u iducoj vi-
jesti u Kraljevstvu Slavena navodi da ,,u to vrijeme
umre bugarski car imenom Petar*“!®’, vremenski se
zauzimanje Bosne u navedenome djelu uistinu po-
klapa s vladavinom Mihaela KreSimira I1. Medutim
Kraljevstvo Slavena iznimno je nepouzdan izvor
za rani srednji vijek te stoga ovu vijest ne mozemo
uzimati kao dokaz KreSimirova zauzimanja Bosne,
ali svakako je mozemo iskoristiti kao dokaz da je
postojalo odredeno sjecanje na njega i u narednim
stolje¢ima.

Zanimljivo je da je KreSimir II. radio na izgradi-
vanju slike o samome sebi, zajedno sa suprugom Je-
lenom, jos za vrijeme svoje vladavine te je na sim-
boli¢an nacin Zelio prikazati da njegova vladavina
oznacava pocetak nove dinastije, novoga vremena,
bez obzira na rodbinski odnos s proslim vladarima
(uispravi iz 950. KreSimir navodi da sjedi na ,,0¢in-
skom prijestolju“)!®!. O tome je podrobnije pisao

185 Racki 1877, str. 195; Klai¢ 1972a, str. 36.

186 CD 1, str. 40.

187 CD 1, str. 44; 105-106; Sisi¢ 1914a, str. 248-251; Klaié
1972a, str. 56.

188 Budak 2018, str. 224-225.

189 LjPD, str. 73.

190 Tsto, str. 73.

1 CD 1, str. 40.

In historiography, it is believed that “Michael,
the king of Slavs” or “Michael, the Slav” refers to
Duke Michael Visevi¢ of Zahumlje, which I person-
ally doubt. Namely, Sipontum was under Byzantine
rule at that time, raising the question of why would
Michael Visevi¢, mentioned as a Byzantine anthy-
pathos and patrician,'’ attack a Byzantine estate.
Additionally, Michael is being called rex here, a ti-
tle which he did not possess, while a year earlier he
is referred to as dux at the Church Council of Split.
Some historians even suggest that Sipontum might
have been under Lombard rather than Byzantine
control,'” supporting the argument that “Michael,
the Slav” might indeed be Michael Visevi¢, though
this interpretation must also not necessarily be cor-
rect. However, even if we accept the hypothesis that
it is Michael Visevi¢, it raises another issue, namely
the navy of Zahumlje. There are no medieval sourc-
es indicating that Zahumlje had a navy capable of
attacking a city in southern Italy. In contrast, evi-
dence suggests that Croatia had a significant mari-
time force already in the 9" century and hence was
capable to launch such an attack.

Moreover, ViSevi¢ is often associated with an al-
liance with Simeon, thus putting this raid on Sipon-
tum also in context with this assumed alliance.
Chapter 32 of De Administrando Imperio is used to
support this claim.

“Now, after the time that this lord Leo had
reigned, the then military governor at Dyrrachium,
the protospatharius Leo Rhabduchus, who was af-
terwards honoured with the rank of magister and
office of foreign minister, arrived in Pagania, which
was at that time under the control of the prince of
Serbia, in order to advise and confer with this same
prince Peter upon some service and affair. Michael,
prince of the Zachlumi, his jealousy aroused by
this,'” sent information to Symeon, prince of Bul-
garia, that the emperor of the Romans was brib-
ing prince Peter to take the Turks with him and go
upon Bulgaria. It was at that time when the battle
of Achelo had taken place between the Romans and
the Bulgarians.”'”

12 DAL, p. 89.

173 Churchill 1979, pp. 201-202.

174 The English translation is ,.his jelaousy aroused by
this*, but in the context of this text it can also be trans-
lated as “out of jealousy* (DAI, pp. 275.).

175 DAL p. 86.



Neven Budak'®, koji smatra da je kraljica Jelena
izgradila novi kraljevski mauzolej na Otoku kod
Solina kao simbol novoga pocetka. Prema njegovu
misljenju simbolicka razina bila je jasna, mauzolej
se nalazio blizu rusevina anti¢ke Salone, gdje su se
nalazili brojni kr§¢anski mucenici te blizu Splita,
sjedista nadbiskupije koja se pozivala na tradiciju
Salone 1 bila je srediSte crkvene pokrajine.!”* Na
ovakvo tumacenje nadodao bih i da se mozda na
ovaj postupak moze gledati i kao na posljedicu sve
veceg priblizavanja hrvatskoga vladara dalmatin-
skim gradovima.

Petar KreSimir IV. u Darovnici za Diklo jasno
isti¢e da je odredene potrebne podatke za svoju da-
rovnicu pronasao u Gesta KreSimira I1.'** Nemogu-
¢e je utvrditi jesu li Gesta nastala za ili nakon Kre-
Simirove vladavine, no jasno svjedoCi o njegovoj
vaznosti u sklopu hrvatskoga ranosrednjovjekovlja.
Takoder Petar KreSimir IV. u darovnici navodi sve
svoje pretke, a genealogija poCinje upravo s Miha-
elom Kre§imirom II., §to je svakako indikativno.'*
Nadalje, sjecanje na njega nije bilo ograniceno
samo na rani srednji vijek, ve¢ se nastavilo i u razvi-
jenom srednjemu vijeku, a o tome svjedoc¢i Toma
Arhidakon, koji, piSu¢i svoje djelo u 13. stoljecu,
KreSimira naziva magnificus uir Cresimirus.'®

Budak iznosi i zanimljivu tezu da je KreSimir
uzeo kr§¢ansko ime Mihael, ¢ime se poistovjetio s
arkandelom ratnikom koji je pobijedio zmaja, sim-
bol zla. Autor je navedeno povezao s pobjedom u
gradanskome ratu protiv Miroslava'®’, pri tome se
sluze¢i poznatom Sisiéevom kronologijom. Budu-
¢i da se u ovome radu jasno naglasava da je Miro-
slav vladar 9. stolje¢a, mozda se moze pomisliti da
je Kresimir II. uzeo kr§¢ansko ime Mihael nakon
pobjede nad Bugarima, koji su za dobar dio jugoi-
sto¢ne Europe zasigurno bili ,,simbol zla“ pa samim
time mozda i za Hrvate.

