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JAROSLAV LUDVIKOVSKY

GREAT MORAVIA TRADITION IN THE 10th CENT.
BOHEMIA AND LEGENDA CHRISTIANI

1

Surprising archeological discoveries in South Moravia, which, as it happened,
incidentally coincided with preparations for the 1100'" anniversary of the arrival
of the Thessalonian brothers Constantine-Cyrill and Methodius in Moravia, con-
tributed along with the above-mentioned significant commemoration to a conside-
rable revival of interest in problems associated with the christianization of the
Slavs residing in the territory of the present Czechoslovakia, with the dawning
of their culture, and with the character of their social organization. In the set of
these questions, whose importance as well as complexity was pointed out —
neither for the first time, nor, to be sure, for the last time — at the Great Moravia
Conference held in Brno and Nitra from the 1%t to the 4t of October 1963,! the
most disputable appears to be the question that was not discussed extensively at
the said conference (owing to its appurtenance to the 9" century), yet, which has
been the subject of unceasing controversies for about two centuries. I have in
mind the question whether, and if so, how, the beginnings of Christianity in Bo-
hemia were connected with the Moravian Missionary activity of Cyrill and
Methodius, and whether and to what extent the 10" century Bohemia of the
Ptemyslides adopted after the downfall of the Great Moravian Empire the Mo-
ravian spiritual and political traditions.

From the very beginning of this investigation, which assumed at first the
form of a dispute about the performance of Slavonic liturgy in Bohemia, the
above question was closely linked up with another controversy, i. e. that about
the authenticity of a small-size Latin document entitled Vita et passio sancti
Wenceslai et sancte Ludmile, avie eius, the author of which introduced himself
in the preface to the readers as monk Christian, uncle of the second bishop
of Prague St. Vojtéch (Adalbert), in other words as one who wrote towards the
close of the tenth century.? This correlation of the two problems is natural, for
nearly the entire Cyrillo-Methodian Czech tradition up to the discovery of the
original Old-Slavic sources in the 19" century has been drawing directly or
indirectly upon the first two chapters of Legenda Christiani, in which we read
about the arrival of the Thessalonian brothers in Moravia, about Cyrill’s defence
of Slavic liturgy, about the baptism of the Bohemian Duke Bofivoj by Archbishop
Methodius in the seat of the Moravian Duke (King) Svatopluk, as well as about
the foundation of the first Christian churches in Bohemia, St. Clement’s in Levy
Hradec and Virgin Mary’s in the Prague Castle.

It stands to reason that in the present article I shall by no means be able to
treat my subject and its rich bibliography in their full extent. This task would
require a whole book, which, I am afraid, would have to be at least as voluminous
as the few recent works dealing with Legenda Christiani only. Nevertheless,
I should like to allude in the present treatise to some fundamental facts, dates,
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and views, and maybe also errors that found publicity in the course of this long-
lasting scientific discussion. The items to be discussed will, no doubt, be familiar
to experts, yet, their survey may help a less initiated reader to acquire a better
understanding of the problems, while for me it will be an opportunity to utter
a few critical comments based on linguistic investigation of Christian’s Legend.

2

Bohuslav Balbin (1621—1688), who was the first to publish Legenda
Christiani in print (see Note 2), called it the most precious source for the study
of early Bohemian history, a source much older than the well-known Chronica
Boemorum by the Prague dean Cosmas (died in 1125),3 and thus secured for
the document a place of honour in baroque historiography as well as in Acta
Sanctorum. The first opposer of the authenticity of Legenda Christiani, historian
of the enlightenment era Gelasius Dobner (1719—1790),% did not believe
that a son of the Bohemian Duke Boleslav I — for monk Christian was supposed
to be the Duke’s child — should be so recklessly outspoken when writing about
his, own father as to call him a fratricide, and neither was he willing to admit
that a literary work of such standard could have originated in the 10'™ century
Bohemia, and for these reasons he declared in his controversy with the publisher
and defender of the Legend P. Athanasius (see Note 2) Christian’s work to be
a falsification from approximately the end of the 12" century. Notwithstanding,
he was fully convinced that Slavic liturgy had actually been performed in Bo-
hemia, finding support for his conviction also in the Ludmilian legend Diffundente
sole,5 that is to say in Christian himself, as a matter of fact, for the legend
Diffundente sole has by now been safely proved to be just a reworded extract
from the opening chapters of Legenda Christiani.

A more radical and consequent standpoint than that of Dobner was taken by
Josef Dobrovsky (1753—1829), who represented the culmination of the
Czech englightenment movement and commenced modern Slavonic studies. His
historical scepticism induced him to see in the legend by the bishop of Mantua
Gumpold (written about 973—983)¢ the oldest legend concerning St. Wen-
ceslas as well as the source of all the remaining old writings dealing with this
saint. As to the “Pseudo-Christian® with its reports on the Slavonic initiation
of Christianity in Bohemia, Dobrovsky fixed a rather late date for it, i. e. the
end of the 13™ or the beginning of the 14" centuries. The first Bohemian histo-
rical source he believed to be the Chronicle by Cosmas, which, to be sure, men-
tions the fact that the first Christian Bohemian Duke Bofivoj was baptized by the
Moravian Bishop Methodius, but otherwise it does not contain any allusion
whatsoever to the performance of Slavic liturgy; in the whole work there is but
one indirect reference to it in the quotation from the Pope’s epistle to the Czech
Duke Boleslav 1T (I, ¢. 22), granting the establishment of a bishopric in Prague
on the condition that the worship would not be performed “according to the rites
or sect of the Bulgarian and Russian nations or in a Slavonic tongue”. To tell
the truth, Dobrovsky put more faith in the Annales l‘uldenses, in which it is
stated that in the year 845 King Louis received 14 Bohemian princes who desired
to turn Christians and had them baptized.” The story about Bofivoj’s baptism
by Methodius he held to be “a Moravian myth”, and its oldest literary presenta-
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tion he saw in the legend Diffundente sole, which he published in the first
volume of his “Kritische Versuche die dltere bémische Geschichte von spiteren
Erdichtungen zu reinigen”. The publication was entitled “Botiwoy’s Taufe” (Pra-
gue 1803), and Dobrovsky reprinted the legend Diffundente sole only to subject it
to crushing criticism without realizing that he was in [act condemning Christian.
This negative standpoint — particularly in reference to the possible existence of
Slavic liturgy in the 10" century Bohemia — he maintained also in the following
small volumes of his Kritische Versuche (II Ludmila und Drahomir, 1807;
III Wenzel und Boleslaw, 1819; 1V Mihrische Legende von Cyrill und Method,
1826), and the same resolute attitude he manifested also in all his editions of his
“Geschichte der bshmischen Sprache und Literatur” (1791, 1792, 1818). Slavonic
liturgy and Slavonic literature in Bohemia he associated only with the existence
of Prokop’s monastery Sazava in the 11" century (1032—1096) and of the
Prague monastery “Na Slovanech”, founded for the Croatian Glagolitic
monks by the Bohemian King and Roman Emperor Charles IV in the year 1346.

Dobrovsky’s views refuting the existence of Slavic liturgy in the 10" century
Bohemia were shaken already in his life-time by the discovery of the so-called
First Old-Slavonic Legend about St. Wenceslas, published by the Russian expert
in Slavonic studies A. Ch. Vostokov, in the vear 1827, In this no doubt
very ancient document we can read apart from other things that Duchess Lud-
mila, widow of Duke Botivoj, had his grandson Wenceslas instructed in reading
Slavonic books, and it was only after this tuition that his father Duke Vratislav
sent him to Budeé Castle to get instruction in Latin. The significance of the fact
that the life and martyr’s death of St. Wenceslas were described in such an
ancient Old-Slavonic document, preserved in Russia, was realized not only by
Czech scientists V. Hanka, F. Palacky, and P. J. Safaiik, but also by a German
historian, the subsequently renowned publisher of the “Deutschlands Geschichts-
quellen” Wilhelm Wattenbach, who was induced by this discovery to
write a historical study “Die slawische Liturgie in Béhmen und die altrussische
Legende vom heiligen Wenzel” (Breslau 1857), in which he endorsed the view —
even if with a certain reserve — that this document testifies in favour of the
performance of Slavic liturgy in the 10%® century Bohemia. Vostokov’s discovery,
however, failed to be recognized as a contribution to the question of authenticity
of Legenda Christiani, and no more was this question allected by Wattenbach’s
discovery of a 12" century fragment of this legend, which Watten-
bach, to be sure, believed to be an independent legend describing the martyrdom
of St. Ludmila, while it is, in fact, beyond doubt just a slight adaptation of the
4™ chapter of Christian.8 And thus it happened that in the Fontes rerum Bohe-
micarum I (Prague 1873) Josef Emler reprinted Christian’s Legend in bre-
vier type as the last Wenceslas legend, declaring it to be a later falsification, the
same attitude being maintained by the entire Czech historiography and history
of literature up to the end of the 19" century.

A real change in the view of this problem and to a considerable extent also
of the early stage of Czech history was brought aboul by the action of the histo-
rian Josef Pekat (1870—1937), who commenced in the year 1902 in the
Cesky &asopis historicky his famous campaign with the object of rehabilitating
Christian. A sum-up of this campaign, his dispute with his principal opponent
B. Bretholz, publisher of the Chronicle by Cosmas (see Note 3), including,
Pekaf presented in his work “Die Wenzels- und lLudmila-l.egenden und die
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Echtheit Christians”, Prague 1906. In his defence of Christian he already took
into account the various recensions of the First Old-Slavonic Legend about St.
Wenceslas, whether Russian-Cyrillic or Croatian-Glagolitic, which were being
discovered one by one, as well as-the Second Old-Slavonic Legend about St.
Wenceslas, which was found in 1904 by N. K. Nik olskij. The First Old-Sla-
vonic Legend Pekai declared to be the primary historical source of the early
stage of St. Wenceslas literary tradition, proving besides quite safely by a detailed
analysis that Gumpold’s Legend is but a stylistic amplification of the Legend
Crescente fide.? Taking a certain licence he designated Legenda Christiani as “the
oldest Bohemian chronicle”, that is to say, as a historical source by about 130
years to be antedated to Cosmas’ Chronicle.

This rehabilitation of Christian by Pekat influenced significantly the Slavonic
studies in general, and reinforced the repute of those research-workers who, to
begin with P. J. Safatik (1795—1861), endeavoured to prove the Czech origin
of the First Old-Slavonic Legend about St. Wenceslas as well as of other
ecclesiastical Old-Slavonic documents, discovered later (The Prague Glagolitic
Fragments in 1855, The Old-Slavonic Canon about St. Wenceslas in 1863, The
Kiev Fragments in 1874 etc.), by pointing out lexical and frazeological Bohe-
misms in the text of these documents. It is worth noling that just at the time
of Pekai’s campaign in defence of Christian (although independent of it) this
linguistic method was applied to a numerous group of Ecclesiastical Slavonic
writings by the Russian expert in Slavonic philology A. J. Sobolevskij
(Cerkovnoslavjanskije teksty moravskogo proischozdenija 1900; Zitija svjatych
v drevnom perevode na cerkovnoslavjanskij s latinskogo jazyka 1904, etc.).

It is, however, necessary to point out that other contemporary Slavonic philo-
logists, primarily Vatroslav Jagié himself as well as his Czech pupil
Vaclav Vondrak, assumed a more sober attitude in this respect. There
is particularly one Jagiés utterance which is often quoted, i. e. that “the Slavic
liturgy in Bohemia was always only a tender indoor flower, which was bound
to be damaged by every rough gust of wind”.1% This does not mean, of course,
that the above-mentioned research-workers should have been denying the exis-
tence of ecclesiastical Old-Slavonic literature in the 10™ century Bohemia, as
Dobrovsky did, they just did not ascribe this phenomenon any special significance
either in the 10" or in the 11'" centuries.

3

Thus the above discussion went on and is still going on, And if it was possible
for us just roughly to outline its course from the beginning of the 20" cent., its
continuation during the past 60 years that have elapsed since the campaign
started by Peka# confronts us with still greater difficulties. Let alone the extra-
ordinary growth of investigation in the realm of Bohemian Ecclesiastic Old-Slavo-
nic material, which has supplied us with a number of reliable surveys by respec-
tive experts,112 literature dealing with Legenda Chrisliani alone has brought into
play new aspects and new controversies, so that it is very hard indeed briefly
to depict the characteristic features of this complex situation. Yet, on the other
hand, it was just in this period that he connection belween the question of the
authenticity of Christian’s Legend and the problem of the Moravian-Bohemian
continuity, whether literary and cultural or political, appeared to be so impres-
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sive that if wishing to give fair treatment to our subject we find it indispensable
to allude at least to some of the basic theories characterizing the later phases
and also the present phase of this old dispute. And, unfortunately, we shall have
to do so even at the cost of presenting only partial and inevitably inaccurate
information, for which we beg the reader’s kind pardon.

Of the Czech literature published before the restoration of the Czechoslovak
sovereignty in the year 1918 we must not fail to mention Ceské dé&jiny I by
Vaclav Novotny, Prague 1912. Vaclav Novotny did not agree with Peka#
and persisted till the end of his life (1932) in believing that Christian’s Legend
was a 12" cent. falsification, nevertheless he did not present the promised proofs
of his statement — some minor notes, especially in the Casopis Ceského musea,
1930, excepting — and now and then he stressed the probability that Christian
drew upon some older sources. He took Cosmas’s report on Bofivoj’s baptism
by Methodius for quite credible, otherwise, however, all he was willing to admit
was (page 715) “that some quite negligible practice of Slavic liturgy may have
survived underhand in some places in Bohemia® till the foundation of the
Sazava Monastery (1032), which practically means that Novotny sided in this
respect with the sceptical standpoint of at least Jagié, if not of Dobrovsky.