Toma Arhidakon spominje Drzislava kao vlada-
ra 970. godine.!*® 1z toga se moZe pretpostaviti da je
KreSimir umro oko 965. godine. KreSimir je imao
prili¢no dug zivot s obzirom da je mozda vladao od
926. do 0. 965., a ako uzmemo u obzir i interpreta-

192 Budak 2020, str. 263-276.

193 TIsto, str. 273.

19 CD 1, str. 105-106; Sisi¢ 1914a, str. 248-251; Klai¢
1972a, str. 56.

195 Budak 2020, str. 272.

196 HS, str. 80-81.

197 Budak 2020, str. 271.

198 HS, str. 54-55.
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Based upon the provided text, it is challenging
to conclude that he was a Bulgarian ally, instead, his
actions are attributed to motives driven “out of jeal-
ousy.” Notably, Serbian rulers, among other things,
claimed rights to Zahumlje, as evidenced by De
Administrando Imperio. Such a policy of Serbian
rulers could not suit Michael Visevi¢, who possibly
took advantage of this opportunity to get rid of his
own enemy. Primarily, it seems to me that this con-
cerned the strained relations between the rulers of
Zahumlje and Serbia, rather than Michael’s alliance
with Simeon or enmity towards Byzantium. More-
over, if Visevi¢ initially allied with Bulgaria and
later shifted allegiance to Byzantium, as historiog-
raphy suggests, it’s unlikely that Constantine Por-
phyrogenitus would omit such crucial information
in his work. For instance, in describing the turmoil
on the Serbian throne in Chapter 32, the focus is on
Zaharija, who, after assuming power over Serbia,
“being mindful of the benefits of the emperor of the
Romans, he broke with the Bulgarians, being not at
all wishful to be subjected to them, but rather that
the emperor of the Romans should be his master.”!’
This example clearly shows that every favourable
event was seized to elevate the Empire. Therefore,
if a shift in Michael Visevi¢’s policy had indeed oc-
curred, the emperor-writer would likely have docu-
mented it. Accordingly, the possibility that the rul-
er of Zahumlje was a Bulgarian ally who attacked
Byzantine territory in southern Italy should be re-
jected. The action in southern Italy should certainly
be attributed to the Croatian king.

The campaign against Sipontum should certain-
ly be placed in the context of the events in southern
Italy at that time. Why would the Croatian king at-
tack Byzantine territory? At the time of the attack on
Sipontum, Byzantium was at war with Landulf, the
ruler of Capua and Benevento, and Guaimar II, the
prince of Salerno.!”” We can only speculate wheth-
er this was a plundering expedition by the Croatian
king who wanted to exploit Byzantine problems in
southern Italy or alternatively, it might shed light
on the relationships between Croatia and the small
Lombard states in Italy.

John the Deacon might provide information
about Kre$imir II who wrote that “Michael, duke of
the Slavs,” captured Pietro, the son of the Venetian
doge Orso II Participazio (912-932), while passing

176 Idem, p. 87.
177 Nikoli¢ Jakus 2015, p. 569.
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ciju da se podaci Ivana Pakona o ,,Mihaelu, knezu
Slavena®, koji zarobljava sina mletackog duzda, da-
tiraju u 912./913., onda je njegov zivot bio prilicno
dugacak. No rani srednji vijek poznaje vladare koji
su dugo vladali, a istaknuo bih nekolicinu: franacki
kralj, kasnije car Karlo Veliki (768. — 814.), bugar-
ski vladar Mihael Boris (852. — 889.), bizantski car
Bazilije II. (976. — 1025.), francuski kralj Robert II.
Pobozni (996. — 1031.) i ugarski knez, poslije kralj
Stjepan 1. (997. — 1038.).

5.3. STJEPAN L. DRZISLAV

Kao §to je prije spomenuto, Drzislav je na pri-
jestolje zasjeo negdje o. 965., nakon smrti Miha-
ela KreSimira II. Iz Jelenina epitafa saznajemo
da je KreSimir bio Drzislavov otac jer ondje pise
da je Jelena ,,zena kralja Mihaela i majka kralja
Stjepana“.'”

Toma Arhidakon navodi da su iza DrzZislava svi
njegovi nasljednici koristili titulu kraljeva Dalmaci-
je 1 Hrvatske te da su im bizantski carevi slali ozna-
ke kraljevske vlasti uz dodjeljivanje naslova eparha
i patricija.”® Taj nam podatak mozda svjedoci da je
DrzZislav Zelio regulirati odnose s Bizantskim Car-
stvom i formalizirati hrvatsku vlast nad dalmatin-
skim gradovima. Znamo da su i njegovi prethodnici
nad njima imali vlast, no za takvo §to nisu imali
blagoslov carskoga dvora u Konstantinopolu. Drzi-
slav je ocito iskoristio bizantsku zauzetost u ratu s
Bugarskom te je postigao sporazum po kojemu je
carski dvor Drzislavu priznao titulu kralja Hrvatske
i Dalmacije, a zauzvrat je Drzislav prihvatio titulu
eparha koja je u carskoj hijerarhiji oznacavala upra-
vitelja pokrajine. Time je de iure hrvatski kralj bio
podlozan bizantskom caru, no de facto je on samo-
stalno upravljao svojim kraljevstvom i pri tome mu
je priznata vlast nad dalmatinskim gradovima. Na
taj su nacin obje strane bile zadovoljene.

Uz to je Bizant Drzislavu poslao znakove kra-
ljevske vlasti, zbog Cega je vrlo vjerojatno da je to
razlog zasto je Drzislav uzeo kr§¢ansko ime Stje-
pan, koje znaci ,,ovjencani®. Taj dogadaj se zasigur-
no zbio prije 976. godine®! jer se u Jeleninu epitafu
navodi da je Jelena ,,majka kralja Stjepana“,>* $to
znaci da je Drzislav sebi ve¢ nadjenuo to ime.
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. Helena famosa que fui]t ux[o]r Mihaeli regi
mater[que] Stephani r[egis... (Delonga 1996, 131;
134).

200 HS, str. 54-55.

2010 tome viSe u: Budak 2018, str. 225-226.

202 Delonga 1996, str. 131; 134.

through the “lands of the Croats” and handed him
over to Simeon.!”™ Historiography, as in the case of
the attack on Sipontum, commonly identifies this
Michael as Michael Visevi¢. However, the question
arises: what would the ruler of Zahumlje be doing
on Croatian territory? While Croatian historiogra-
phy usually explained this by claiming that Michael
Visevi¢ was a vassal of the Croatian ruler, I believe
it is possible that Michael KresSimir II is the actual
figure referred to in this case. This incident, John the
Deacon mentioned, is dated to 912 or 913, assum-
ing that at that time, duke Tomislav was in power
in Croatia.'” It’s conceivable that Michael, referred
to as a dux, was Tomislav’s co-ruler at that time.
This would not be the first case in Croatia where a
co-ruler appeared alongside the ruler. Namely, al-
ready in the 9th century, it was recorded that Doma-
goj was succeeded by his sons on the throne, whose
names, however, are not known.'®® In the second
half of the 10 century, DrzZislav’s co-ruler was his
son Svetoslav.'®! In the 11" century, we have ex-
amples of KreSimir III and his co-ruler Gojslav'®
and Peter Kre$imir IV and Zvonimir.'® This shows
that there had been cases where brothers jointly
inherited power, so it is possible that KreSimir 11
and Tomislav were co-rulers before KreSimir as-
cended the throne alone. I consider it more likely
that a high-ranking Croatian official, rather than the
ruler of a neighbouring country, captured the Vene-
tian doge on Croatian territory. However, given the
lack of concrete sources, this interpretation remains
speculative.

If the beginning of KreSimir II’s reign is dated
to 926, then some significant events, traditionally
associated with Tomislav’s rule, would actually fall
within the era of Michael Kresimir II. The first no-
table event was the triumph over the Bulgarians,
led by their military leader Alogobotur, in 926. The

" Qui dum Chroatorum fines rediens transire vellet, a
Michahele Sclavorum duce fraude deceptus, omni-
busque bonis privatus atque Vulgarico regi, Simeoni
nomine, exilii pena transmissus est. (John the Deacon,
pp- 150.)

Tomislav is first mentioned in 914, but it is usually
assumed that he ascended to the throne a few years

179

earlier.

180 John the Deacon, p. 140; Racki 1877, p. 373; Klai¢
1972a, p. 26.

181 Sigi¢ 1914a, p. 126; Klai¢ 1972a, p. 47; Delonga 1996,
p. 108.

182 Birin 2015, pp. 58-59.
183 Racki 1877, pp. 80; 95; Klai¢ 1972a, p. 66.



Cini se da je Drzslav za svoga Zivota ime-
novao svoga suvladara i nasljednika. O tome
svjedod¢i natpis s pluteja oltarne pregrade u Ka-
pitulu kod Knina. Natpis glasi: [...Svetos]CLV
DVX HROATOR[um] IN TE[m]PVS DIRZISCLV
DVCE[m] MAGNV[m].2®

1z natpisa se svakako moze zakljuciti da je Dr-
zislav imenovao svoga najstarijeg sina Svetoslava
za suvladara te je time Zelio rijeSiti pitanje naslje-
divanja prijestolja nakon svoje smrti. [zvori nam ne
govore kada je Drzislav umro, no pretpostavlja se
da je to bilo 0. 995., §to zaklju¢ujemo na temelju
kasnijih dogadaja (Samuilov pohod na Dalmaciju te
rat izmedu Svetoslava i njegove brace).

6. ZAKLJUCAK

Unato¢ uvrijezenu misljenju u historiografiji da
je pitanje kronologije hrvatskih vladara u 9. i 10.
stoljecu rijeseno Sigi¢evim Elankom iz 1914., sma-
tram da je njegova predlozena kronologija nastala
na krivim pretpostavkama (krivo datiranje podataka
iz 31. poglavlja De administrando imperio te nepo-
znavanje isprave KreSimira II. datirane u 950.).

Kronologiju zapo¢injem knezom Mislavom zato
$to je on prvi vladar za kojeg postoji viSe-manje hi-
storiografski konsenzus da je bio hrvatski vladar.
On se jedino spominje u kontekstu dogadaja iz 839.
pa je jako tesko odrediti pocetak njegove vladavi-
ne, no mozda mozemo povezati dolazak Mislava
na prijestolje s politickim promjenama izazvanim
raspadom Furlanske markgrofovije.

Mislava je na prijestolju naslijedio knez Trpimir
0. 840. godine. Iako je tradicionalna historiografi-
ja smjestala pocetak njegove vladavine oko 845.,
smatram da argumente za raniji pocetak Trpimirove
vladavine daje drugacija datacija Trpimirove da-
rovnice koju je predlozio Lujo Margeti¢ (i dodatno
argumentirala Mirjana Matijevi¢ Sokol). Marge-
ti¢ je uocio probleme u dataciji koju je predlozio
Franjo Racki i naglasio da je Racki ignorirao spo-
men Lotara kao vladara Italije. Upravo na temelju
spomena Lotara, koji je Italijom vladao od 840. do
844., Margeti¢ je datirao prije spomenutu darovni-
cu u 840. (Matijevi¢ Sokol je datira u 841.). Mar-
getiCeve argumente smatram prili¢no uvjerljivima
pa zato mislim da je Trpimirova vladavina zapoce-
la 840. godine. Uz Trpimirovu vladavinu veZzemo
borbu s ,,narodom Grka® te boravak benediktinca

203 Ygto, 108; Si§i¢ 1914a, str. 126; Klai¢ 1972a, str. 47.
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other one was the Church Council of Split in 928,
during which the issue of primacy over the new
ecclesiastical province spanning Croatia and Dal-
matia was finally resolved, and the Diocese of Nin
was abolished.'® KreSimir’s name is not explicitly
mentioned, instead the term Chroatorum princeps
is used.'® However, given the year of the council, it
is reasonable to attribute it to KreSimir I1.

Intriguingly, said document associates KreSimir
with the title “king of the Croats and Dalmatians”
(Croathorum atque Dalmatinorum rex).'® Due to
doubts about the authenticity of the document, it re-
mains questionable whether he truly held this title.
However, we can reasonably assert that KreSimir
continued the policy towards Dalmatian cities in-
itiated by Tomislav. Evidence of Croatian rule
over Dalmatian cities is found in Peter KreSimir’s
IV deed of donation for Diklo, which states that
Kresimir II granted land in Diklo to the monas-
tery of St. Chrysogonus in Zadar, which was part
of the urban territory of Zadar.'®” This act implies
KreSimir’s authority over Dalmatian cities, as it
seems unlikely for a Croatian ruler to donate land
belonging to these cities without having control
over them. '

A Kresimir is mentioned in the Kingdom of the
Slavs, who waged war alongside his uncle and de-
stroyed Uskoplje, Luka and Pleva. After the Bos-
nian ban fled from him to Hungary, “KreSimir took
over entire Bosnia and ruled over it. And when the
father of his mother died, he ruled over White Cro-
atia.”'® Since the next piece of information in the
Kingdom of the Slavs mentions “and in that time,
the Bulgarian emperor named Peter died”'”, the
timing of the conquest of Bosnia in this work in-
deed corresponds to the rule of Michael KreSimir
II. While the Kingdom of the Slavs is an extreme-
ly unreliable source for the Early Middle Ages, the
information cannot be considered as evidence of
Kresimir’s conquest of Bosnia, but rather used as
evidence that there were some memories of him in
the subsequent centuries.

184 Racki 1877, pp. 194-195.; HSM, p. 104; Sisi¢ 1914a,
pp. 221-223; CD 1, pp. 36-38; Klai¢ 1972a, pp. 35-36.

185 Racki 1877, p. 195; Klai¢ 1972a, p. 36.

18 CD 1, p. 40.

87 CD 1, pp. 44; 105-106; Sisi¢ 1914a, pp. 248-251;
Klai¢ 1972a, p. 56.

188 Budak 2018, pp. 224-225.

1 LiPD, p. 73.

190 Tdem, p. 73.
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Gottschalka na njegovu dvoru oko 846. ili 847. go-
dine.