Subsequent to the foundation of the Czechoslovak Republic, which reunited
after the thousand years of separation the Czech-speaking provinces (Bohemia,
Moravia, and Silesia) with the east part of the former Great Moravia, 1. e. with
Slovakia, the Czech Slavic philology, represented by that time not only by
Jagi¢’s pupils Fr. Pastrnek and V. Vondrak, but also by the younger
generation of their pupils, began to display increasingly keener interest in the
Czech Old-Slavonic literature. This interest found a special impulse in the
thousandth anniversary of Duke Wenceslas’s martyr’s
death. The very fact that this millennium was officially celebrated in 1929,
thanks to Josef Pekaf, who succeeded in establishing this chronology on the basis
of the First Old-Slavonic Legend about St. Wenceslas and of Christian’s Legend,
indicates the associations we try to follow in this paper. The interrelations between
the single branches of research implied in this investigation are demonstrated
above all by a number of significant studies that were published in 1929, the
year of the above celebration: 1. An extensive treatise by Peka¥, entitled
“Svaty Vaclav’’ (St. Wenceslas), which was published in the Cesky &asopis histo-
ricky and in which the author presented a definite and partly new formulation
of his views of early Czech history, using for basis his former studies of Christiani
Legenda and associated problems, while taking, however, fully into account the
results arrived at by contemporary Slavonic philology. 2. A memorial publication
“Sbornik staroslovénskych literarnich pamatek o sv. Vaclavu a sv. Ludmile”
(O1d-Slavonic literary documents concerning St. Wenceslas and St. Ludmila), the
editorial work being in the hands of Josef Vajs and his associates, the
Russian philologist N. J. Serebrjanskij and Josef Vagica;the latter’s
contribution performed a stimulative investigation of the relation of the Second
Old-Slavonic Legend about St. Wenceslas to its model, the legend by Gumpold,
as well as to other Latin legends. 3. Roman Jakobson published his
“Nejstarsi deské pisné duchovni” (The oldest Czech hymns), attempting to recon-
struct the old-renowned song “Hospodine pomiluj ny” and offering a new evalua-
tion of the beginnings of the Ecclesiastic Old-Slavonic writings in the Czech-
speaking area.
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The anniversary of 1929 gave impulse also to the plan of making up an impos-
ing Svatovidclavsky sbornik (St. Wenceslas Memorial), whose first
part, comprizing 1115 pages, appeared in Prague in 1934. The first item was
again the above-mentioned Pekai’s study St. Wenceslas, which was reprinted
here (pp. 9—101), supplemented by rich and valuable notes. Another long study
in the Memorial was “Prvni &esko-cirkevnéslovanska legenda o sv. Vaclavu”
(The first Bohemian Ecclesiastic Old-Slavonic legend about St. Wenceslas) (pp.
863—1088) by Milo§ Weingart, in which the author attempted a recon-
struction of the said document, drawing upon the Russian-Cyrillic and Croatian-
Glagolitic versions, while trying at the same time to prove that the First Old-
Slavonic Legend about St. Wenceslas is older than both the Latin St. Wenceslas
legends Crescente fide and Christian, bearing, according to him, traces of influence
exercised upon them by the former text. Thus this text he holds to be the oldest
native source of Czech history and the first original product of Czech literature,
It is worth noticing that also significant archcological studies published in this
volume, particularly “Vaclavova rotunda sv. Vita” (Wenceslas rotunde of St. Vite)
by Josef Cibulka and “Praha, Buleé a Boleslav” by Karel Guth,
refer to the First Old-Slavonic Legend about St. Wenceslas and to Christian as
to safe 10' century documents.

In Svatovaclavsky sbornik II 2 (Prague 1939) an exlensive study of 630 pages
by the historian Vdelav Chaloupecky was published. The work was
entitled “Prameny X. stoleti Legendy KristiAnovy” (The Tenlh Century Sources
of Legenda Christiani) and was dedicated to the yemory of Josel Pekai. In his
estimation ‘of Christian, however, Chaloupecky considerably diflers from his
teacher, even though he obviously endorses the lattor’s argumentation in favour
of authenticity and endeavours to support it.11?

The foundation stone of the Czech literary and listorical tradition Chalou-
pecky believed to be an unpreserved Slavonic legend treating the life
of St. Ludmila, wife of Bo¥ivo] and grandmother of St. Wenceslas. The existence
of this legend was already assumed by Peka¥®, Serebrjanskij and Weingart,
nevertheless, they abstained from fixing the date of its origin too definitely.
Weingart, for instance, believed that this presupposed source was written later
than the First Old-Slavonic Legend about St. Wenceslas.12 According to Chalou-
pecky (and others before him) this assumed source was drawn upon by the
authors of two texts that are, no doubt, closely connected, i. e. the short Slavonic
Prologue about St. Ludmila®® and the Latin legend Fuit in provincia Bohemo-
rum,14 the latter being in Chaloupecky’s opinion the oldest preserved Latin legend
dealing with events in Bohemia.

Another unpreserved historical document Privilegium Moraviensis ec-
clesie, which is referred to by Cosmas I c. 15, Chaloupecky tried to reconstruct
from the legend Diffundente sole, from Christian, and from the Cyrillo-Methodian
legends Beatus Cyrillust® and Tempore Michaelis imperatoris.®6 The Ludmilian
legend Diffundente sole — from which he quite rightly separated the homily
Factum est!” — Chaloupecky declared to be the source of Legenda Christiani
(just as Dobner and Dobrovsky did), placing, however, the date of its origin in
the 2nd half of the 10" cent., ignoring his teacher’s opposite view, which was in
the meantime substantiated by a critical analysis of the respective text presented
by the philologist Bohumil Ryb a1 At the same time Chaloupecky expres-
sed the opinion that the legend Diffundente sole is identical with the historical
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document alluded to by Cosmas I ¢. 15 as Epilogus eiusdem terre (sc. Moravie)
et Boemie.

All the standpoints in which Chaloupecky differed from Pekai had one object
in common, namely to find for Christian’s narrative some still older, whether
preserved or unpreserved, sources and thus to increase the credibility of this
long disputed document. A philological criticism of the expert in medieval lite-
rature Jan Vilikovsky (NV, 1941, pp. 81—94), however, showed pretty
soon and quite convineingly that this experiment of Chaloupecky turned out to
be essentially a failure. [t is true that Vilikovsky accepted in accord with Cha-
loupecky his arguments concerning the antiquity of the legend Fuit and of its
Ecclesiastic Old-Slavonic model (Pekai’s attitude to the problem of relation of
the legend Fuit to Christian betrayed reserve), but he refused his reconstruction
of the Privilegium, and particularly he proved once more that the legend Dif-
fundente sole is an exlract from Christian and not its model. He found support
for his argument also in the fact that the text of Christian’s Legend had been
reworded in Diffundenie in such a way as to give the so-called cursus velox
maximum assertion, this being in accord with the rhythmical taste of progressing
Middle Ages.

Vilikovsky observed in his review (page 82) that his scepticism did not, in
fact, concern Chaloupecky’s new theses concerning the earliest history of Bohe-
mia, for all the most important pieces of information that served Chaloupecky
as basis for his theory were, as a matter of fact, contained in Christian’s Legend
with the exception of the mention made in Diffundente sole about the arrival
of Methodius to Bohemia with the object of baptizing St. Ludmila and a number
of her compatriots. This Vilikovsky’s statement is quite correct. Chaloupecky
indeed dyd not express any thesis that could not find at least a hypothetical
support in Legenda Christiani and in the IFirst Old-Slavonic Legend about St.
Wenceslas, When trying to prove that Moravia was subjected to Bohemia as
early as in the 10" cent. or that the founder of the Great Bohemian State was
already St. Wenceslas’s father Duke Vratislav, he never failed to stress that his
arguments were but more or less probable conclusions, yet, it must be admitted
that it was particularly in his synthetic statements that he gave his ideas a too
definite formulation. This holds good also about the last chapter of his work (pp.
421—455), in which he discusses the history of Slavie liturgy
in Bohemia and its political, cultural, and historical significance, and the
same objection must be applied to the collection of translations of Old-Slavonic
and Latin legends, entitled “Na tsvité k¥estanstvi”’ (The dawning of Christianity),
Prague, 1942, where he presents an abridgement of his views expounded in
“Prameny”’, while the interpretation of the Old-Slavonic documents is to be
found in the contribution of their outstanding expert and translator Josef
Vasica.

4

Of the Czech historians it was just V. Chaloupecky who expressed most
emphatically the thesis about a cultural and political continuity
connectingthe Pfemyslide BohemiawithGreatMoravia.
Yet, we must admit that he found support for his conviction not only in his
largely disputable, yes, often doubiful, estimation of assumed sources of Chris-
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tian’s Legend, but also and primarily in the results of linguistic research carried
on by Russian and Czech  experts in Slavonic philology A. Sobolevskij,
Roman Jokobson, Bohuslav Havrdnek, Milo§ Weingart,
and Josef Vasica. If we wish to grasp fully how these problems are inter-
related, it will be useful to read a study published by Roman Jakobson
(using the pseudonym OlafJansen) in a volume entitled “Co daly naSe zemé
Evropé a lidstvu” (What our countries gave to Europe and mankind), Prague
1939, or lectures “Slovansk4 bohosluzba v zemich éeskych” (Slavic liturgy in the
Czech-speaking countries), broadcast by Josef Vasica prior to Chaloupecky’s
publication of “Prameny” and printed subsequently in Prague in 1940. The
similarity of how Roman Jakobson, Josef Va§ica, and Vaclav
Chaloupecky conceived the dawning of Czech culture is obvious and
conspicuous. And again, if we want to understand fully this similarity, we must
not only know the development of Slavic linguistic research and of investigation
of the problems connected with Legenda Christiani from Jos. Pekaf and A. Sobo-
levskij onward, but it is also necessary to realize that Jakobson’s article and the
long treatise by Chaloupecky appeared in the first year of German occupation
of Czechoslovakia, when Slovakia, which is identical with the eastern part of
Svatopluk’s Great-Moravian Empire, was by force and by treason separated
from Bohemia and Moravia, while the other two quoted publications were printed
in the years of increasing Nazi terror.

The initiator and editor of the publication “What our countries gave to Europe
and mankind”, Professor of English language and literature Vilém Mathe-
s1ius, started his editorial preface by a comprehensible hint at the Munich event:
“At a time of bitter experience but also of resolute will to strive for new life we
publish this work, giving thus chance to voices of both native and foreign experts
to bear testimony to the indestructible strength and value of our nation... To
reinforce our self-confidence and to strengthen our resolution not to turn deaf
ear to the spiritual call of our thousand years long tradition is a task imposed
upon this volume by the very moment of its publication.” The national apologetic
tendency pervading these lines and characterizing all the three above-quoted
essays as well as the publication “The dawning of Christianity” is, to be sure,
not a guarantee of scientific truth, yet it neither need imply a detriment of this
truth, and a reader who wants to do justice to Chaloupecky’s historical work —
all those probable errors and problematic conclusions including — ought not to
forget what scientific and social situation was at its cradle. And, as I have already
poinied out, one of its chief instigators was beyond doubt the contemporary
progress of the Czech research in Old-Slavonic philology.

It is a pity that Chaloupecky’s “Prameny” (The 10" cent. sources of Christian’s
Legend) found no such serious response from among the historians as was
J. Vilikovsky’s philological eriticism or the commentary of V., Richter, an expert
in the history of architecture.182 By no means can we ascribe such standard
to fierce attacks against Chaloupecky’s (but also Peka#’s) theories that cover
many a page of the book “Ceské pohanstvi” (Bohemian paganism) by Z 4vi$§
Kalandra (Prague 1946, pp. 556). Kalandra’s merit lies in the fact that when
investigating the old Czech myths narrated at length in the beginning of Cosmas’s
Chronicle he employed a comparative and ethnological method, but, unfortunately,
it was he himself who discredited this method by investing it with an excessive
degree of undisciplined imagination. Besides, it was regrettable that he cousi-
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dered it his duty to prove that Cosmas is older than Christian, and he actually
devoted a large part of his treatise to this endeavour. His filiation of the legends,
implying that Christian was a falsification of the beginning of the 14™ century
and that the First Slavonic Legend about St. Wenceslas was likewise a falsifica-
tion, is altogether erroneous, due to his lamentable insufficiency of philological
erudition. I refer here to my extensive review of his work, to which the author
could, unfortunately, no more reply.19

A direct criticism of Chaloupecky’s “Prameny* intended to be also an extensive
work by Rudolf Urbédnek, entitled “Legenda tak zvaného Kristidna ve
vyvoji pfedhusitskych legend ludmilskych a vaclavskych a jeji autor” (Legend
of the so-called Christian in the development of the pre-Hussite legends pertaining
to Ludmila and Wenceslas, and its author), I. Prague 1947, pages 550; II. Pra-
gue 1948, pages 520. If V. Chaloupecky was a historian who resorted to the philo-
logical method of investigation, Urbanek, who likewise was a historian, made
of his treatment of Legenda Christiani a nearly exclusively literary problem.
Urbanek himself summed up the results of his toilsome research (page 3) in the
conclusion that “to be sure, Christian himself has again disappeared from the 10t
cent. Czech literature, yet, nevertheless, his old models keep existing, particu-
larly the assumed Latin legend about St. Wenceslas, that can to a great extent
be reconstructed and which must be looked upon as a 10% cent. document.”
In other words, taken from the historical point of view, the 10'® century picture
retains with Urbdnek its essential, already acknowledged features, and Christian’s
Legend is declared to be a 14 cent. falsification just to be replaced by a Latin
legend, traced back to the 10" cent. and communicating upon the whole the
same story as Christian — only unpreserved. Similarly, Urbanek shifts the date
of the preserved Slavonic legends about St. Wenceslas and St. Ludmila to the
end of the 10" cent. or to the 11" cent. — associating them with the Sizava
Monastery — again assuming a still older and unpreserved Slavonic legend about
St. Wenceslas, while he acknowledges, even if with some reserve, the existence
of Slavic liturgy and Slavic literature in the 10" cent. Bohemia, his attitude
resembling that of V. Jagié or of V. Novotny.

As for me, I have rejected Urbanek’s main theses and his filiation of the legends
in an extensive review of his work.? Here I should just like to point out that
Urbédnek accepted from Chaloupecky, although engaging in dispute with him,
his most cardinal error, i. e. his view that the Ludmilian legend Diffundente sole
was older than Christian. Even so, he believes it to be a document from the latter
half of the 11™ cent. and an apology of the crumbling down Slavic liturgy,
ascribing the authorship to BoZetéch, abbot of the Siazava Cloister. Of the other
Urbanek’s standpoints the most significant, but at the same time also the most
unfortunate, is his theory that the so-called “Béddecke manuscript” of Christian —
more precisely said, its first five chapters?l — is not Christian, but an independent
Ludmilian legend of the 12" cent., made use of by the falsifier of Christian
(according to Urbanek it was Bavor of Neétiny, abbot of the Brevnov Monastery)
some two hundred years later as basis for his own work. This conclusion is quite
erroneous, as can be seen from the comparison of the texts in question, but it
is particularly implied in the fact that the adaptor of this part of Christian for
the legendarium of the Béddecke Monastery (the manuscript coming from the
15" cent. is said to have been destroyed during the Second Great War) was very
likely a German, unacquainted with the Czech history, and he took Christian’s
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Ptemyslide myth for a part of the story about Methodius banning Moravia,
presenting the whole thing obviously in a confused manner. And it makes no
difference that the model of this pretty late adaptation — as Pekat already
stated — was most likely a very old document, and that some passages in the
adaptation had a better textual standard than other manuscripts of Christian’s
Legend.

5

It stands to reason that the publication of three long studies about Legenda
Christiani in a single decade resulted in some confusion, for those who had been
interested in this problem were prior to these publications made to believe that
the question was definitely settled already, at least from the Czech research point
of view. Urbdnek’s return to Dobrovsky’s standpoint was welcomed chiefly by
Jan Slavik and F. M. Barto$, who belonged to the older generalion of
historians and had been opposers to Pekaf.2? Bartod§ went even further than
Urbanek and tried in a few articles to defend Dobrovsky’s negative attitude not.
only in reference to Christian but also to the question of Slavic liturgy. Also
Zdenék Nejedly in his attempt to present a Marxist interpretation of
myths narrated by Cosmas? expressed his mistrust of the theories fixing the
10'™ century as the date of origin of Christian’s Legend and of the First Old-
Slavonic Legend about St. Wenceslas. With Dobrovsky’s sceptical views sided
also some of the younger historians, as we shall point out later.