Poglavlje 31. djela De administrando imperio
navodi tri hrvatska vladara — Trpimira, KreSimira i
Miroslava, a u historiografiji se u proslosti rasprav-
ljalo pripadaju 1i 9. ili 10. stolje¢u, no Sisiéevo
smjestanje tih vladara u 10. stoljec¢e uz priloZenu
argumentaciju nai$lo je na odobravanje hrvatske
historiografije i do danas se SiSiéeva kronologija
smatra relevantnom. Ipak, smatram da se navede-
na tri vladara ipak trebaju smjestiti u 9. stoljece. S
obzirom na zakljuc¢ak skupine autora u komentari-
ma na DAI — da se podaci u poglavlju trebaju pro-
matrati kronoloski, na takav nacin treba pristupiti
i 31. poglavlju. Povijesna osoba koja se spominje
u navedenome poglavlju, a nesumnjivo pripada 9.
stoljecu, jest bugarski vladar Mihael Boris. U po-
glavlju se spominje rat Hrvata i Bugara u njegovo
vrijeme. Nadalje prije toga rata spominje se misija
franackoga opata Martina u doba Trpimira. 1z dru-
gih povijesnih izvora znamo da je Trpimir vladao
u godinama prije dolaska Mihaela Borisa na vlast.
Takoder srpski povjesnicar Komatina smatra da se
misija opata Martina puno bolje uklapa u ambijent
9. nego 10. stolje¢a. Shodno tomu Trpimira koji
se spominje u 31. poglavlju treba izjednaciti s hr-
vatskim knezom Trpimirom koji je nama poznat iz
drugih izvora.

Smatram da se i KreSimira i Miroslava takoder
treba staviti u 9. stoljece, a to odaje sam autor po-
glavlja kada navodi da je Trpimir, ¢ija se vladavina
spominje prije rata Hrvata i Bugara u doba Mihaela
Borisa, KreSimirov otac, a Miroslav Kre§imirov sin.
Iako je Vjekoslav Klai¢ svojedobno iznio tezu da se
ovdje zapravo radi o dva Kresimira, Milenko Lon-
¢ar u svojoj je doktorskoj disertaciji jasno naglasio
kako autor poglavlja ni¢im ne odaje da se ovdje radi
o dva KresSimira te da se shodno tomu ovdje radi o
istoj osobi. Osim toga spominjanje sukoba unutar
Hrvatske sasvim odgovara okolnostima u kojima se
Hrvatska nalazila u 9. stoljecu jer znamo da su tada
na sceni stalne borbe za prijestolje, od vladavine
Domagoja pa zapravo sve do vladavine Mutimira.

Kao jos$ jedan argument da se podaci iz 31. po-
glavlja odnose na 9. stolje¢e, mozemo uzeti i Cinje-
nicu da se u njemu ne spominje pobjeda Hrvata nad
Bugarima koje je predvodio Alogobotur, a iz 32.
poglavlja jasno je da su na carskome dvoru bili upo-
znati s tim dogadajem. Smatram da se izostavljanje
tog podatka treba pripisati tome Sto carski dvor nije

An interesting fact is also that Kresimir II, to-
gether with his wife Jelena, was actively shaping
his image during his reign, symbolically portraying
it as the beginning of a new dynasty and era, regard-
less of his familial relationship with previous rulers
(in the document from 950, KreSimir stated that he
sits on the “paternal throne”)."”! Neven Budak'®
has written in more detail about this, suggesting
that Queen Jelena built a new royal mausoleum on
Otok near Solin as a symbol of the new beginning.
According to his opinion, the symbolism in this
act was evident; the mausoleum was located near
the ruins of ancient Salona and thus its numerous
Christian martyrs, but also near Split, the seat of the
archdiocese that invoked the tradition of Salona and
the centre of the ecclesiastical province.'”® In addi-
tion to this interpretation, one could add that this
action potentially also indicated closer ties between
the Croatian ruler and Dalmatian cities.

Peter KreSimir IV explicitly mentioned finding
information for his deed of donation for Diklo in the
Gesta of KreSimir I1." Although it’s unclear if the
Gesta was written during or after KreSimir’s rule,
it is clearly a testimony of his significance in early
medieval Croatia. Peter KreSimir IV’s also named
all his ancestors in the deed, and the genealogy be-
gins precisely with Michael Kresimir I, which is
certainly indicative.'”® Furthermore, the memory
of him was not limited to the Early Middle Ages
but continued into the High Middle Ages, as evi-
denced by Thomas the Archdeacon, who referred to
Kresimir as magnificus uir Cresimirus in his work
from the 13" century.!'®

An intriguing proposition by Budak suggests
that KreSimir adopted the Christian name Michael,
identifying himself with the archangel warrior who
defeated the dragon, a symbol of evil. The author
connected this with the victory in the civil war
against Miroslav,'” using the well-known chronol-
ogy of Siié. Since it is clearly emphasized in this
work that Miroslav ruled in the 9" century, it may
be thought that KreSimir II took the Christian name
Michael after the victory over the Bulgarians, who

1 CD 1, p. 40.

12 Budak 2020, pp. 263-276.

193 Idem, p. 273.

194 CD 1, pp. 105-106; Sisi¢ 1914a, pp. 248-251; Klaié
1972a, p. 56.

195 Budak 2020, p. 272.

196 HS, pp. 80-81.

197 Budak 2020, p. 271.



imao iscrpne informacije o Hrvatskoj u 10. stolje-
¢u pa su stoga podaci o Hrvatskoj u 31. poglavlju
ogranic¢eni samo na 9. stolje¢e. Uostalom, Hrvatska
nije imala nikakve bliske veze s Bizantom gotovo
¢itavo stoljece, od svrgavanja kneza Zdeslava pa do
vladavine kralja Drzislava. Potrebno je spomenuti i
zakljucak Johna Bagnella Buryja, koji je naveo da
je informacija o misiji opata Martina morala do¢i
od nekog hrvatskog izvora, a ne treba iskljuciti da
je taj izvor mogao biti Zdeslav.

Mozemo pretpostaviti da je veliki utjecaj na
oblikovanje 31. poglavlja imao Zdeslavov boravak
u Konstantinopolu, tijekom kojega su se na carsko-
me dvoru biljezile informacije koje im je Zdeslav
davao o Hrvatskoj, a te je informacije kasnije mo-
gao upotrijebiti Konstantin Porfirogenet i/ili dru-
gi koji su sudjelovali u pisanju De administrando
imperio. U 31. poglavlju mozda mozemo iscitati i
elemente tih Zdeslavovih informacija koje bi on za-
sigurno prikazao u obliku koji je njemu odgovarao.
Tako je za vrijeme vladavine pripadnika Zdeslavo-
ve obitelji sve bilo ,,idealno* (misija opata Martina,
pobjeda nad Bugarima, velika vojna mo¢), a nakon
$to je njegova obitelj svrgnuta, viSe nista nije bilo
dobro (pad vojne mo¢i).

Kao jos jedan argument za smjestanje KreSimira
i Miroslava u 9. stolje¢e uzeo bih spomen Pribine u
Cedadskom evangelijaru. Iz 31. poglavlja znamo da
je ban Pribina ubio Miroslava, no taj Pribina obi¢no
se povezivao s banom iz 10. stolje¢a koji se spo-
minje u Darovnici za Diklo Petra Kresimira IV, ali
nitko do sada nije pomislio da se ovdje mozda radi
o Pribini koji je spomenut u Cedadskom evangelija-
ru. On se spominje na petome listu te su uz njegovo
ime navedena i imena Trpimira te Petra. Ako uzme-
mo u obzir da je na istome listu, ali zasebno, napi-
sano domno Tripimiro te na dvadeset i tre¢em listu
nalazimo spomen Petra, sina gospodina Trpimira,
onda smatram da se ovdje moze s odredenom sigur-
noscu rec¢i da su Trpimir i Petar, zapisani uz Pribi-
nino ime, uistinu hrvatski knez Trpimir i njegov sin
Petar, $to bi znacilo da je Pribina, koji se spominje
u 31. poglavlju De administrando imperio, bio za-
pravo hrvatski duznosnik iz 9. stoljeca.

Poglavlje 31. odaje dojam da je srediSnja li¢-
nost toga poglavlja Kresimir. Cini se da se doga-
daji izneseni ondje mogu podijeliti na razdoblje
prije KreSimira, tj. ,,u dneve Trpimira arhonta, otca
arhonta KreSimira“, na razdoblje KreSimirove vla-
davine (iako se izrijekom ne navodi da su se neki

\ Luka Pakovi¢ Kronologija hrvatskih vladara u 9. i 10. stoljecu

were undoubtedly a “symbol of evil” for much of
south-eastern Europe, and possibly for the Croats.

Thomas the Archdeacon mentioned Drzislav
as a ruler in 970,"® implying that KreSimir died
around 965. With regard to the fact that he might
have ruled from 926 to around 965, one could say
that KreSimir had a fairly long life. But if we also
take into account the interpretation that the infor-
mation from John the Deacon about “Michael, duke
of the Slavs,” who captured the son of the Venetian
doge, dates back to 912/913, one can say that he re-
ally led a quite long life. In the context of the Early
Middle Ages, there were also others who ruled for a
long period of time, such as: the Frankish king, later
Emperor Charlemagne (768 - 814), Bulgarian ruler
Michael Boris (852 - 889), Byzantine Emperor Bas-
il IT (976 - 1025), French king Robert II the Pious
(996 - 1031), and the Hungarian prince, later King
Stephen I (997 — 1038).

5.3. STEPHEN I DRZISLAV

As previously noted, Drzislav ascended the
throne around 965, following the death of Michael
Kresimir II. Information gleaned from Jelena’s ep-
itaph reveals KreSimir as Drzislav’s father, explic-
itly stating Jelena as the “wife of King Michael and
mother of King Stephen.”'”

Thomas the Archdeacon reported that all of
Drzislav’s successors adopted the titles of kings
of Dalmatia and Croatia. Byzantine emperors, in a
gesture of recognition, sent them symbols of royal
authority and bestowed them the titles of eparch and
patrician.’® This information suggests Drzislav’s
intent to adjust the relations with the Byzantine
Empire and formalize Croatian dominance over
Dalmatian cities. We know that his predecessors
also wielded power over them, but they lacked the
imperial court’s endorsement in Constantinople.
Drzislav evidently took advantage of Byzantine en-
gagement in their war with Bulgaria and reached an
agreement in which the imperial court recognized
Drzislav’s title as the king of Croatia and Dalmatia,
and in return, Drzislav embraced the title of eparch,
signifying his role as the province’s administrator
in the imperial hierarchy. This arrangement made

198 HS, pp. 54-55.

199 .. Helena famosa que fui]t ux[o]r Mihaeli regi ma-
ter[que] Stephani r[egis... (Delonga 1996, 131; 134.)

200 HS, pp. 54-55.
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dogadaji dogodili za njegove vladavine) te na raz-
doblje nakon KreSimira za vrijeme kada je vladao
,»sin njegov Miroslav®. Uzevsi u obzir podatak o
ratu Hrvata i Bugara, koji se spominje u sredi$nje-
mu dijelu poglavlja za koje smatram da se odnosi na
razdoblje vladavine KreSimira te uzevsi u obzir da
se izrijekom spominje da se taj rat dogodio u vrije-
me bugarskoga vladara Mihaela Borisa, smatram da
je Trpimir umro oko 850., uo¢i pocetka vladavine
Mihaela Borisa s kojim se borio Trpimirov nasljed-
nik KreS§imir. Takoder moramo uzeti u obzir i tezu
Tibora Zivkoviéa oko Kre§imirova kr§¢anskoga
imena. On je smatrao da je njegovo krS¢ansko ime
bilo Petar, §to je temeljio na podacima iz Cedad-
skog evangelijara, u kojemu se spominje Trpimirov
sin Petar. Na tu bih tezu nadodao i ¢injenicu da je
Trpimir bio blizak sa splitskom Crkvom, ¢iji je nad-
biskup nosio ime Petar te ga Trpimir u svojoj darov-
nici naziva ,,ljubljenim kumom®. Stoga je lako mo-
guce da je KreSimirovo kr§¢ansko ime uistinu bilo
Petar, a koje je dobio po splitskome nadbiskupu.

U 31. poglavlju nalazimo podatak da je Miro-
slav vladao cetiri godine. Kao §to je prije navedeno,
vladare 31. poglavlja treba smjestati u 9. stoljece,
a onda samim time moramo uzeti u obzir i druge
izvore o hrvatskim vladarima iz tog vremena. Ako
znamo da se Domagoj prvi put spominje oko 864.
te tome dodamo podatak da je Miroslavova vladavi-
na trajala Cetiri godine, smatram da se Miroslavova
vladavina treba smjestiti izmedu 860. 1 864., §to bi
znacilo da je KreSimir I. umro 860. godine.

Zahvaljujuc¢i postoje¢im izvorima, situacija na
hrvatskome prijestolju izmedu 864. i 0. 895. prilic-
no nam je jasna. Domagoj je vladao od 864. do oko
876. te su ga naslijedili njegovi sinovi koje je 878.
svrgnuo Zdeslav. Njegova je vladavina bila vrlo
kratka te je ve¢ idu¢e godine bio ubijen, a na prije-
stolje je zasjeo Branimir. Zadnji spomen Branimira
vezan je uz 888., a prvi je spomen Mutimira iz 892.,
zbog Cega ne mozemo sa sigurnoSc¢u reéi kada je
Branimirova vladavina zavrsila i je 1i prijenos vla-
sti bio miran, ali negdje o. 890. doslo je do uspona
Mutimira na vlast.