The doubts expressed by Urbanek affected much less philological experts in
Slavonic studies, for it was clear to them that the question of authenticity of
Christian was most closely linked up with the question of Slavic literature in the
10" cent. Bohemia. Yet, even here Urbanek’s work was not altogether without
response. Thus it was J o se f V aj s himself, who, though evidently with reluct-
ance, took cognisance of Urbdnek’s denial of Christian’s authenticity in the Notes
to his publication of Josef Dobrovsky’s work “Cyril a Metod, apostolové slo-
vanti“ (Cyrill und Method, der Slaven Apostel), Prague 1948. In the Selection
(Vybor) from Czech Literature I, published 1957 by the Czechoslovak Academy —
the editors being Boh. Havrdnek and Fr. Ry § 4 nek — translated samples
from Christian were printed as the last item in the series of medieval hagio-
graphic texts. It is true that Roman Jakobson did not find Urbének’s
arguments convincing, yet, even he was influenced by his reading of Urbéanek’s
work ati least as much as to acknowledge in his contribution to the Harvard
Memorial dedicated to Prof. F. Dvornik on his 60" birthday2* the Béddecke
manuscript as an independent legend (Legenda Bodecensis, LLB) and he thought
it possible to reconstruct from this legend and from Christian (LC) the archetype
of the original Czech-Latin source (*.). As a matter of fact, however, Jakobson’s
own quotations from LB show that LB is only a reworded version of LC, in
a word, that *L is, in fact, Christian, even if it may be possible to make use here
and there of the B manusecript for a eritical revision of the LC text, as was already
done by Pekai and Ryba. Irrespective of what we have just said and of the
fact that Jakobson’s identification and chronology of the hypothetic Slavic models
of Cosmas’s Privilegium and Epilogus appear to be too definite, Jakobson’s
arguments are particularly significant just for the study of Christian and of the
relation of this Legend to the Slavic Biographies of Constantine-Cyril and of
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Methodius, to the Russian “Povést vremennych lét”, as well as to the so-called
Skazanie o prelozenii knig (that is a report about the translation of the Scriptures
into the Old-Slavonic language).

To tell the truth, the question of the Slavonic-Latin relations has become con-
siderably more actual in the last years, as I have already mentioned in the intro-
duction, this being chiefly due to the striking archeological discoveries in South
Moravia and discussions that ensued from them. These discoveries, when taken
together, confirmed in spite of all problems attached to them a fact that has just
as long been known as often forgotten, i. e. that the Moravian Slavs had accepted
Christianity already before the arrival of the Byzantine Mis-
sion invited by Duke Rostislav.2 The Thessalonian brothers Constantine and
Methodius came to a couniry in which the Latin liturgy had already struck
roots, even though not very deep ones, and they were wise enough to respect
this situation, acknowledging at the same time the Pope of Rome as the supreme
head of their church. When estimating the Great-Moravian Era the contemporary
Slavonic philology in Czech literature holds the view that was formulated on
the oceasion of the 1100™" anniversary of the arrival of the Byzantine Mission
by Josef Kurz in the following words: “The Old-Slavonic language and the
Cyrillo-Methodian culture are manifestations of an endeavour to cross the gulf
between Byzantine and Roman Christianity, they tend to alleviate the variances,
and aim at a synthesis of the two branches”.2%2 An eloquent symbol of these
tendencies is to be seen, after all, in the allusion made in the Slavic Life of
Methodius to the fact that the funeral rites over his body were performed in
Latin, Greek, and Slavonic, as well as in Methodius’s recommendation of Gorazd
as his prospective successor, because the latter was a Moravian, “versed in Latin
books”.

This conception, seeing in the Great-Moravian culture a synthesis or
symbiosis of Latin and Byzantine elements, reinforced, na-
turally, the position of those scientists who had already before been striving to
interpret the culture of the Pfemyslide 10" and 11™ cent. Bohemia in this way.
The simultaneousness of Old-Slavonic and Latin literary documents appears to
be less surprising in this light. It stands to reason that in this situation the
Czech experts in Slavonic studies do not feel constrained to admit that the hitherto
obtained results of their research have been discredited. A clear manifestation
of their attitude is their Slovnik jazyka staroslovénského, Lexi-
con linguae Palaeoslovenicae, which is being published by the Czechoslovak Aca-
demy of Sciences since 1958, the most renowned experts being editors and
contributors thereof. This Dictionary of the Old-Slavonic Language contains
namely entries not only from the so-called canonical texts, but also from ecclesi-
astical Old-Slavonic texts, the Czech origin of which the Czech Slavonic philo-
logists take either for proved or at least for most probable — and there are not
few of them.%®

A critical investigation of these questions is, naturally, going on. A contribution
of special significance are Va§ica’s studies of Cyrillo-Methodian legal
documents, particularly his investigation of the oldest code written in Sla-
vonic Zakon sudnyj ljudem, whose Great-Moravian origin VaSica managed to
demonstrate partly by philological means and partly by analyzing the contents.??
And just as in the realm of liturgy and hagiography also in that of canon law
the Pfemyslide Bohemia draws upon Cyrillo-Methodian tradition. This follows
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especially from VaSica’s statement that the O1d-Slavonic Penitential
(confessor’s manual) Nékotoroja zapovéd, preserved in a Russian manuscript of
the 14t — 15" century but quoted as early as in the 12" century, is of Czech
origin. At the same time some portions of this penitential can evidently be traced
back to western Latin penitentials, which corresponds with our views of the
Slavonic-Latin symbiosis in the 10'"*—11'" cent. Bohemia. Professor Va$ica sur-
mises from the existence of this Slavic Penitential that there lived at that time
in Bohemia a number of priests who were not well versed in Latin, and that the
Slavic version was compiled for their use, and this again leads him to the con-
clusion “that this Old-Slavonic Penitential of Czech provenience once more, and
this time definitely, liquidates the recent legend about Slavic liturgy in Bohemia
being but a tender indoor flower, which was bound o be damaged by every
rough gust of wind”.2 And it is worth noting that this refusal of Jagié’s sceptical
view, expresed by the chief representative of the present Czech research in Slavie
philology, is shared also by the younger, yes, even the youngest scholars in this
branch, such as F. V. Mare3$® and Radoslav Vederkad

Now, the new archeological investigation has turned out to be a real support
not only for the endeavour to evaluate properly the Great-Moravian Era, but
also for those philologists who tried to prove the literary and cultural connection
binding Great Moravia to the 10" cent. Bohemia. The finds establishing such
surprisingly high material and social standard of the 9™ cent. Moravian Slavs
refuted — even if we try to avoid all exaggerations — the sceptical views, still
quite recently uttered and arguing that in the neighbouring Bohemia some 100
or 150 years later it is preposterous to assume such comparatively highly deve-
loped forms of culture as are represented by the First Old-Slavonic Legend about
St. Wenceslas or by Legenda Christiani. This standpoint is all the more sub-
stantiated, since it is even in Bohemia that the research-workers have in the last
years discovered some significant archeological facts testifying in
favour of the Great-Moravian spiritual influence and positively confirming the
credibility of Christian’s report about the Cyrillo-Methodian beginnings of the
Bohemian Christianity. I particularly have in mind the excavation of the rotunda
under St. Clement’s Church in Levy Hradec near Prague, where, according to
Christian. Duke Botfivo) was supposed to errect the first Christian church in
Bohemia after his return from Moravia, then finds resembling the Great-Mora-
vian culture and discovered in Koufim, or some excavations in the Prague Castle,
where Ivan Borkovsky found in 1950 a small church, probably identical
with St. Mary’s Church, founded, according to Christian, by Duke Botivo] him-
self, while according to other writers of legends, by his son Spytihn&v.3! The
prominent Czech expert in this line of research VAeclav Richter came to
the conclusion that the beginnings of Pfemyslide architecture must be traced back
to Great-Moravian influence. Consult his article on this problem, published in the
present issue.

It would not be fair to deny that all these recent discoveries, whether philolo-
gical or archeological, which are declared to support the theory of the cultural
(and partly also political) Moravian-Bohemian continuity, imply many an
unsettled and disputable problem. It is, therefore, not surprising to find that
particularly the historians, who have been, so to say, put aside by this new turn
in research and who, on the top of it, abandoned the views of Pekatr and Cha-
loupecky also for ideological reasons, follow the theses and hypotheses of the
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experts in Slavic philology and in archeology with critical attitude and with either
secret or even manifest distrust. Sometimes you can hardly help feeling that an
actual gulf has opened between the archeologists and philologists,
on the one hand, and the historians, on the other. While, let us say, in the
History of Czech Literature I, published by the Czechoslovak Academy of Sciences
in Prague in 1959 with Josef Hrab 4k as editor, the Old-Slavonic- Latin lite-
rature is given the entire first chapter (pp. 26—60)32 and while RudolfTurek
follows in the quoted book (see Note 31) traces of the Great-Moravian traditions
throughout the whole early medieval era of Czech cullure, in Ceskoslovensk4
vlastivéda II, History vol. 1, on the other hand, it is only the archeologist .J a-
roslav Bdhm who deals with the Cyrillo-Methodian culture in the intro-
ductory chapter on Great Moravia. In the Czech History written by the acade-
mician Josef M acek, to be found in the same publication, the names of the
Thessalonian brothers are not mentioned at all, yes, there is not a single allusion
made in the book to the Sdzava Monastery or to Charles” Monastery “Na Slova-
nech”, although the above institutions surely represent facts of significance not
only from the literary point of view.

This is, of course, an extreme attitude, and I belicve that the majority of
scientists dealing with medieval Czech history would hardly side with it. To be
sure, a representative of this historical research is, in fact, a member of the Pre-
paration Committee of the Great-Moravia Exhibition (Brno 1963, Nitra and
Prague 1964), and this very exhibition not only underlines the political signifi-
cance of the fact that Great Moravia (or Old Moravia) was at least in its time
the first common state of the Czechs and the Slovaks, but it also tries to de-
monstrate with numerous exponates just the disputed historical continuity passing
on from Great Moravia to the Pfemyslide Bohemia. On the other hand, one
cannot fail noticing, that even among the Philologists there is a voice warning
against an overestimation of the Cyrillo-Methodian literature,? or another voice
(expert in Bohemistic studies), which we shall discuss later and which outright
rejects the theory of the Slavic research expounding the idea of an uninterrupted
literary Great-Moravian and Bohemian continuity. And we are neither surprised
to find that also the views of Czech archeologists and historians of art and archi-
tecture are not always uniform in respect to these problems.

After all, there is nothing tragic about these divergencies. There is but
one conclusion to be drawn from them, namely the demand to proceed responsibly
in the research and hope that by and by it will he possible to bridge at least the
most important discrepancies characterizing the present state of invesiigation,
provided that the results obtained by all the respective single branches of research
will be treated with mutual critical respectnad confidence.

6

As was pointed out before, in the last years it was also Latin philology
which entered the lists in the contest concerning the authenticity of Legenda
Christiani, contributing thus as well to the discussion of the hypothetical Great-
Moravian Leritage in the 10" cent. Bohemia. Its methods had, naturally, been
already employed by the historians, but unfortunately not with much luck, Josef
Pekat excepting. It may be found useful if I briefly sum up here in a few items
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the reasons that Latin philology and eritical analysis of the text may give in
favour of the authenticity of this document.34

1. Christian’s Legend displays in all its parts (prologue, the Cyrillo-Methodian
legend, the Ludmilian legend with the translatio, St. Wenceslas legend with
translation, Miracula) a remarkably uniform character, as to
outlines of contents, language, and style, obviously with the exception of the
longer literal quotation from Gumpold in the 3rd chapter and a few minor
inconsistencies, which were due to the fact that the author drew upon various
sources. The syntax is in Christian quite uniform,® and the same may be
said also about his vocabulary. As to his stock of expressions, its major
part (more that 80 per cent.) is the same as in the Vulgate, which, of course, is in
no way surprising. From the Vulgate Christian borrowed also a great number of
direct quotations and phraseological elements in general, and these may be found
fairly well distributed throughout the whole of his Legenda.

2. Another characteristic feature of Christian’s way of writing, again to be
found in all parts of his work, is his rather frequent deviating from the regular
word-order, his hyperbata and occasional shifting of the conjunctions from the
first to the second or even further place in the sentence. His prose is rhytmical,
but it does not display as yet the so-called cursus Gregorianus, which began
spreading throughout Europe from the end of the 12" cent. and whose typiecal
characteristic is the employment of regular concluding clauses, particularly of the
so-called cursus velox (such as saécula saéculorum or agere nimis dire). Chris-
tian’s cursus is uniform and is remarkably in accord with the cursus of other
Latin 10t cent. texts that you may happen to select. The clause of the velox type
does not exceed in him 14 per cent of the sentence conclusions. In contrast to it,
the legend Diffundenie sole contains 68,42 per cent, of the velox conclusions,
which together with clauses of the strictly Gregorian type represent 81,58 per
cent. The author of this legend was namely adapting Christian’s word-order at
the end of sentences in such a way as to produce just this rhythmical effect. The
significance of this discovery for fixing the relative chronology of the two docu-
ments is beyond dispute.3?

Thus, in Christian’s language and style nothing was found to oppose the view
that the work originated in the 10" cent. But we must point out once more that
the main emphasis is to be laid on the fact that Legenda Christiani is truly
a uniform piece of literature, both from the linguistic and the
stylistic points of view. It is by no means a mechanical conglomeration of nume-
rous texts written by various authors in different centuries, and simply borrowed
much later by the falsifying Pseudo-Christian without any stylistic adaptation,
as Urbanek and others imagine. To be sure, minor interpolations are not altogether
excluded, but even they would have to be safely demonstrated first.

3. The oldest complete manuscript of Christian is contained in the famous
Codex of the Metropolitan Library in Prague, sign. G 5, written in the years 1320—
1342. Fragment of the Ludmila part of the Legend, however, the so-called
Wattenbach’s legend (see above) or Subtrahente se famula Christi (about St.
Ludmila’s martyrdom), and the text Recordatus avie sue (St. Ludmila’s trans-
portation) were preserved in manuscripts from the end of 12" centu-
ry. This was already stated by Josef Peka¥, and a philologist must only fully
corroborate his conclusions when performing a stylistic analysis of these frag-
ments, whose style is inimitably Christian-like.
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4. The above-quoted critical study of the texts by Bohumil Ryba (see
Note 18) alone makes it clear that the archetype of Christian’s Legend could not
be chronologically so near the oldest preserved manuscript (from 1320—1342)
as Dobrovsky, Urbének, and of late F. M. Barto§ imagined when they were fixing
the date of origin for their Pseudo-Christian and suggested either the end of the
13" or beginning of the 14 century. On the contrary, a comparison of Christian’s
legend about St. Wenceslas with the 13™ cent. legends treating the same subject,
i. e. Ut annuncietur and Oriente iam sole, whose authors for the most part did
no more but reword Christian’s narrative, demonstrates safely that Legenda Chris-
tiani was written before the 13" century.3®

5. But we are taken still further back when attempting a critical comparison
of Christian’s text with old manuscripts of St. Wenceslas legend Crescente fide,
no matter whether we consider the manuscript Clm 4605 from the 11'" cent.,
which represents the so-called Bavarian recension, or the Bohemian recension
in the so-called Stuttgart Passional from the first half of the 12" century. Our
manuscripts of Christian present in many a place a better and more complete
reading than these old documents, yes, one has the impression that the “Bohe-
mian recension” to be found in the Stuttgart manuscript from the beginning of
the 12t" cent. was directly interpolated from Christian.3? Now, this brings us pretty
near the well-known Wolfenbiittel manuscript of the Gumpold’s Legend; this
manuscript was effected for Duchess Hemma (11006) wife of Boleslav the Second,
and in it Pekaf could identify word reflexion while art historians again illumi-
nation reflexion of Legenda Christiani.40

6. To be sure, the discussion of Christian created also problems that require
treatment both by philological criticism and historical research. In the first
place it is the question of various contradictions and of either real or alleged
anachronisms in Christian’s Legend (see for instance in the very first chapter
the report about the baptism of the Bulgarians and Moravians and references
to the activity of the Thessalonian brothers in general). These contradictions and
errors have been pointed out by the opposers of Christian’s authenticity from the
very beginning, the authors of these arguments, however, being prone to forget
that similar problems are connected more or less with every historical medieval
work, e. g. with Cosmas. Their objections were successfully refuted already by
Pekaf. Of more recent literature we should like to mention in this connection at
least the before-quoted essay by Jak ob s on (page 534 and Note 24), in which
the author points out a remarkable conformity of Christian with the report about
the translation of books (Skazanie o prelozenii knig) to be found in the Russian
Primary Chronicle (Povést vremennych 1ét), which in any case makes Christian’s
information less isolated. Franti§ek Graus* has lately been quite right
in stressing the fact that Christian’s reproduction of the old tale about the begin-
nings of Christianity in Moravia reaching back to St. Augustines time —
which circumstance has so often been quoted as argument in favour of a late
origin of the Legend — is in full accord with similar tendencies of numerous early
medieval authors to shift as far back as possible the date of christianization of
their countries or at least dioceses.

7. Quite a lot has been written about relative chronology of the two documents,
Legenda Christiani and Chronica Boemorum by Cosm as, this question being
Jjust the most important partial aspect of our problem. I have tried to contribute
to the solution by analyzing the Pfemyslide myth in Christian, cap. 2.42
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In Christian’s version of this story lwo different elements may be discerned. There
iz the narrative about the nomadic lile of Ancient Czechs, which ends with the
foundation of a town (Prague) and with a very wise man (Pfemysl = a very
wise man) being entrusted with the rule over the nation, which element no doubt
reflects the old Antique theory about the origin of civilization, imparted to the
Middle Ages by Cicero in his textbook of rhetoric De inventione I 2, which
Christian might have got acquainted with from the early medieval encyclopedias
bvIsidore of Sevillcandby Hrabanus Maurus. Yet, apart from
t"is literary element Christian’s version contains another element. The tribe of
the Czechs is stricken with famine and pestilence (pestis) and from this cata-
strophe 1t is saved by a wise sibyl and a wise man (Pfemysl), who though being
a simple farmer (ploughman) becomes duke, and by entering into matrimony
with the virgin sibyl makes his people rid of the pest (and also by founding
a town, as was already pointed out), whereupon his descendants rule over the
nation. This motif seems to be a survival of old myvthological and magical tradi-
tion and an evidence in favour of views concerning sacred marriage, ritual act
of ploughing, and a ruler’s power springing originally from witcheraft, as they
are expounded in the well-known The Golden Bough by J. G. Frazer. But be
it as it will, the tale about the pest is neither in Cosmas, who gave his readers
a very detailed and novel-like elaboration of the myth about Pfemysl, nor is it
to be found in any other Czech source. And it is a molif so peculiar and so orig-
inal that it could possibly not have been an invention of a late falsifier or any
author writing after Cosmas. Similarly. T have attempted to explain the narrative
conformity of Christian (cap. 5, page 106, 23 Peka¥) with Cosmas (. IlI, cap. 11),
pertaining to the miracle about the incorrupted garment or veil of Duchess Lud-
mila, by suggesting that Christian borrowed this motif not from Cosmas, as Bret-
holz and others supposed, but from an old partly historical and partly legendary
tradition, maybe directly from the story about the transportation of the body
of the Anglo-Saxon Oueen and Saint Aedilthryd, to be found in
B e d a’s Historia ecclesiastica gentis Anglorum IV, cap. 19.4%

8. Christian’s authenticity was made more probable also by the discovery
that the expression campus in the episode about the rival-Duke Strojmir in Chris-
tian c. 2 does not mean “a camp”, as it has been so far interprcted, but a parlia-
mentary ground or parliament. This ancient term alone speaks in favour of a com-
paratively very old chronology of the legend. It seems that already the so-called
Dalimil, author of the oldest Czech chronicle in verses from the beginning
of the 14" cent., was misled by this term when making in his version of the
anecdote (cap. 72) the rival-Duke Stanimir meet Duke Bedtich on the “battle-
field“, which is a current meaning of the Latin word campus. Anyway, Dalimil
did not grasp the main idea of the whole anecdote, and also this circumstance
indicates that he had very likely borrowed this motif from Christian. In the
light of the above remarks any dependance of Christian on Dalimil is, naturally,
altogether out of the question.

9. In this connection I should like to draw the reader’s attention to two more
contributions, which may be considered as corroborating Pekai’s arguments
in favour of old chronology of Christian’s work. The but recently departed Czech
expert in Scandinavian philology Emil Walter subjected to investigation
the strange names of St. Ludmila’s murderers, which are found in the original
form in Legenda Christiani only — the names in question being Tunna and
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Gommon — and he offered convinting proofs of the Northern origin of these
names. To be sure, he ascribes those names a mythological character and believes
that they came to Bohemia in the laiter half of the 10'® cent. via Russia as an
echo of the Varjag Kiev cycle of sagas.’5 As for me, I have expressed the opinion
that the names may be historical. Tunna and Gommon may have been N o r-
mans (vikings) who came to Bohemia in the suite of the Lutician Princess
Dragomir. Emil Walter published this suggestion of mine preliminarily with my
consent In the Scando-Slavica in 1961.%6 Be it as it will, 1 think it improbable
that a late falsifier should have coined these two strange names, which appear
to us quite isolated in the list of Christian’s proper names and whose Northern
origin 1s today considered as very probable.

10. The second contribution concerns Christian’s well-known narrative (cap. 2)
about the baptism of the Bohemian Duke Bofivoj and his attendants by Arch-
bishop Methodius at the court of the Great-Moravian King Svatopluk. In this
narrative, which is today upon the whole ascribed a historical background,*’
we may read anecdotic and topical details, such as the assertion that the
pagan Bohemian monarch was not allowed to sit at table when taking his meal,
but had to repose on the ground, while Archbishop Methodius made use of this
circumstance inducing him to accept Christianity. Josef Cibulk a, who dealt
with the activities of the western missions in Moravia in his book on the Great-
Moravian architecture (see Note 25), has shown in his more recent and shorter
essay, Yypravovani Legendy KristiaAnovy o pokiténi Bofivojové“ (“Narrative
about Bouv0] s baptism in Legenda Christiani”)%® again and more extensively
(Pekat just alluded to the problem with a brief remark. WLL, page 164) that the
story about pagan Bofivoj not being invited to sitat table
with Christian Svatopluk — which finds analogy in the episode in Conversio
Bagoariorum et Carantanorum relating to the Carinthian Duke Ingo — is, in fact,
substantiated by what we know about the early Christian practice documented
for the missionary activity in Bavaria in the beginning of the 9™ cent.; this
practice was likely transferred to this area through the medium of penitentials
of Irish or old British origin. The next circumstance Cibulka points out is that
Christian’s narrative about the three- stage conversion of Duke
Bofiivoj and his attendants (instruction in faith, baptism, instruction in command-
ments) is in full accord with Alcuin’s missionary method (750—804). Professor
Cibulka himself draws the attention to the fact that in Christian’s time these
prohibitions and instructions werc no more valid, having long before been
abolished, and thus he finds in Christian’s description of Bofivoj’s baplism an
ancient element of Great-Moravian origin that Christian may have taken over
from the unpreserved Privilegium Moraviensis ecclesie. This is, naturally, a mere
hypothesis, but upon the whole one is right in concluding that Cibulka’s analysis
of Boiivo)’s baptism in Legenda Christiani should be considered as a contribution
corroborating the ancient origin of the work. The fact that the Latin scholar
Christian made use of western elements to adorn his anecdotic story of Bofivoj’s
baplism is no surprise. A significant piece of informalion for us is that he still
knew very well those old elements, having evidently at his disposal respective
ancient sources.

I hope that the conclusion to be derived from the foregoing remarks — though
they are but fragmentary — is clear. Critical studies of the language and of the
texts, performed in-the last few years, have fully corroborated Pekai’s rehabilita-
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tion of Christian. For in the light of the results obtained by this research we
cannot doubt4® that the author of our legend was really monk Christian, who is
introduced in the prologue to the reader as a relative (uncle) of Bishop Vojtéch
(Adalbert) a Slavnikian (member of the Slavnik family) by descent, while Voj-
téch’s and thus also his own kinship to the Pfemyslide St. Wenceslas is stressed
at the same time. The existence of such a monk in Vojtéch’s neighbourhood is
confirmed by the contemporary writer Bruno of Querfurt, who mentions
in his Vita sancti Adalberti c. 15 among the messengers sent from Bohemia to
Rome to bring back Bishop Vojtéch also an eloquent monk called Christian,
a blood relation (brother) of the ruler of the country.® From what we know
about St. Vojtéch’s life we may conclude that Christian wrote his work in the
years 992—994.

Thus it may rightly be said that Legenda Christiani is probably the most
importantdocumentrelatingtotheproblemofthe Mora-
vian-Bohemian cultural and political continuity, as it
can be chronologically fixed. Obviously, it cannot be drawn upon without critical
attitude, the mere fact of great remoteness of the narrated events being a sufficient
reason for it.

7.

In the preceding chapters we were able to follow one natural and upon the
whole regular phenomenon, i. e. that denying Christian’s authenticity and re-
pudiating Great-Moravian traditions in the 10'" cent. Bohemia were two correla-
tive standpoints. There is no rule, however, utterly void of exceptions, and thus
we shall still have to subject to critical evaluation two present research-workers
who, to be sure, refer to Christian as a 10" cent. source, yet, they reject the
idea of the Moravian-Bohemian cultural and political continuity, which has been
defended by the group of historians headed by Pekaf as well as by the Russian
and Czech experts in Old-Slavonic studies. Unfortunately, I can deal with the
standpoints of these two research-workers but briefly, owing to the limited extent
of the present contribution.

The first of them, Oldtich Kréalik, is an expert in the Czech language
and literature and he came in touch with our problem when being entrusted
with the publication of Dobrovsky’s Kritische Versuche. His study of this genial
representative of the Enlightenment Era evidently induced Kralik to try to
ascribe to Dobrovsky, in opposition to Pekaf, that part of the credit he was
entitled 10. One of the most significant studies by Krélik, to be mentioned in this
connection, is just his treatise ,,Josel Dobrovsky a badani o podatcich éeskych
d&jin* (J. Dobrovsky and research into early Czech history), which was prinied
in a memorial publication dedicated to Zden&k Nejedly (Pocta Zdefku Nejedlé-
mu), Olomouc 1959, pp. 73—140. Later he expounded systematically his views
mainly in two books, ,K poéatkaum literatury v piemyslovskych Cechach®, (The
dawning of literature in Pfemyslide Bohemia), Rozpravy CSAV, Prague 1960
(104 pages), and ,Sazavské pisemnictvi XI. stoleti (The 11t cent. literature from
the Sazava Monastery), Rozpravy, Prague 1961 (94 pages), and also in numerous
articles, published in Czech and foreign journals.5!

Thus O. Kralik wants to bridge the gulf between Dobrovsky’s essential sceptical
attitude, the old scholar being for him an ,unsurpassed example of scientific
realism® 52 and the results of modern research work, which achieved rehabilitation
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of Christian’s Legend and substantiated the Czech origin of a greater number of
Old-Slavonic documents, unknown to Dobrovsky. Kralik’s endeavour may be
summedup in the following theses:

1. “There are no supports for the assumption of a cultural growth in Bohemia
in the half of a century that elapsed from the destruction of the Great-Moravian
Empire to the decisive defeat of the Magyar invaders (year 955).“ We have no
real supports for the belief in a symbiosis of the Latin and Slavie rites in Pfe-
myslide Bohemia in the first half of the 10'® century”.53

2. A development of medieval culture in Bohemia was not possible before the
rule of Boleslav the Second (967—999), i. e. before his establishing a bishopric
in Prague (973) and the first Benedictine monasteries in Prague (St. George’s)
and in Bfevnov near Prague. Yet, the most significant date must be considered
the year 982, when the second Prague bishop, St. Vo jté ch (Adalbert), entered”
upon his office, for he was a man of European outlook, of great learning and
aspirations, and a personal friend of Emperor Otto the Third.5%

3. St. Vojtéch was not an opposer of Slavic liturgy, as historians thought
before, but its patron (V. Chaloupecky’s opinion), or at least its friendly tolerator,
as he was bound to see in it a useful instrument of Christian expansion eastward.
It wias not until in the time of St. Vojtéch that a revival of Great-Moravian
cultural traditions and of Slavic literature appeared on the scene in Bohemia,
representing the first Slavonic Renaissance.5s

4. The speaker of this Slavonic culture in St. Vojtéch’s time is the so-called
Christian, “the first conscious believer in the Slavonic idea in Czech history
and even in Czech historical literaturc” (to be sure, within the frame of the
then-existing ecclesiastical organization and propaganda).5

5. It is as late as in Vojtéch’s life-time that the First Slavonic Legend about
St. Wenceslas comes into being (it may have originated even in his personal
environment), which is a later product than the legend Crescente, but older than
Christian. The Ludmilian legend Fuit is a “not very lucky extract from Christian®,
which originated until in the 11" cent. — just as the Old-Slavonic Prologue
about St. Ludmila — in the bilingual atmosphere of the Sdzava Mo-
nastery.57

6. The Ludmilian legend found its first definite literary form in Chris-
tian. He derived it from the legend about St. Wenceslas, while Gumpold again
was the first who inserted the Ludmilian story into the latter. The mention of
St. Ludmila’s martyrdom in Crescente fide is a later interpolation.58

7. The narrative about Bo#ivojs baptism is an outcome of Christian’s
desire to make of his writing a work of literary invention, and is in him a hagio-
graphic expression of the idea that the empire of the Premyslides is a continua-
tion of the Great-Moravian Empire and the Prague bishopric the heir of the
bishopric of Methodius. With this return to the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition in
St. Vojtéch’s time is connected also the cult of St. Clement in Levy Hradee, as
well as the figure of the Slavonic priest Kaich.5?

8. Even though some weak home tradition cannot be altogether excluded
(which, however, has not been substantiated at all), the most acceptable explana-
tion of the revival of Slavic literature in Vojtéch’s time would be the assumption
of some influence from Bulgaria or perharps Croatia.6?

9. Christian’s Legend is, to be sure, an authentic work from the end of the
10th cent., yet, in a way it is a falsification. Itis a historical work
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only in a very small degree, being much more a mere legend or a kind of relig-
ious novel. Nevertheless, it is at the same time the [irst Czech piece of literature
that may be attributed a historical conception.!