Izmedu spomena Mutimira 892. i Tomisla-
va 914. uo¢avamo ,,prazninu“ od dvadeset i dvije
godine, tijekom kojih nema nikakva spomena o
dogadanjima u Hrvatskoj. Za Tomislava moZemo
pretpostaviti da je na prijestolje doSao nesto prije
914., oko 910. Tradicionalna hrvatska historiografi-
ja je uz Tomislava vezala savezniStvo s Bizantom i

the Croatian king de jure a subject to the Byzantine
emperor, yet de facto, he autonomously governed
his kingdom, while having his authority accepted
over Dalmatian cities. The satisfaction of both par-
ties was thus ensured.

Furthermore, Byzantium sent royal insignia to
Drzislav, likely explaining why Drzislav adopted the
Christian name Stephen, which means “crowned.”
This event certainly occurred before 976*' because
Jelena’s epitaph mentions her as the “mother of
King Stephen,” indicating that Drzislav had al-
ready taken on that name.

It appears that DrZislav, during his lifetime, des-
ignated a co-ruler and successor. This is evident
from an inscription on the pluteus of the altar screen
in Kapitul near Knin, which reads: [...Svetos|CLV
DVX HROATOR[um] IN TE[m]PVS DIRZISCLV
DVCE[m] MAGNV[m].>

The inscription clearly indicates that Drzislav
appointed his eldest son Svetoslav as co-ruler,
intending to resolve the issue of the throne’s suc-
cession after his death. Although the exact date of
Drzislav’s death is not known from sources, it is
not assumed to be around 995, which we conclude
based on later events (Samuel’s campaign in Dal-
matia and the war between Svetoslav and his broth-
ers).

6. CONCLUSION

Despite the prevailing opinion in historiography
that the issue of the chronology of Croatian rulers
in the 9™ and 10™ centuries was resolved by Sigi¢’s
work from 1914, I believe that his proposed chro-
nology was based on incorrect assumptions (incor-
rect dating of data from Chapter 31 of De Adminis-
trando Imperio and ignorance of the document of
KreSimir II dated to 950).

I start the chronology with Duke Mislav as he
was the first ruler for whom there is a more or less
historiographic consensus that he was a Croatian
ruler. He is only mentioned in the context of events
from 839, making it challenging to determine the
beginning of his rule. However, we may connect
Mislav’s accession to the throne with the political
changes that were caused by the collapse of the
March of Friuli.

21 For more information, see: Budak 2018, pp. 225-226.
202 Delonga 1996, pp. 131; 134.
23 Idem, 108; Sigi¢ 1914a, p. 126; Klai¢ 1972a, p. 47.



pobjedu nad Alogoboturom, no smatram da to nije
bilo tako.

O eventualnome savezni$tvu Hrvatske i Bizan-
ta nema nikakvih podataka u dostupnim izvorima.
Tomislavova vlast nad dalmatinskim gradovima,
za koju pretpostavljamo da je postojala na temelju
njegova sudjelovanja na splitskim crkvenim sabori-
ma, mogla je biti rezultat samoinicijativne politike
dalmatinskih gradova, koju su oni znali iskazivati u
9. stoljecu kada je carska vlast bila slabija. Okolno-
sti u kojima se nalazio Bizant pocetkom 10. stolje-
¢a (rat s Bugarima, unutarnje borbe za prijestolje,
arapske pljacke) upravo nam ukazuju na moguénost
da su dalmatinski gradovi opet djelovali samostalno
i stavili se pod zastitu hrvatskog vladara.

Posljednji spomen Tomislava zabiljezen je 925.,
kad se u pismu pape Ivana X. spominje kao ,,kralj
Hrvata®, te na splitskim crkvenim saborima, gdje
je sudjelovao na stvaranju jedinstvene crkvene po-
krajine za Hrvatsku 1 Dalmaciju. Tomislav je umro
926., a to temeljim na ispravi Kresimira II. iz 950.
godine.

Prije navedena isprava govori da je KreSimir II.
godine 950. bio u ,,dvadeset i ¢etvrtoj godini® svo-
je vladavine, §to bi znacilo da je ona zapocela 926.
godine. Pitanjem autentiCnosti te isprave bave se
samo tri rada — dva StipiSi¢eva i jedan Antoljakov,
no smatram da je najrelevantniji prvi Stipisi¢ev rad
o toj temi, onaj iz 1969. godine. Antoljakov i drugi
StipiSi¢ev rad obiluju medusobnim sukobima i op-
tuzbama te je tu, ipak, znanost u drugome planu. U
svome prvom radu StipiSi¢ je iznio argumente i za i
protiv autenti¢nosti isprave.

Za pitanje kronologije svakako je najvazniji da-
tum isprave. Misljenja sam da se on moze smatrati
pouzdanim jer ne vidim razlog da neki eventualni
falsifikator, koji je Zivio u razvijenome srednjem vi-
jeku, precizira pocetak vladavine KreSimira II. (,,u
dvadeset i Cetvrtoj godini svoga kraljevanja®), a da
prethodno nije bio upoznat s tim podatkom. Sma-
tram da se i iz drugih dostupnih povijesnih izvora
moze vidjeti da je datum isprave tocan.

Kao dodatni argument u prilog tezi da pocetak
Kresimirove vladavine treba smjestiti u 926. godinu
su Annales Barenses 1 Annales Lupi Protospatharii.
Navedena dva izvora spominju pohod nekog ,,Mi-
haela Slavena“, odnosno ,,Mihacela, kralja Slavena“
na Sipont. Historiografija obi¢no u ovome Mihaelu
vidi zahumskog kneza Mihaela ViSevi¢a. No zaSto
bi bizantski patricij i antipat napao bizantski posjed
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Duke Trpimir succeeded Mislav around 840. Al-
though traditional historiography placed the begin-
ning of his rule around 845, I believe that a differ-
ent dating of Trpimir’s deed of donation proposed
by Lujo Margeti¢ (and further argued by Mirjana
Matijevi¢ Sokol) provides arguments for an earlier
beginning of Trpimir’s reign. Margeti¢ identified
problems in the dating proposed by Franjo Racki
and emphasized that Racki ignored the mention of
Lothar as the ruler of Italy. Based on the mention of
Lothar, who ruled Italy from 840 to 844, Margeti¢
dated the aforementioned deed to 840 (Matijevic¢
Sokol dates it to 841). I find Margeti¢’s arguments
quite convincing, so I believe that Trpimir’s rule
began in 840. With the reign of Trpimir, we also as-
sociate the conflict with the “Greek people” and the
presence of the Benedictine Gottschalk at his court
around 846 or 847.

Chapter 31 of De Administrando Imperio in-
troduces three Croatian rulers—Trpimir, KreSimir
and Miroslav. Historiography debated in the past
whether they belonged to the 9" or 10™ century, but
Sisi¢’s placement of these rulers in the 10® centu-
ry, supported by his arguments, gained approval in
Croatian historiography, and Sigi¢’s chronology is
still considered relevant today. However, I believe
that these three rulers should be placed in the 9™
century. Considering the conclusion of the group of
authors in their comments on DA/—that the data in
the chapter should be considered chronologically,
the same approach should be taken to Chapter 31.
The historical figure mentioned in that chapter, un-
doubtedly belonging to the 9% century, is the Bul-
garian ruler Michael Boris. The chapter mentions
the war between Croats and Bulgarians in his time.
Before said war, the mission of the Frankish abbot
Martin is mentioned during Trpimir’s reign. From
other historical sources, we know that Trpimir ruled
in the years before Michael Boris came to power.
Furthermore, the Serbian historian Komatina be-
lieves that the mission of abbot Martin fits much
better into the circumstances of the 9™ century than
the 10" century. Accordingly, Trpimir mentioned
in Chapter 31 should be equated with the Croatian
Duke Trpimir known from other sources.

I believe that both KreSimir and Miroslav should
be placed in the 9" century, a deduction supported
by the chapter’s author himself. The author notes
that Trpimir, whose reign predates the conflict be-
tween the Croats and Bulgarians during the era of
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u juznoj Italiji? Takoder smatram da Zahumlje nije
imalo mornaricke kapacitete za takav pohod, dok je
hrvatski kralj svakako mogao napasti juznoitalski
bizantski posjed.

O Mihaelu KreSimiru postoji moguce svjedo-
¢anstvo i1 u Kronici Ivana Pakona, koji spominje da
je ,,Mihael, knez Slavena“ zarobio sina mletackog
duzda i predao ga bugarskome vladaru Simeonu.
Taj se dogadaj smjesta u 912./913. godinu, kada je
hrvatski vladar bio Tomislav, §to navodi na razmi-
$ljanje da je Mihael tada bio njegov suvladar, a vrlo
je Cest slucaj u hrvatskom ranosrednjovjekovlju da
uz vladare postoje i suvladari. Kao i u slucaju na-
pada na Sipont i ovdje historiografija smatra da se
radi o Mihaelu Visevi¢u. Ne mislim da takvu inter-
pretaciju treba u potpunosti odbaciti, ali bih ostavio
mogucénost da se u ovome slucaju ne radi o Visevi-
¢u, nego o Mihaelu KreSimiru zato $to je u izvoru
navedeno da se taj dogadaj zbio ,,u krajevima Hrva-
ta®. Zbog nedostatka povijesnih izvora ovaj doga-
daj ostaje podlozan raznim interpretacijama.

U skladu s novim tumacenjem dogadaji koji su
se obi¢no pripisivali Tomislavu (sudjelovanje na
Splitskom crkvenom saboru 928. i pobjeda nad Bu-
garima) trebaju se pripisati kralju Mihaelu KreSimi-
ru II. KreSimirova vladavina zavrsila je negdje oko
965., Sto zakljucujemo na temelju toga Sto je kralj
DrZislav prvi put spomenut 970. godine.

Drzislav je bio prvi hrvatski vladar za kojeg zna-
mo da je okrunjen jer je dobio znakove kraljevske
vlasti iz Bizanta te je shodno tomu sebi nadjenuo i
ime Stjepan. Drzislavova vladavina zavrsila je oko
995., §to temeljimo na spoznaji da je na samome
kraju 10. stolje¢a uslijedio rat izmedu Drzislavovih
sinova.

U konacnici, moja predlozena kronologija hr-
vatskih vladara u 9. i 10. stoljecu je sljedeca:

Mislav (0. 830. — 840.)

Trpimir (0. 840. — 0. 850.)

Petar Kresimir I. (0. 850. — 860.)

Miroslav (860. — 864.)

Domagoj (864. — 876.)

Domagojevi sinovi (876. — 878.)

Zdeslav (878. —879.)

Branimir (879. — 0. 890.)

Mutimir (0. 890. — 0. 910.)

Tomislav (0. 910. — 926.)

Mihael Kresimir II. (926. — 0. 965.)

Stjepan 1. Drzislav (0. 965. — 0. 995.)

Michael Boris, is KreSimir’s father, and Miroslav
is KreSimir’s son. Although Vjekoslav Klai¢ once
proposed the idea that there were actually two
Kre$imirs, Milenko Loncar, in his doctoral disserta-
tion, emphasized that the chapter’s author provided
no indication that there were two KreSimirs; there-
fore, it is reasonable to assume that it refers to the
same person. Additionally, the mention of conflicts
within Croatia aligns with the circumstances of the
9" century, as constant struggles for the throne were
ongoing at that time, i.e. from Domagoj’s rule all
the way to Mutimir’s reign.

Another argument for dating the information
in Chapter 31 to the 9" century could also be the
omission of the mention of the victory of the Croats
over the Bulgarians led by Alogobotur. A fact not
mentioned in Chapter 31 but known to the imperial
court, as evident from Chapter 32. I believe that ex-
cluding this information could be attributed to the
imperial court’s lack of comprehensive information
about Croatia in the 10™ century, limiting the infor-
mation provided in Chapter 31 to the 9" century.
Moreover, Croatia had almost no close ties with
Byzantium for nearly a century, from the overthrow
of Duke Zdeslav to the rule of King Drzislav. Worth
mentioning is also John Bagnell Bury’s conclusion
that the information about the mission of abbot Mar-
tin must have come from a Croatian source, and it’s
plausible that Zdeslav could have been that source.

We can assume that Zdeslav’s stay in Constan-
tinople greatly influenced the creation of Chapter
31. During this time, the imperial court recorded in-
formation provided by Zdeslav about Croatia, which
Constantin Porphyrogenitus and/or others involved
in writing De Administrando Imperio could have
used later. In Chapter 31, we might find elements of
Zdeslav’s information that he certainly would have
presented in a way that suited him. Hence, during
the rule of members of Zdeslav’s family, everything
was “ideal” (abbot Martin’s mission, victory over
the Bulgarians, great military power), but after his
family was overthrown, nothing was good anymore
(a decline in military power).

Another argument in favour of placing Kresimir
and Miroslav in the 9" century derives from the
mention of Pribina in the Gospel of Cividale. We
know from Chapter 31 that Ban Pribina killed Mi-
roslav, but usually this Pribina is associated with the
10"-century ban mentioned in the deed of donation
for Diklo by Peter KreSimir IV. However, no one



has considered that this might be the same Pribina
mentioned in the Gospel of Cividale. On the fifth
folium, Pribina is mentioned along with the names
Trpimir and Peter. Considering that domno Tripi-
miro is mentioned on the same folium, but in a dif-
ferent place, and so is Peter, the son of Trpimir on
the twenty-third folium, it seems reasonably certain
that Trpimir and Peter, written next to Pribina’s
name, are indeed the Croatian Duke Trpimir and his
son Peter. This would imply that the Pribina men-
tioned in Chapter 31 of De Administrando Imperio
was actually a Croatian official from the 9" century.