10. The bilingual Latin-Slavic environment that originated in Bohemia in the
time of Vojtéch and Christian was perpetuated in the cultural and literary activity
of the Slavonic Monastery in Sazava. “Sazava was the crossroad linking the
Cyrillo-Methodian 9" cenlury era as well as the tenth cent. period with Bishop
Vojtéch, on the one hand, and the period of the first great Czech and Russian
annalists Cosmas and Nestor, on the other hand. 62

The reader of our recapitulation of the disputes concerning the problem of
cultural Moravian-Bohemian continuity and Legenda Christiani will easily
understand that Kralik’s attempt to reconcile the divergencies provoked protests
in both camps. It was upon the whole rejected by the expert in Czech philology
Emil Prazak% and the research-worker in Slavonic studies Radoslav
Veéerkab even though both of them paid credit to the stimulative effect
of Kralik’s work; and the atterapt met with even more resolute antagonism on
the part of historians studying the Middle Ages, Zdenék Fiala and Dusan
Ti#e§tik, who in an article subjected to criticism both the results and the
method of Kralik’s research.6

The standpoints of criticizing historians are, naturally, different [rom those of
the philologists. The historians oppose the idea of a Slavonic policy of Bishop
Vojtéch, and sum up their objections in the following sentence (page 526): “The
contemporary sources do not supply us with the very least support entitling us
to make whatsoever surmises concerning Vojtéch’s attitude to Slavic liturgy, Le-
genda Christiani being, naturally, the only exception.” They resort here, as it
seems,to an equally categorical formulation as that used by Kralik himself in
reference to the Slavonic traditions in Bohemia before St. Vojtéch’s time. Fiala’s
and Trestik’s arguments are, in fact, levelled against Kralik's conception of Voj-
téch’s personality as a whole, and are to a great extent addressed to the Czech
“bourgeois historiography of the already fully decadent stage™ (page 531), seeing
in Kralik a victim of the same. It is pretty clear that the authors have in mind
the works of Vaclav Chaloupecky and Rudolf IHolinkab but
they seem to forget that O. Kralik himsel[ clearly abandons in most of
his views concerning the 10" cent. the standpoints of Pekat and his followers as
well as those of all the Czech research-workers in Slavonic studies. According to
Kralik it was just Josef Peka¥, “who led our historical research for the time being
astray”, for “he was nearly an incredibly ready tributary to the charm of tales
in ancient sources, and was willing to reconstruct history from Methodius to
Wenceslas on the basis of semireligious and semihistorical novels, such as the
legends”.57 And Kralik’s ironical remarks about erecting windmills and building
the golden age of Czech culture in the period of Ludmila and Wenceslas®® arc
surely aiming more at V. Chaloupecky than at any other Czech historian.

But let us now turn to the objections of the philologists. The reviewer of the
first Kralik’s book on the subject, Emil Prazak, concentrated his objections
chiefly on the author’s chronology of the First Old-Slavonic Legend about St.
Wenceslas, which is a most significant question in our present discussion. He is
sceptical as to Kralik's filiation of this legend (that is to say, after the Latin
legend Crescente fide), and he stresses two features which testify in favour of
its considerably old chronology, even if one need not [ix the dale of ils origin
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immediately after Wenceslas’ death. Partly it is the author’s considerate attitude
to the fratricide Boleslav and to Drahomira, who is presented herc as a loving
mother and nearly a saint herself, and partly it is the fact that this legend records
just one miracle subsequent to Duke Wenceslas’ death. One may give also other
reasons speaking in favour of the antiquity and authenticity of this remarkable
document, but it will be sufficient to point out here that, as to evaluation and
the question of chronology, E. PraZak is in conformity with a decisive majority
of research-workers that occupied themselves with the First Old-Slavonic Legend
about St. Wenceslas.

Radoslav Veterka pays in his recension of “Sazavské pisemnictvi”
main altention to the question of continuity of Old-Slavonie literature in Great
Moravia and Bohemia. The character of Kralik’s work, which is based chiefly
on the analysis of Latin documents, does not give much chance to Vederka, an
expert in the Slavonic studies, to specily his objections in detail, yet, his essential
standpoint is clcarly expressed by his rhetorical question whether it was at all
possible to introduce in Bohemia an Ecclesiastic Slavic literary activity in the
10" cent. as a novelty. Vederka evidently does not consider the assumption
that the unpreserved Old-Slavonie legend about St. Ludmila and the First Old-
Slavonic l.egend aboul St. Wenceslas must have been written before the middlc
of the 10'" cent. as subverted by Krélik’s argumentation, and he obviously persists
in adhering to the theory about the Moravian-Bohemian literary continuity,
which in his opinion fits in the general picture of Old-Slavonic culture in the
Czech-spcaking countrics.

Kralik inevitably used analyscs of Latin literary documents as
basis for his arguments. This is particularly true about his controverting the
existence of an independent Ludmilian legend (whether Slavic or Latin) prior to
Christian, and since | have formerly taken part in tackling this queslion at least
indirectly, I think it proper briefly to comment here upon Kralik’s views of the
origin and development of the Ludmilian legend.

When trying once to prove in my article “Crescente fide, Gumpold, and
Christian” (see Note 34) that the preserved manuscripls of the legend Crescente
from the 11" cent. represent only an abridgement of the original work, while
Gumpold and Christian were surely acquainted with the full text, I called the
reader’s attention to the remark about St. Ludmila’s martyrdom to be found in
the 3rd chapter of this legend about Wenceslas.t® I pointed out that this remark
did not fit in very well in the narrative in Crescente relating about the dissatisfac-
tion of Duchess Drahomira and her suite with the ascetic upbringing of the young
Duke Wenceslas, and | expressed the opinion that this portion of the text
in Crescente, when compared with parallel parts of Christian’s Legend, appeared
to be a derived, interpolated text.”0

Now, it was just this formulation of mine that made Kralik promptly deduce
the above-quoted thesis, 1. e. that it was G um p o 1d who introduced the Ludmi-
lian motif into the legend about Wenceslas, and that an independent Ludmilian
legend did not exist before Christian. In this connection I must first of all do
away with a misunderstanding caused by my rather inaccurate wording. When
writing that the texi of Crescente gives in the quoted place the impression of
interpolation I did not mean to assert that an actual interpolation must have
taken place, on the contrary, the whole of my article indicates that all the de-
fects of the preserved text of Crescente | am trying to explain by its abridgement.
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But suppose such an interpolation actually occurred. Even should this be granted,
it does not mean as yet that this interpolation was ol necessity borrowed from
some later text, e. g. from Gumpold or Christian; surely its source may have
been some older Ludmilian legend. One facl is positive: the quoted allusion to
St. Ludmila can be read in all the preserved manuscripts ol Crescente, which
implies the assumption that it was contained in the archetype as well. Moreover,
we find Z. Fiala and D. T# e $tik remarking in their polemic comment upon
Kralik (page 530) Lhat “the juxtapositions adduced by Kralik (“Josef Dobrov-
sky*, page 81 n.) prove only that Gumpold copied Crescente also in the passage
referring to St. Ludmila”. | believe they are right; the only alteration that might
be introduced is to replace the word “copied” by “rhetorically reproduced” or the
like. The preserved text of Crescente contains the basic motif of Wenceslas’
prophecy (Videtur mihi hoc atrium maioris Pauli presbiteri desertum), but not
the propheey itself. Gumpold transposes this motif inlo the Duke’s deeam, present-
ing in Wenceslas’ own words an claborale explanation thereofl. The destruction
of Paul’s house (domorum destructio) foretells the martvr's dealh of Duchess
Ludmila, the fact of it being uninhabited (porticus populis deserta amplitudo)
the expulsion and robbing of the clergy. This amplilication is in harmony with
the mode and manner in which Gumpold rewrole the legend Crescente, yet,
T think it very probable that even the text of Crescentec used by Gumpold con-
tained already the whole of Wenceslas’ prophecy, though it may not have been
so artfully divided and so verbose — in a word, I believe we have to deal here
with a sample of abridgement of the original legend Crescente, similar to
numerous other samples quoled in my article. To be sure, we cannot altogether
exclude the possibility that the author of the legend Crescente was himself content
with this not quite luckily [ormulated hint.

If O. Krélik declares that the legend Crescente reflects already a more advanced
stage of the Ludmilian legend,” it is necessary to point out, in contrast to it, that
St. Wenceslas’prophecy in Gumpold expressly says that Duchess Ludmila will
die a martyr’s death because of her Christian faith (pro Christiani nominis ac fidei
professione), and also that Wenceslas’ mother Drahomira is gixen by her own
son a very harsh epitheton — “cursed” (execrabilis memorie genitriz). These are
evidently hagiographic motifs, which, as it appears, have to be ascribed to Gum-
pold, yet, there is no doubt that Gumpold himself was not the originator of the
legend about the martyrdom of Duchess Ludmila. The legend was sure to exist
before Crescente was written, i. e. in early seventies of the 10'" cent. at the latest,

Vaclav Chaloupecky declared, as it was already stated, the legend
Fuit in provingia Boemorum to be the oldest Latin legend (aseribing it to the
first half of the 10%® century), and he wrongly amplified it by passages from
Christian, wich were added to it in one of the lalest manuscripts of the legend.
Kralik, on the other hand, took Fuit for “a not very lucky extract from
Christian”, effected in Sazava in the 11" century. This is indeed an antinomy
very hard to solve. It must be admilted that the arguments with which Kralik
supports his view occasionaly impress the reader as quite convincing (see Note
57). It was, in fact, already Pekaf who thought of the possibility of Fuit being
an extract from Legenda Christiani, yet, on the other hand, he did not fail to
stress that Christian’s text makes in places the impression of being an artful
rewording and extension of the simpler text of the legend Fuit,’2 and these
arguments do not appear to be less convincing. The [Ludmilian legend Fuit really
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forms, thanks to its relative stylistic simplicity, a counterpart to the legend
Crescente, and it is hard to believe that an author just wanting to make an extract
from Crescente should both, wish and be able to efface in this way the traces
of its highly aspiring and original style. Neither can I understand why in a Lud-
milian legend written in the Slavonic environment of the Sizava Monastery,
and with Christian as the source, on the top of it, no allusion whatsoever should
be made to the Slavie liturgy or Slavic script, not even such
a brief one as that which we find in the legends about St. Prokop, the founder
and abbot of the Sazava Monastery. In a word, I do not find any more reason-
able way leading out of this cnigma than Pekai’s suggestion’ that both
Christian and the author of the legend Fuit likely drew upon the same unpre-
served Latlin Ludmilian legend. As to me, I should just supplement the thesis
of Pekaf by the remark that Christian’s model was probably some more extensive
version of the legend Fuit than that which survived to our times. Some reader
may say by way of objection that T am recommending here the same solution
as that I suggested with the legend Crescente, but abridging legends was so com-
mon a phenomenon that there is no reason to doubt that it may have occurred
in both cases.

As for the Old-Slavonic Prologue about St. Ludmila, it likewise was originally
considered by Pekat (l. ¢.) as derived from the same common source, i. e. from
the unpreserved Latin legend. When he, however, published his last views on
the subject (Svaty Vaclav 34, Note 27), he admiited the possibility that this ori-
ginal source may have been written in Slavie, and he pointed out some confor-
mities of words in the Prologue, the legend Fuit, and Christian. To be sure, Cha-
loupecky took even here a bolder view than Pekaf, and he did not hesitate to
present the hypothesis about the Ludmilian legend having originally been written
in Slavic, maybe as early as in St. Wenceslas’ Lifc-time, and soon after translated
into Latin as Fuit as a verified literary fact. This radical view cannot be accepted,
but notwithstanding, the above hypothesis appears to be more justified than
Kralik’s standpoint seeing in Christian the {irst literary representation of the
Ludmilian legend.

Neither the narative about Bo#ivoj's baptism can be classified as
a mere product of Christian’s imagination wishing to support the cause of the
Piemyslide dynasty, or as merely reflecing Vojtéch’s Slavonic policy in the
matters of culture. The very pains Kralik had to take in his endeavour to liquidate
Levy Hradec and other documents testifying in favour of a safe historical back-
ground of this story speak against this standpoint. It is true that the denotation
“chronicle”, which Pekat applied to Christian’s work, is not appropriate, because
the legend has not the form of a chronicle. Yet, if we exclude from Christian the
description of miracles taken from Crescente, all that is left is, to be sure,
a legend, but a legend whose all-round character resembles the type of biographic
vitae, i. e. legends of historical contentis, or the so-called historia ecclesiastica of
the early Middle Ages. If this were not so, how are we to explain the fact that
the contents and the aim and idea of Legenda Christiani should have been the
object of a hundred years’ investigation and should have filled the pages of so
many historical works?

In this connection I should like to make another comment; I am afraid that
Krilik overestimates not only Vojtéch’s but also Christian’s adherence to
the Slavonic idea. Itistrue that Christian writes with obvious sympathy
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about the activity of the Thessalonian brothers in Moravia, about Cyril's victory
in Rome, and about the significance of the Slavic liturgy in the contemporary
Slavonic world, particularly among the Bulgarians, But we could hardly attribute
to him anything beyond respect and sympathy, or at the best esteem with regard
to the Cyrillo-Methodian tradition. Christian himself isa Latin scholar, he
acquired his considerable literary education as member of the ruling family most
likely somewhere abroad, and the springs of his work were traditions of western.
Latin hagiography and historiography. This, of course, does not exclude his
friendly attitude towards priests performing Slavic liturgy and subordinate to
Rome, neither his consulting Slavonic literary documents through their mediation.
Yet, all this would not justify us in making of Christian a conscious propagator of
the Slavonic idea. When Kralik writes about “a remarkably ardent Slavonic fee-
ling in Christian”,73® we cannot side with him, all the less so when he seeks con-
firmation of his view in Christian’s allusion to Svatopluk’s anathema pronounced
by Methodius (c. 1). The conflict between Methodius and Svatopluk, as presented
by Christian, has nothing in common with the question of Slavic litur-
gy.”%¢ As a matter of fact, the itwo above items are not treated as mutually
dependent in the Bulgarian Legend or in the Life of Naum either. In Christian,
Methodius charges Svatopluk and his attendants with pride, disobedience, and
serving the devil. A suitable counterpart to this remark is to be seen in Christian’s
hint at the contemporary situation in Bohemia and at Vojtéch’s controversics
with the court and Bohemian nobility, as Kralik himself admits.

Summing up I have to state that Kralik does not seem to have been successlul
in convincing either the philologists or the historians when he suggested that the
Slavic liturgy and literature came into being as laté as in the time of Bishop
Vojtéch and thanks to his friendly attitude. Krélik’s reasoning, which merged
the 10" century in Bohemia up to 973 or even 982 into a mist of sterility without
culture and literary production, thereupon illuminating St. Vojtéch’s life-time with
a glare of rich Slavic-Latin literary productivity, cannot but provoke a justified
protest.

By saying so 1 do not mean to deny Kralik’s merits in his endeavouring to
clarify the dawning of Czech national culture. In the present briel discussion
1 simply could not deal with a number of Kralik’s standpoints, pertaining, for
Instance, to the relations of Sazava to Russia, because they do not bear in any
way upon our subject. Yet, of those comments of his that are related to our
present problem [ should like to quote by way ol conclusion at lcast one remark-
able statement: I have here in mind the fact that Kralik classifies Christian’s
Legend — somewhat contrary to his general evaluation of this document — as
the first Czech work that can claim to be attributed
a historical conception (see Note G1). I stress this Kralik’s view once
more, because it suggests an important idea, which will command our attention
in the following chapter.

8.