Chapter 31 conveys the impression that KreSimir
is the central figure of this chapter. The events de-
scribed therein can be categorized into three peri-
ods: before KreSimir, i.e. “in the days of Archon
Terpimer, the father of Archon Krasimeris”, the
era of Kresimir’s rule (though the text doesn’t ex-
plicitly state that certain events occurred during his
reign), and the post-KreSimir period, during the rule
of “his son Miroslav”. Given the mention of the war
between Croats and Bulgarians, a topic covered in
the central part of the chapter and I believe to per-
tain to Kresimir’s reign, it’s plausible that Trpimir
died around 850, prior to the beginning of Michael
Boris’s rule, against whom Trpimir’s successor,
Kresimir, waged war. Notably, Tibor Zivkovi¢’s
thesis on Kresimir’s Christian name as Peter should
also be taken into consideration. He argued that his
Christian name was Peter, based on information
from the Gospel of Cividale, which mentions Trpi-
mir’s son Peter. Another fact supporting the thesis
is the connection between Trpimir and the church of
Split, the archbishop of which bore the name Peter,
and Trpimir referred to him as the “beloved godfa-
ther.” Therefore, it is quite possible that KreSimir’s
Christian name was indeed Peter, and he was named
after the archbishop of Split.

In Chapter 31, there is a statement that Miroslav
ruled for four years. As mentioned earlier, the rulers
of Chapter 31 should be placed in the 9" century,
and we must consider other sources on Croatian rul-
ers from that time. If we know that Domagoj is first
mentioned around 864, and Miroslav’s rule lasted
four years, it implies Miroslav’s reign spanned be-
tween 860 and 864, signifying KreSimir I’s death
in 860.

Thanks to existing sources, the situation on the
Croatian throne between 864 and around 895 is
relatively clear. Domagoj’s rule lasted from 864 to
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around 876 and he was succeeded by his sons. They
were overthrown by Zdeslav in 878, whose reign
was very brief due to the fact that he was killed the
following year, with Branimir taking the throne.
The last mention of Branimir is linked to 888, and
the first mention of Mutimir is in 892. Therefore, we
cannot precisely determine when Branimir’s rule
ended and if it was a peaceful transition of power,
but around 890, Mutimir rose to power.

Between the mention of Mutimir in 892 and
Tomislav in 914, there exists a “gap” of twenty-two
years without any historical accounts regarding
Croatia. In terms of Tomislav, we assume his as-
cension to the throne slightly before 914, around
910. Traditional Croatian historiography associated
Tomislav with an alliance with Byzantium and the
victory over Alogobotur, but [ believe that this was
not the case.

There are no available historical sources that
confirm a possible alliance between Croatia and
Byzantium. Tomislav’s control over Dalmatian cit-
ies, inferred from his participation in the Church
Councils of Split, might have been the result of the
independent policy of those cities, which they tend-
ed to pursue in the 9" century when imperial au-
thority was weaker. The circumstances of the Byz-
antine Empire in the early 10" century (war with the
Bulgarians, internal struggles for the throne, Arab
raids) suggest that the Dalmatian cities once again
acted autonomously, seeking protection from the
Croatian ruler.

The last mention of Tomislav was recorded in
925, when he was mentioned in the letter of Pope
John X as the “King of the Croats™ and at the Church
Councils of Split, where he participated in the es-
tablishment of a united ecclesiastical province for
Croatia and Dalmatia. Tomislav died in 926, which
I base on a document from KreSimir II in 950.

This document states that KreSimir II was 950
in the “in the twenty-fourth year” of his reign, sug-
gesting that his rule began in 926. Regarding the
authenticity of this document, there are only three
papers dealing with this subject- two by Stipisi¢
and one by Antoljak. I consider Stipisi¢’s first pa-
per from 1969 the most relevant one on this topic.
While Antoljak’s study and the second one from
Stipisi¢ are filled with conflicts and accusations
and the scientific work only comes second therein,
Stipisic’s first work presents arguments both for and
against the authenticity of the document.
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In terms of chronology, the most important in-
dicator is clearly the date of this document, which
I consider a reliable data, as it seems unlikely that
a possible falsifier, who lived in the High Middle
Ages, would specify the beginning of KreSimir II’s
rule (“in the twenty-fourth year of his reign”) with-
out previously being aware of this information. I
believe that other available historical sources also
clearly show that the date of the document is cor-
rect.

Another argument corroborating the thesis of
Kresimir’s beginning of rule in 926 are Annales
Barenses and Annales Lupi Protospatharii, which
mention the military campaign of “Michael, the Slav
“or “Michael, king of the Slavs” against Sipontum.
Historiography usually identifies this Michael with
Duke Mihael Visevi¢ of Zahumlje, but why would
a Byzantine anthypathos and patrician attack a Byz-
antine estate in southern Italy? I also believe that
Zahumlje had no navy capable to carry out such
a campaign, while the Croatian king on the other
hand could have indeed carried out such an attack
on Byzantine estates in southern Italy.

A possible testimony of Michael KreSimir ap-
pears in the Chronicle of John the Deacon, where
it says that “Michael, duke of the Slavs” captured
the son of the Venetian doge and handed him over
to the Bulgarian ruler Simeon. This event is dated
to 912/913, when Tomislav was the Croatian ruler,
suggesting that Michael was his co-ruler, a common
occurrence in early medieval Croatia. Like the at-
tack on Sipontum, historiography generally attrib-
utes this event also to Michael Visevi¢. I don’t think
this interpretation should be completely dismissed,
but I would leave open the possibility that in this
case, it was not ViSevi¢ but Michael KreSimir, es-
pecially since the source mentions that the event
occurred “in the lands of the Croats.” Due to the
lack of historical sources, this event remains open
to various interpretations.

According to this new interpretation, events typ-
ically attributed to Tomislav (participation in the
Council of Split in 928 and victory over the Bul-
garians), should be associated with King Michael
Kresimir II. Kre§imir’s rule ended around 965, as
inferred from the first mention of King Drzislav in
970.

Drzislav was the first Croatian ruler known to
have been crowned, because he received the royal
insignia from Byzantium and hence took the name

Stephen accordingly. Drzislav’s rule ended around
995, which we base on the knowledge that there
was a war between Drzislav’s sons at the end of the
10™ century.

In conclusion, my proposed chronology of Cro-
atian rulers in the 9" and 10™ centuries is as follows:

Mislav (around 830 — 840)

Trpimir (around 840 — around 850)

Peter KreSimir I (around 850 — 860)

Miroslav (860 — 864)

Domagoj (864 — 876)

Domagoj’s sons (876 — 878)

Zdeslav (878 — 879)

Branimir (879 — around 890)

Mutimir (around 890 — around 910)

Tomislav (around 910 — 926)

Michael KreSimir II (926 — around 965)

Stephen 1. Drzislav (around 965 — around 995)
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