Another research-worker, whose evaluation of Legenda Christiani in connection
with the problem of the Moravian-Bohemian continuity induces the reader to
make critical comments, is one of the younger Czech historians, a prominent
expert in medieval history, Franti§ek Graus. [ have now in mind his article
Velkomoravskd Fise v deské stiedovéké tradici (The Great-Moravian Empire in
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Czech medieval tradition), published in CSCH 11, 1963, pp. 289—305. Graus has
been up till now devoting his researching endeavour to Bohemia in early Middle
Ages and more recently also to Great Moravia, trying to evaluate critically the
sources, whether legends or historical narratives, and making himself at the same
time acquainted with the results of modern research in medieval problems,74 and
for this reason his voice certainly deserves attention. We have already commented
upon the post-war Czech hisloriography, and we are not surprised to find also his
tone rather sober, if not sceptical. Just as in some other of his works and reviews,”®
as well as in his lecture delivered at the Great-Moravia Congress in Brno in
1963,6 Graus recommends also in this arlicle (I shall quote the conclusion)
“caution with respect to the far-reaching conceptions of some modern historians,
who under the spell of neoromantic enlthusiasm would like to draw wide-range
conclusions, often on the basis of very poor knowledge and (uite in contrast to
reliable information found in the sources”,

F. Graus points out towards the end of his article — although he could just as
well make this remark his starting point — that Svatopluk subjugated the Bohe-
mians (after 874) for quite a short time only, the latter taking the first opportunity
(in 895) to revolt against the Moravian supremacy. It certainly cannot be denied
that this doubtless historical fact does not exactly support the theory about the
Moravian-Bohemian cultural and political continuity. It is true that Graus himself
docs not expressly formulate this conclusion, but the tenor of his whole article
implies it. Graus tries to show in it (sec page 305) Great Moravia was
practically absent from the medieval Bohemian tra-
dition, and that it was not until in the 14" cent. that it was introduced into
this tradition by people of learning. both along the secular line by adopting the
“translation theory” (translatio imperii or regni) about the transfer of royal sove-
reignty from Moravia to Bohemia, and along the ccclesiastical line by introducing
the cult of St. Cyril and St. Methodius.

Let us turn first to the latter question. Graus maintains that before the 14" cent.
it was only an “epic recollection” of Svatopluk that lived in Bohemia, while the
ecclesiastical worship of the Thessalonian brothers
was introduced as late as in 1349 by a decree issued by the Olomouc
Bishop Jan. This Graus’s view started off a minor controversy. Radoslav
Vederka opposed it in his article (Cyrilometodéjsky kult v deské stfedovéhé
tradici (The Cyrillo-Methodian cult in Bohemian Medieval tradition), CSCH 12,
1964, pp. 40—43. He raised two objections against Graus: 1. The cult o f
the Thessalonian brothers is documented as existing in the 10t
cent. Bohemia as early as in Christian. 2. Its existence 1s substantiated by the
Old-Slavonic officium about St. Cyril and St. Methodius, which, to be sure, we
find preserved as late as in the 14""—16™ cent. in Croatian Glagolitic documents,
but the analysis of the text indicates that it originated in the 10™"—11" cent.
Ptemyslide Bohemia.

These objections were responded to by Graus in an editorial note, in which
1. he declares that Christian confirms only the legend tradition about
the Thessalonian brothers and not the existence of the ecclesiastical
cult, and 2. he expresses his scepticism, combined with considerable irony, about
attempts trying to fix the origin of sources in a period and in a territory which
does not supply us with a single literary document, leaving a handful of words
behind, at the best.
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I cannot deal here with this second remark of his, although it is clear that the
scephical view manifested in it does not concern Czech Slavic studies only, but
working methods of the linguistic science in general. But as to his assertion
that Christian is informed only about the legend tradition concerning Cyril and
Methodius and not about the ecclesiastical cult, I should like to point out one
concrete fact, which, in my opinion, appears to be quite contrary to his theory.

I have in mind the fact that Christian gives Cyril in one place (90, 27 Pekaf)
the epithet beatus, and similarly also Methodius is once beatus in his text (95, 6),
while in another place he is pontifex beate memorie. Without this epithet the
name Cyrillus apears in Christian twice (89, 30; 90, 5), and Methodius four times
(91, 14; 92, 17, 22; 93, 20). Beatus is in Christian a current designation of sanctity,
used, as a rule, along with the proper name: beatus Wenceslaus (very often),
beatus Paulus apostolus, beatus Georgius, beatus Vitus etc.. Aparl from beata
Ludmila (100, 2; 102, 21, 24; 104, 23) we read in the legend three times beate
memorie Ludmila (88, 5; 96 33; 97, 32). Very often we find in Christian the term
sanctus (rather in the function of a noun, as far as [ have noticed), but we need not
occupy ourselves here with the comparative study of these terms — it was already
done by Pekai?”? — neither need we dwell upon the fact that these expressions
appear occasionally in the titles of ecclesiastic dignitaries. What we have quoted
suffices to demonstrate that Christian denotes Cyril and Methodius as saints —
even if in a minority of instances.

Besides, the ecclesiastical cult of the Thessalonian brothers is documented in
the East by the Methodius nameday in the Glagolitic Evangeliarium Assemani,
compiled in Macedonia towards the end of the 10" cent., or in the beginning of
the 11! cent.,”® while the name Cyrillus is to be found in Evangeliarium Ostro-
miri, written in Novgorod in the years 1056—1057.7 Because we have to deal
here with copies of older models, we may safely assume that the cult of St. Cyril
and St. Methodius was known in the area of Slavic liturgy as early as in the 10t
century. In contrast to it, the Italian legend, which was written by Leco of
O stia (died 1115), according to the recent discovery made by Paul Devos
and Paul Meyvaert8 calls, to be sure. in one place Constantine the Philo-
sopher “vir sanctus” (c. 5) and describes the transportation of his body to St.
Clement’s Basilica in Rome, yet, otherwise it never attribules to the two brothers
the epithets beatus or sanctus. This is in full accord wilth the Slavonic biography
The Life of Constantine the Philosopher, written most likely still in Methodius’s
life-time (died 885), upon which Leo of Ostia drew through the mediation
of Bishop Gauderich of Velletri (862—880), a contemporary of Metho-
dius. It is until in later Latin legends that the names of the Thessalonian brothers
are associated with the above epithets, this occurring in the legends Quemadmo-
dum and Beatus Cyrillus with consistency, while in the “Moravian”legend Tem-
pore Michaelis imperatoris less consistently (not so often in passages borrowed
from the Italian legend, more often in other parts).81

What conclusions are to be drawn from these observations? Some people may
say that beatus Quirillus and beatus Methudius speak in Christian simply in favour
of a later origin of this document. But why should Christian use these attributes
in one third of cases only? To tell the truth, I do not think improbable that
Christian’s inconsistency in this matter actually reflects the then prevailing situa-
tion in the 10™ cent. Bohemian ecclesiastical life: the Slavonic priests — very
likely in Bohemia as well as in ‘the Slavonic South — began to worship Cyril
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and Methodius as saints, whereas the Bohemian priests of the Latin rite, including
Christian, were at that time still somewhat reticent — Leo of Ostia was so as late
as in 1100 — even if not hostile. I do not pretend to believe that this sugges-tion
of mine settles for good the question of chronology and origin of the Cyrillo-
Methodian officium, yet, the existence of the ecclesiastical cult (io be sure, Sla-
vonic and restricted to a few localities) of the Thessalonian brothers in the 10t
cent. Bohemia (and maybe also Moravia) appears to me to be a credible as-
sumption on the basis of Christian’s terminology.

Graus’s article referred to here refutes, however, as we could see, not only the
ecclesiastic Great-Moravian tradition in early medieval Bohemia, but also the
“state” tradition, which is a problem of just as great import, if not greater. The
merit of the problem was explained by F. Graus already before, in the intro-
duction to his earlier article Rex — dux Moraviae in SPFFBU 1960, C 7, page
181. There he took a stand against the attempts of some Czech historians —
particularly V. Chaloupecky, but also the expert in historical law V: V a-
néé&ek and the expert in numismatology P. Radom é¥#sky — to find in the
narrative of Czech medieval annalists, the so-called Dalimil from the beginning
of the 14™ cent. and Pulkava (died in 1380), a contemporary of Charles the
Fourth, about the unification of the Great-Moravian Empire with the Pfemyslide
state an old core of historical reality. He called the attention to the fact that the
sources which allude to this translatio assume the sovereignty of an “empire”,
in a word, they operate with the idea of the imperial sovereignty of the Roman
Empire, and for this reason they cannot be acknowledged as manifestations of
some Czech national consciousness based on the belief in a union of the Great-
Moravian Empire with the Bohemian state. They merely demonstrate penetration
of medieval German imperial ideas into Czech annalistic literature.

This subject has now been treated more in detail by Graus in the above-mentio-
ned article “The Great-Moravian Empire in Bohemian medieval tradition”, page
301 n., the standpoint, however, being the same: the translatio theory expressed
by the so-called Dalimil has no old basis, but is an obvious outcome of the
conception of the Emperor’s sovereignty over Moravia and Bohemia (page 302).
I have no reason to question the correctness of the second part of Graus’ conclu-
sion, nevertheless, I should like to point out that V. Chaloupecky, whom Graus
mentions in the first place when enumecrating the defenders of wrong interpreta-
tion of translatio imperii in Bohemian medieval historiography, alludes to Dalimil
and Pulkava only quite briefly, at least in his “Prameny” (pp. 221 and 454),
and that the term translatio imperit docs not occur in the text of “Prameny” at
all, as far as T know. ln connection with the Slavonic renaissance in the time
of Charles the Fourth Chaloupecky quotes a well-known place in Pulkava’s Chro-
nicle relating 1o the transfer of the Moravian Kingdom to Bohemia (in 1086),
but his own standpoint is Lo be found clsewhere, in the extensive chapter “Kfest
Botivojuv” (Bofivey's baptisim) (pp. 117—236), where we can read also the
following significant passage (page 170): '

“A characteristic and significant [eature is the fact that the author of the legend
Diffundente sole is the first to make of the Moravian history and Bohemian
history one whole, sceing in the latter a dircet continuation of the former. By
formulating this conception of our history . . . the author of the legend Diffundente
sole struck out a new path for all our historiography. For the latter has since
never deviated from this conception of our past, seeing in the history of Old
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Moravia practically just an inlroduction to our national, state, religious, and
cultural history. And this interpretation of the relation between the old Moravian
state and the Piemyslide Bohemian state, as well as the author’s emphasis put on
the idea, represent probably the most significant historical aspect of the work.
In this light the Premyslides appear to be real successors of the Moravian dynasty
founded by Mojmir. And both ruling houses as well as both countries received
their spiritnal and political mission from the hands ol the Slavonic apostles Cyril
and Methodius.”

In the above Chaloupecky’s statement it is, of course, necessary to replace the
legend Diffundente sole, which Chaloupecky unfortunately mistook for a model
of Christian’s Legend, by Legenda Christiani itself, and forget the moderate ad-
mixture of pathos, characleristic of Chaloupecky’s work in general, but this gran-
ted, we must say that a sober historian, if he acknowledges Christian’s Legend
as an authentic historical document, can, yes even should, agree with Chalou-
pecky. Christian’s Legend is, in fact — to use the above-quoted Kralik’s formula-
tion — the first Czech work that can claim to be attributed a historical conception.
Kralik, of course, aseribed Christian an incredible degree of novel-like invention,
and this we naturally could not endorse, but neither can we agree with F. Graus’s
utter ignoring Christian’s historical conception. The very existence of Legenda
Christiani disproved, in my opinion, Graus’s thesis, maintaining that Great Mo-
ravia did not live at all in the Bohemian medieval tradition and that it was in-
serted into it by people of learning as late as in the 14™ century. In this connec-
tion it is not even necessary to speak about translatio imperii, and neither docs
Chaloupecky, as I have already pointed out, speak of translation, but only
of continuity.

Naturally, one cannot fail to see that Methodius’s prophecy (or rather a pro-
mise) to Boiivoj (Christian, c. 2): dominus dominorum tuorum82 efficieris cuncti-
que hostes tui subicientur dicioni tue, is a “plain waticinatio er eventu”, as
Graus himself says (CSCH 1963, page 300. Note 78). But what event was the
basis of this vaticination? Chaloupecky in his “Prameny” (page 183 sq.) suggests
that in the light of this quotation “Bofivoj and his successors on the Bohemian
throne became rulers of Moravia, too, this happening in a time which was still
within reach of the author’s memory (author of Diffundente sole, to be sure),
which means in the carlier half of the 10" century”. Tt is no wonder that Cha-
loupecky’s view, thus substantiated, found but little [aith. Yel. when trying to
interpret Methodius’s (Christian’s) utterances we need not go so far. They merely
imply the assumption that in Christian’s time the sovereignty of the
Ptemyslides extended also to the Moravian territory, cven if we do not know
how it came about and what the area of their realm actually was. Only this
historical reality could form the background of Christian’s vaticinatio ex eventu,
that is to say, if this epxression is to have any meaning at all. We are not
surprised when we find Christian projecting this contemporary reality to the time
of Botivoj. Neither need this interpretation be in contradiction, as [ar as | see, to
the frequently quoted Christian’s allusion (c. 1) to Methodius’s curse levelled at
Svatopluk and his prediction about the desiruction of the country, “which weeps
up to the present day” (usque in hodiernum diem deflet). We do not know what
was going on in Moravia in those days and how the Moravians managed to live
in such a close neighbourhood of the Magyars. After all. it is not impossible that
Christian had in mind the fate of Svatopluk’s empire, Lorn to pieces, as we find
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in Cosmas I c. 14, by the Magyars, Francs, and Poles. The name Moravia is not
mentioned cven once in this passage in Legenda Christiani. To be sure, towards
the end of this chapter one can read about the neighbour’s house stricken with
fire (qui domum wicini sui conspicit concremart), which again induced some
people to conclude that Moravia was not united with Bohemia since it was deno-
ted as a neighbouring country. Nevertheless, even this objection must be refuted.
Surely Moravia always kept and still keeps being for Bohemia a neighbouring
country, although the two have been forming one state for a very long time.

But even if the author of Legenda Christiani had not included Methodius’s
prophecy in his work, the conclusive and decisive reality must be seen in the
fact — and let us emphatically repeal this statement once more — that Christian
united the history of Bohemia and Moravia (yes, even of Great Moravia, for in
Christian Rostislav already is magnificus imperator with an archbishop and seven
bishops in his domain) into one process with uninterrupted continuity, even
though this process is obviously presented as historia ecclesiastica. From Christian
there drew, as Chaloupecky rightly states. all the succeeding Czech historians.
First of all it is Cosm as, and he does so not only by recording, in spite of his
aversion to Slavie liturgy, the report about the first Christian Duke of Bohemia
Bofivoj being baptized by the Moravian Bishop Methodius at the court of the
Moravian King Svatopluk (I ¢. 10), and by alluding once more to this cvent
(I c. 14) in connection with the disappcarance of King Svatopluk,® but also by
including among the sources of early Boh e mian history the writings Privile-
gium Moraviensis ecclesie and Epilogus eiusdem terre (Moravie) atque Bohemie.
The identilication of these writings is an extraordinarily hard task2 but for our
present purpose it is a matier of no impertance. We take for granted that both
these sources arc in some way connected with Christian’s Legend. and we have
to take even more for granted that in the Chronica of Cosmas the idea of the
Moravian-Bohemian continuity in the political sense was rooted and that it had
‘Christian as its source. It makes no difference that Dalimil combined later
this idea in his narrative (chapter 24),

kako jest koruna z Moravy vysila,
... kako jest z té zemé& Cechém prisla,

with the imperial idea of translatio imperii, and that Pulk av a later still made
of this idea an ally of the imperial policy of Charles the Fourth.

9.

In the preceding chapter I have mentioned approximately all I can say from
my point of view about Graus’s polemical attitude towards V. Chaloupecky’s
views and also all I can bring forward in their partial defence. I should like,
however, to use this opportunity for raising a question that concerns hoth Pekaf
and Chaloupecky, and which was neither expressed in Graus’s article, nor has it
been raised anywhere else up till now, as.far as I know, yet, which must be
formulated one day. I have in mind the fact that in his later publications Pekaf
began to incline to the belief — which was afterwards adopted by V. Chaloupecky
as a [irm conviction — that Christian was a Slavnikian, just as St. Vojtéch, that
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is to say, he was one of the house which ruled according to Cosmas I ¢. 27 from
the seat of Libice over a large part of East and South Bohemia, although in
subordination to the Pfemyslides, ruling in Prague, and which was finally exter-
minated by the latter in 995. Now, the question which, strange to say, occurred
neither to Pekat nor to Chaloupecky would run as follows: How is it pos-
sible that Christian speaks for the whole of Bohemia,
begins the Bohemian history with Pfemysl, with the foundation of Prague and
introduction of Christianity to Bohemia by Duke Bofivoj, not indicating with
a single word that there ever existed in Bohemia another sovereign power besides
that of the Pfemyslides and another cultural and political center in addition to
Prague? In the question of Christian’s authenticity I have definitely been siding
with Pcka# and Chaloupecky for philological reasons,8 and thus I consider it my
duty to attempt an answer to this question, all the more so, since the historians
and archeologists dealing with the problem of Great-Moravian influence on Bo-
hemia usually devote special interest to that part of Bohemia which was under
the sovereignty of the Slavnikians, which, naturally, means that the raised ques-
tion concerns more or less also our present subject.

Pekai’s and Chaloupecky’s view that Christian was a member of
the Slavnik family is based, asI have already pointed out, on two
facts. Tt is in the first place the fact that Christian calls Bishop Vojtéch nepos
carissime (my dearest nephew), and the second reason is that Bruno of
Querfurt speaks in his Passio s. Adalberti, ¢. 15, when enumerating the
members of the deputation sent from Prague to Rome to induce Bishop Vojtéch
to return home, of an eloquent monk, called Christian, who was entrusted with
this task being a blood relation (brother) of the sovereign of the country, quia
frater carnis domino terrae fuit. It was in the Middle Ages already that the person
indicated by Bruno with the term dominus terrae was identified with Duke Bo-
leslav the Second, while monk Christian was again identified with the mysterious
Strachkvas, son of Boleslav the First, a person whom Cosmas envelops with
many a phantastic tale. Pekaf was the first to realize that the designation dominus
terrae may be applied also to S1avnik, the father of Bishop Vojtéch, who
likewise was dominus terrae. It stands to reason that foreign authors, the so-called
Canaparius and Bruno, could not know which Bohemian duke the head of the
deputation was the brother of, for Slavnik was a duke in Bohemia, as well. This
explanation would do away with the long dispute trying to solve the question
whether a son of Boleslav the First was capable of being so inconsiderate to his
own father as to call him a fratricide, which was a circumstance that was often
brought forward as an argument against Christian’s authenticity. But irrespective
of this, the explanation of Pekar is to be preferred for the simple reason that
it brings into full accord the prologue of Christian’s Legend and the text of
Bruno’s work. )

Chaloupecky, of course, drew from this thesis some more conclusions. He saw
in Christian’s remark about Pfemysl “who was occupied only with agriculture”
(cui tantum agriculture officium erat) quite wrongly an expression of contempt,
and tried to prove that the whole Legenda was wrilten in the Slavnikian spirit,
full of hatred against the Pfemyslides; When arguing thus, Chaloupecky failed to
consider the fact that Christian, to be sure, writes with aversion about Drahomira
and Boleslav, yet, on the other hand, he extols Ludmila and Wenceslas, the first
Bohemian saints of the Pfemyslide dynasty. In this matter, therefore, we cannot
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give Chaloupecky the truth, on the contrary, the Bohemian, and we may even
say Premyslide, orientation of Christian, who was a Slavnikian, demands an
explanation, if the identification defended by Pekaf is not to be questioned once
more.

A path leading to this explanation is indicated already in the above-mentioned
prologue of Christian’s Legend. In it the author addresses Bishop Vojtéch (Adal-
bert) in the following words: Passionem beati Wenceslai simul cum beate memorie
Ludmila ... non pleniter disertam reperiens, dignum duxi, ut vestram sanctila-
tem, qui ex eodem tramite lineam propaginis trahitis, adirem, quo ex iussione
vestra simul et licencia aliquo modo eam corrigerem ... Trames means a side-
way, path, road, but also a side-line of a family (Aulus Gellius 13, 19, 15). We
may, thercfore, translate the words in question as [ollows: “you, who derive your
origin [rom the same [amily” or “from a side-line of the same family”. Be it as it
will, the words definitely indicate blood-relationship between St.
Vojtéch, on the onc hand, and St. Ludmila and St. Wenceslas,
on the other hand, in other words, between the Slavnikians and the Premyslides.
To apply this formulation to the kinship of Christian to Vojt8ch, as it uscd to be
done, would mean an act of unpardonable violence against Christian’s style.

Bruno’s Passio s. Adalberti (c. 21) appears to offer another testimony in
favour of the blood-relationship of the Slavnikians to the Premyslides. Bruno,
a contemporary of Vojtéch and Christian, speaks with indignation about the
murder of Slavnik’s sons in Libice, and in this connection addresses Boleslav the
Second, who broke his word given to the Slavnik’s sons, in the following words:

Ecce iterum Iudas, qui per pacem didicit facere bellum, promiitit vitam, ut
inferat mortem. Dat Bolizlavus fidem, ut inopinato occidat fratres.88 Nec longe
quaeras exemplum: in eadem linea sanguinis occidit frater suus sanctissimum
Ventizlaum.

This Bruno’s remark can be explained only on the basis of the assumption that
Bruno saw in the murder of Slavnik’s sons by Boleslav the Second a fratri-
cide. By way of explanation I have to add that the word fratres may indicate
also cousins or even other relatives.

In contemporary sources we find, however, a few other statements that sup-
plement and elucidate our belief in the kinship of the Slavnikians to the Pfe-
myslides.

When the election of the new bishop was taking place in the
Ptremyslide territory at Levy Hradec on February 19" 982, the assembly of the
Bohemians answered according to St. Vojtéch’s biography by the so-called Ca-
naparius (c. 7 — Bruno c. 8) the question who ought to be the new bishop unani-
mously: quis alius nisi indigena noster (our countryman) Adalbertus? Thus it is
evident that neither “Canaparius” nor Bruno make any difference between the
inhabitants who were subjects of the Pfemyslide Dukedom and those who were
under the rule of the Slavnikians; both were equally Czechs.

When St. Vojtéch was later ordained bishop in Mainz (Canaparius c. 8)
and arrived with his suite in the “holy city of Prague” (ad sanctam civitatem
Pragam), where formerly used to rule the Duke and martyr St. Wenceslas, and
“where the latter still makes his merits manifest through numerous miracles”
(ingentibus usque hodie miraculis sua merita probat), he descended from his
horse, took off his shoes and entered the town walking barefoot. The same rela-
tion of Bishop Vojtéch to St. Wenceslas is implied in Christian’s narrative, parti-
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cularly in the words of the prologue: “qui (St. Wenceslas) beatus vos (St. Adal-
bert) ad pontificale decus conscendere statuit”. Vojtéch, a member of the Slav-
nik family, evidently chose St. Wenceslas for the protector of his bishopric, the
formulation of this fact according to liturgical usage declaring that St. Wenceslas
himself appointed him to be bishop.87 Christian calls in the same sentence St.
Wenceslas a common patron (communis patronus), i. e. Vojtéch’s and his own.
It is possible that even this [ormulation indicates not only the spiritual but also
the human kinship of the three.

Equally noteworthy is in Bruno (c. 21) the passage describing how the
besieged inhabitants of Libice asked on St. Wenceslas’ day for armistice, their
request, however, being answered by the Pfemyslide besiegers with malicious
irony: Si vester sanctus est Ventizlavus, noster utique est Bolizlaus.

This extraordinary esteem in which Bishop Vojtéch and the Slavnik center
Libice held the Bohemian Duke St. Wenceslas cannot be explained purely on the
basis of worship. The fact that a Pfemyslide was acknowledged as saint and
protector in Libice just as much as in Prague speaks in [avour of a spiritual —
and let us say also political — unity of the Slavnik Bohemia with the Pfemyslide
Bohemia. And as far as Vojtéch and Christian were concerned, this estcem was
very likely strengthened by a kindred tie.

In this connection let us mention the interesting fact that the descendants
ol Theobaldus (Dépoltici), who represented a branch of the Pfe-
myslide stock in the second half of the 12 cent. and the first half of the
13" cent., and who were in an armed conflict with King Pfemysl the First, traced
back their origin according to Dalimil (chap. 22) to the mythological Picmyslide
Neklan, as well as to the dukes of Zlicko, who were relatives, also according to
Dalimil (chap. 32), of Duke Slavnik.®8 This was, of course, only a family tradi-
tion, {inding likely support in the fact that the Dé&poltici had their estates in the
district of Koufim, which originally was called Zlicko. But cven so, this semi-
mythological tale shows that the Dé&poltici believed their fictitious ancestors to
have been relatives of the Slavnikians, and that they (and Dalimil as well) were
familiar with the idea of an ancient kinship binding the Premyslides and the
Slavnikians.

In a word. I bclieve there is no reason why we should distrust that which
is implied in Christian’s text, 1. ¢. that Vojiéch came from the same family the
members of which were also St. Ludmila and St. Wenceslas, which is an imphi-
cation that finds support elsewhere as well. At the same time we can readily accept
the assumption that the Slavnikians were by origin a side branch of the Pfemyslide
dynasty, just as later the Dépoltici, a branch, which due to historical circumstiances
{c. g. intermarriage with the royal house of Saxony) was suddenly growing
mighty, and whose members appeared in the light of rivals of even the Pfemysli-
des, this resulting in the end in their extermination.

This explanation, though not new, yet deserving greater attention, is, however,
a subject to be tackled by historians, and one must admit that it is not easy to
bring this theory into accord with Cosmas’s report (I c. 27) about the extensive
dukedom of Slavnik.8?

As for me, I have just tried here to give an answer to the question which
I have likewisc put myself, namely how it i1s possible that Christian knows only
one united Bohemia, only Prague and the Premyslides, and that he practically
dedicated to a Slavnikian, St. Vojtéch, a work in which he glorifies the first
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Bohemian saints of the Premyslide family. Finding support in information from
conlemporary sources | have come to the conclusion that theso-called Slawv-
nikians (which means, in fact, Duke Slavnik and his sons) were close
relatives of the Premyslides and that the territory under their
rule was invested with much smaller cultural and political independence than
it was later assumed, thanks 1o Cosmas’s Chronicle. It was only due to this fact
that Christian the Slavnikian was able Lo declare his adherence to Premysl, Bo-
fivoj, and the Premyslide Prague and become at the same ume the speaker
of the Great-Moravian ccclesiastical and political tradition in the whole of
B ohemia, whether subject to the Premyslide or to the Slavnik sovereignty.
And it scems to me to be practically beyond dispute that he actually was the
speaker and, in a way, even the creator of this tradition.

*

After finishing this commentary upon a [ew historical problems and upon
the contemporary state of research into the Great-Moravian tradition in the 10"
cent. Bohemia 1 feel rather perplexed when realizing that a reader — especially
a foreign reader — who has no access to the various quoted sources and the
respective literature will not profit much by reading the present study. Yet,
I find some consolation in the hope that in spite of it this long procession of
names, dates, and disputable problems will enable him to get at least a rough
idea of one chapter in the history of Central Europe, a chapter which is not
without intercst. The contest between eastern and western influence on the Mo-
ravian and Bohemian soil from the 9" to the 11™ cent., which did not imply,
as we could show, liturgical and literary questions only, claims the interest of not
only Czech research-workers, whose eagerness to get acquainted with their early
national history has been stimulated of late by archeological finds, but of anyone
who may be interested in the past and 1he future of Europe.

The present article, however, does not discuss so much historical problems as
such, but it rather tries critically to evaluate a few historical sources, legends by
character for the most part, of which the most significant — apart from the First
Old-Slavonic Legend about St. Wenceslas — is Legenda Christiani, In order to
support the thesis about the Moravian-Bohemian cultural and political continuity
I have attempted besides other things to sum up in my work the reasons testify-
ing in favour of the authenticity of Christian’s Legend and establish its value of
an original historical source. Now, by way of conclusion, I should like to stress
here particularly the literary significance of this document,
which is an organic product of formal hagiographic and historiographic traditions
of Western Europe, comprising, nevertheless, an original Cyrillo-Methodian com-
ponent, as well, concetved in the spirit of the Latin-Slavic symbiosis.

For all these rcasons, whether historical or literary, we have to regret that
Legenda Christiani is practically unknown outside the Czech-speaking countries
and that it failed to find its proper place in the history of the European Latin
literature.® And | should be very happy if my critical remarks relating to this
old but still pressing problem of Czech science contributed at least a liitle
towards filling this gap, inducing some foreign readers to get interested in Chris-
ian’s Legend and problems associated with it, for — let me repeat it — Christian’s
work deserves such an interest, when judged on a wider basis than that of Czech
history and culture.
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NOTES

Abbreviationas:

AB Analecta Bollandiana

CCH Cesky éasopis historicky

CSCH Ceskoslovensky ¢asopis historicky

FRB Fontes rerum Bohemicarum

Chaloupecky, Prameny Viclav Chaloupecky, Prameny X. stoleti Legendy Kristianovy,

Praha 1939, '

LF Listy filologické

NV Nage véda

Pekar, WLL Josef Pekai. Die Wenzels- und Ludmila-Legenden und die Echtheit
Christians, Praba 1906

SPFFBU Shornik praci filosofické fakulty Brn&nské university

1 The main contributions read at this conference are so far to be found in the publication:
Konferencia o Velkej Morave a byzantskej misii, Brno—Nitra 1.—4. X. 1963. (Nitra, Archeolo-
gicky ustav Slovenskej akadémie vied, 1963, 140 pages).

1 Editio princeps of Legenda Christiani: Bohuslaus Balbinus, Epitome historica
rerumm Bohemicarum I, Prague 1677, pp. 40—65. Further editions: Const. Suysken, Acta
Sanctorum, Sept. 16 (t. V., f. 354—363) and Sept. 28. (t. VIL, f. 769—778), in the years 1755
and 1760. — P. Athanasius a S. Josepho (Elias Sandrich), Vita S. Ludmillae
et S. Wenceslai authore Christiano monacho, Prague 1767 (111 pag.) — Josef Emler,
FRBI, Prague 1873, pp. 199—227. — Josef Pekaf, Die Wenzels- und Ludmila-Legenden
und die Echtheit Christians, Prag 1906, pp. 88—125 (the only critical edition).

3 Cosmas’s Chronicle was published also by Josef Emler, FRB II, Prague 1874, — Cri-
tical edition: Berthold Bretholz Die Chronik der Boshmen des Cosmas von Prag, Mon.
Germ. hist.,, N. S, t. 1I., Berlin 1923.

“Gelasius Dobner, Examen Historico-Chronologico-Criticum, manuscript from 1755.
The same, Wenceslai Ilagek a Liboczan Annales Bohemorum (critical commentary) IV.,
1772, p. 328 £.) :

5 The legend Diffundente sole, published after Josef Dobrovsky (see p. 527) by Josef
Emler, FRB 1, 1873, pp. 191—198, and with a critical supplement by Vaclav Chalou-
p eck y, Prameny, pp. 481—493, the laller having quite rightly separated [rom it the homily
Factum est. Cf. Note 17.

6 Gumpold’s Legend was published by G. H. Pertz, MGH, SS. IV, pp. 211223, From
the latter reprinted in FRB I, pp. 146—166.

7 Annales Fuldenses auctore Ruodolpho, MGH, S. S. II., 1829, p. 35, ad a. 845: Hludovicus
XIIIT ex ducibus Boemanorum cum hominibus suis christianam religionem desiderantes
suscepit et in octavis theophaniae baptizari iussit.

8 Wilhelm Wattenbach, Beitraege zur Geschichte der christlichen Kirche in
Maehren und Boelimen, Wicu 1849, pp. 52—54. — I'RB I, pp. 140—143.

9 The legend Crescente fide was published in the so-called Bavarian recension (Chrislianity
in Bohemia begins herc with Bofivoj's son Spytihnév) by Josef Emler, FRB I, pp.
183—190. The Czech recension (here Christianity begins with Bofivoj), incomplete, was
published from a manuscript in the Metropolitan Chapter in Prague G 5, by Chaloupecky
in his Prameny, pp. 493—501. The complete text from a Stuttgart manuscript (Zweilalten),
originating froin the beginning of the 12th cent., was reprinted by Javoslav Ludvikov-
sky in his Nové zjistényg rukopis legendy Crescente fide, LF 81, 1958, pp. 56—68.

©Vatroslav Jagié, Entstehungsgeschichte der kirchenslavischen Sprache, Berlin
1913, page 107 n.: ,Mit recht sagt Vondrak, man sei im Aulsuchen der Spuren nach der sla-
vischen Liturgic in Béhmen oft entschicden zu weit gegangen... Da war sie immer nur eine
zarte Zimmerpflanze, die bel jedem rauheren Windhauch Schaden lciden musste.

a Risa Velkomoravskd, sbornik vedeckych prdc. Edited by Jan Stanislav, Prague
1933. — Josef Kurz Slovanské zdklady nasi vzdélanosii in the volume Slovanstvi v ces-
kém ndrodnim Zivoté, edited by Josef Macdarek, Brno 1947, pp. 9—19. — Milos
Weingart, Ceskoslovensky typ cirkevnej slovanéiny (published after the author’s death by
Jan Stanislav), Bratislava 1949. — Bohuslav Havrdnek, Poédtky slovanského
pisma a psané literatury v dobé velkomoravské in miscell. publ. Velkd Morava, tisiciletd tra-
dice stdtu a kultury, Praguc 1963; pp. 77—96. — Radoslav Ve derka, Slovanské poédathy
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&eshé kniini vzdélanosti, Prague 1963. — The sam ¢, Velkomoravskd literatura v piemyslov-
skyjch Cechdch, Slavia 1963, pp. 398—416. Compare with an arlicle by the author in the pre-
sent publicalion.

15 V., Chaloupecky summed up his views more briefly after the Second Great War
in the publication KniZe svaty Vdclav, a reprint from CCH 47, 1946, Prague 1947.

12 Svatovaclavsky sbornik (The St. Wenceslas Memortal) I, page 949 n.

13 The Slavonic Prologue about St. Ludmila was reprinted by Josef Kola# in FRB I,
pp. 123—124, and later by N. J. Serebrjanski) in Sbornik staroslovanskyjch literirnich
pamadtek o sv. Védclavu a sv. Ludmile with Josef Vajs as editor, Prague 1929, pp. 64—65.

#4  The legend Fuit (the so-called Mencken’s legend) was published by Josef Emler,
FRB 1, pp. 144—145; by O. Holder-Egger, MGH, SS. XV 1. p. 572; for the last time
with an extemsive critical commentary by V. Chaloupecky, Prameny, pp. 459—481.
Chapter 8—14 is, however, in Chaloupecky's edition, in fact, the text of Christian’s
Legend, which Chaloupecky joined to the legend Fuit proper without scriptural
support.

15 The legend Beatus Cyrillus was published for the first time by V. Chaloupecky,
Prameny, pp. 501—505. He believes it to be a work from Cosmas’s time, from the beginning
of the 12th century. The second publication was effected by Jaroslav Ludvikovsky,
bearing the title Legenda Beatus Cyrillus, SPFFBU, C 8, 1961, pp. 94—104, where the editor
maintains (in accord with Jan Vilikovsky) that the legend B. C. is an extract from the legend
(“Moravian'') Tempore Michaelis imperatoris. The third publication comes from Paul De-
vos, entitled La Legenda Christiani est-elle tributaire de la Vie “Beatus Cyrillus”? AB 1963,
pp- 351—367. P. Davos suggests the thesis (not acceptable for us) that the legend B. C. was
one of the sources of Legenda Christiani, being thus one of the oldest Bohemian literary
documents written in Latin. As to Oldfich Kralik (see below, chapter 5), he identified
in his publications the legend B. C. directly with the Privilegium Moraviensis ecclesie.

16 The legend Tempore Michaelis imperatoris or the so-called Moravian Iegend was
published in Acta Sanctorum, Martii t. II, 1668, pp. 22—23. — Josef Dobrovsky reprinted
it in Maéhrische Legende von Cyrill und Method in the year 1826. Further it has been re-
printed in FRB I, pp. 100—107, and in Chaloup eck y’s Prameny, pp. 505—521 along with
the latter’s critical commentary. The last publication of the legend was effected by Paul
Devos according to the manuseript kept in the Olomouc Chapter. No. 12 (from the 14th
cent.), and it was incorporated in his article Une mosaique: la Légende Morave des SS. Cyrille
et Méthode, AB 81, 1963, page 229 ff. Dobrovsky [fixed the chronology of this legend in the
st half of the 14th cent., while Josef Peka# suggested as date of origin the 12th cent. or the
13th, at the latest, and V. Chaloupecky was in favour of the 13th or the beginning of the
14th centuries. Paul Devos and Paul Meyvaert hold the middle of the 14th cent.
to be the probable chronology (La Légende Morave des SS. Cyrille et Méthode et ses sources,
AB 74, 1956, page 441 {.).

17 The bomily Factum est (based altogether on Christian), which is an outstanding piece
of work from the literary point of view, was published by V. Chaloupeck ¥y, Prameny, pp.
538—556 (with a crilical commentary; cf. also Note 5). lle believes it to have originated
towards the end of the 11th cent., but the chronology is likely a later one, judging by the
style of the document.

8 Bohumil Ryba, Kronika Kristiégnova s hlediska textové kritiky (Christian’s Legend
in the light of textual criticism), LF 59, 1932, page 112 sq. As to the legend Diffundente, see
page 120.

Ba Viclav Richter, O stredovéké architektufe ne Moravé, Casopis Matice moravské
65, 1943, page 1 £
. ¥ Jaroslav LLudvikoevsky, O Kristidna 1 (For Christian), NV 26, 1948—1949, pp.

00—239.

2 Jaroslav Ludvikovsky, O Kristigna II, NV 27, 1950, pp. 158—173, 197—216.

2t The Béddecke text of Christian was published by V. Chaloupecky in his Prameny,
pp. 521—537. The manuscript was destroyed during the Second Great War in 1945 (according
to information from AB 72, 1954, page 433, Note 4).

2 Jan Slavik, Spor o podvrienou legendu (A dispute about a spurious legend), Svo-
bodny zitfek 1947, No. 36..— . M. Barto 3, O Dobrovského pojeti osudii slovanské boho-
sluzby v Cechdch (On Dobrovsky’s view of the fortunes of Slavic liturgy in Bohemia), Histo-
ricky shornik I, 1953. The sam e, Knife Bofivoj na Moravé a zalozeni Prahy (Duke Botivoj
in Moravia and the foundation of Prague), the memorial “Josef Dobrovsky 1753—1953. In
contrast to R. Urbanek, F. M. Barto§ identified Christian in his article Kdo je Kristidn,
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LF 78, 1955, pp. 14—27, with the Archdean of St. Vite’s Chapter in Prague and later a bishop,
M. Rehof of Valdek. Cf. also Bartos’s defence of the standpoints of Dobrovsky and Urba-
nek, in which the author criticized my recension of Urbanek’s work in the Theological
Supplement of the Kiestanska revue 1935, pp. 268—271.

B Zdenek Nejedly, Staré povésti éeské jako historieky pramen (0ld Czech mythology
as a historical source), Prague 1953, page 13.

% Roman Jakobson, Minor Native Sources for the Early History of the Slavic
Church, Harvard Slavic Studies, vol. II, 1954, pp. 39—73. Cf. th¢ same, The Kernel of
Comparative Slavic Literature, Harvard Slavic Studies I, 1953, pp. 1—71.

% Frantisck Pastrnek, Ci méiu Moravania © dobe cyrilometodejskej nazyvani byt
wkonvertiti“? (May the Moravians of the Cyrillo-Methodian era he called converts?) Miscella-
neous publication "RiSa Velkomoravska”, Prague 1933, pp. 227—229. — A. V. Isaéenko,
Zadiatky vzdelanosti vo Velkomoravskej risi, Turé. Sv. Martin 1948, — Josef Cibulka,
Velkomoravsky kostel v Modré u Velehradu a zaédthy kfestanstvi na Moravé, Prague 1958.
The same, Grossmédhrische Kirchenbauten, misc. volume “Sancti Cyrillus et Methudius,
Leben und Wirken”, Prague 1963, pp. 49—117.

%a Josef Kurz, Vysnam é&innosti slovansiigjch apostolit Cyrila a Metodéje v déjindch
slovanské kultury, Slavia 1963, page 323.

%b The belief of the Czech experts in Slavonic studies in Lhe continuity of the Cyrillo-Metho-
dian tradition in the 10th—1{th cent. Bohemia is upon the whole shared also by the student
of Byzantine culture Professor Frantisek Dvornik, who, to tell the truth, stimulated
the work of his Czechoslovak countrymens in many a way with his own research into Byzan-
lino—Slavic problems. See for instance in his book Les Slavs, Bysance et Rome, Paris 1926,
page 298, Note 1, but also page 321, a critical note 3. As to more recent works by Frant,.
Dvornik, Rom. Jakobson, and Dm. CyZev5kyj, relating to these problems and
dealing with the Czecho-Russian contact in the rcalim of hagiography, sec Paul Devos,
Chronique d’Hagiographie Slave I. La Boliéme, plaque tournante, AB 72, 1954, pp. 427—438.

27 Brief information on these questions has been given by Josef Vag§ica, Privni odkaz
cyrilometodéjsky, Slavia 32, 1963, pp. 331—339, and Kirillo-Mefodiéeskije juridideskije pamjat-
niki, Voprosy slavjanskogo jazykoznanija 7, Moscow 1963, pp. 12—23.

Josef Vagica, Cirkevnéslovansky penitencidl éeského ptivodu, Slavia 29, 1960,
pp. 31—48.

2 F. V. Mares$, Ceskd redakce cirkevni slovanstiny v svétle Besed Rehoie Velikého, Slavia
29, 1960, pp. 31—48.

30 See Note 11a.

M Ivan Borkovsky, Kostel Panny Marie na Praiském hradé, Pamatky archeologické
44, 1953, pp. 129—200. — Milo 3 Solle, Vyznam KouFimé v podcdtcich éeského sidtu, the
above periodical 54, 1963 pp. 67—86. Otherwise a sum-up of the respeclive literature is to be
found in Rudolf Turelk’ Cechy na tisvité déjin. Prague 1963,

32 A similar attention was devoted to the Old-Slavonic (and also Latin) components of
Bohemian literature by Antonin Skarka already, in his published university lecture
Ndstin déjin deské slovesnosti 1 ,2nd ed. 1955.

B Cf. Karel Horalek, Cyrilometodéjska literatura a jeji spoleéenskyj vijzsnam (Cyrillo-
Mecthodian literature and its social significance), a lecture at the Brno conference, published in
the mise. publication quoted in Note 1), pp. 117—122. — The sam e, K problematice cyrilo-
metodéjské literatury, Slavia 32, 1963, 327—330.

3 1 myself have recapitulated the problem of Christian’s l.egend in a supplement to my
study Crescente fide, Gumpold and Christian, SPFFBU, D 1, 1955, pp. 57—63, wherefrom
1 have reproduced a few formulations in the present work.

35 Sufficient proofs thereof are to be found in a diploma trealise writlen under the guidance
of Professor F. Novotny in the Faculty of Arts in Brno by Rudolfl Ambro, entitled
Skladba vedlejsich vét, vazel participidlnich a infinitivnich v Kristidnové legendé (Syntax
of subordinate clauses, participial and infinilive constructions in Chrislian’s l.cgend), Brno
1954, 219 pages in all (Lypewriticn).

B Marie Julinkova, Slovnik Kristidnovy legendy, diploma treatise, Brno 1959, 142
pages in all (typewritten). — A solitary echo of Antique literature (from Juvenal) would have
to be seen in the reading rara avis in the corrupted place in Christian (Pekar 110, 9), as
suggested by Bohumil Ryba in the Casopis Matice moravské 1931, page 469 sq. and
later, independent of him, by Paul Devos AB 1963, page 368 sq. I believe, however, that
it was Karel Doskoéil who was right when accepling in some of the manuscripts the
reading rara vis (= wvirtus), see CCH 1940, page 201 sq.
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37 As to the word order in Christian, see Jar. Ludvikovsky, O Kristidna II (For
Chrisuan 1), NV 1950, page 199 sq. The s am e author discussed also the prosaic rhythm of
the legend with respect Lo ils chronology in his Rytmické klausule Kristidnovy legendy
a otdzka jejiho datovdni, LF 74, 1951, pp. 169—190.

38 As to the mulual relalion of these legends and their dependence on Legenda Christiani,
see Jaroslav Ludvikovsky, Viclavskd legenda XIII. stoleti “Ut annuncietur”, jeji
pomeér k legendé “Oriente” a otdzka autorstvi (The Wenceslas 13th cent. legend “Ul annuncie-
tur’”’; how it is related Lo the legend “Oriente’” and the question of its authorship), LLF 78, 1955,
pp- 196—209. Also Paul Devos was induced to arrive at the same clironology of Lhese
legends on the basis of the manuscript Codex Boll. 433 from the second half of the 13th cent.,
Le dossier de S. Wenceslas dans un manuscrit du X1IIe siécle, AB 82, 1964, pp. 88—105.

3 Jar. Ludvikovsky, Nové zjistény rukopis legendy Crescente fide a jeho wyjznam
pro datovdni Kristidna (Newly discovered manuscript of the legend Crescente fide and ils
significance for Christian’s chronology), LI 81, 1958, pp. 56—68. — Oldifich Kralik,
Sdzavské pisemnictvi XI, stoleti (The 11th cent. Sdzava literature), Prague 1961, page 22 =q.

“© Josef Pekak, Svaty Viclav, Svatoviclavsky sbornik I, page 93, Note 108 —Oldtich
Kralik, Sdzavské pisemnictvi, page 19 sq.

4 FrantiSek Graus, Velkomoravskd fise v ceské stiedovéké tradici, CSCH 11, 1963,
page 292 and Note 24.

“2Jar. Ludvikovsky, La légende du prince-laboureur Piemysl et sa version primitive
chez le moine Christian, Charisteria Thaddaeo Sinko oblata, Warszawa 1951, pp. 151—168.

4 Jar. Ludvikovsky, O Kristigna I, (For Christian I), NV 26, 1948—1949, page 231.

“ The same source page 233 sq. C[. O. Kralik, Dalimil und Christian, Zeitschrift
fiir Slawistik VII, H. 5, Berlin, pp. 761—782.

% Emil Walter, Namnen Tunna och Gommon i tjeckiska legender och krénikor,
Studia Slavica Guaonaro Gunnarson sexagenario dedicata, Studia Slavica Upsaliensia 1, Géte-
borg—Stockholm—Uppsala 1960, pp. 147—196.

% Emil Walter, Jesté ke jménitim Tunna a Gommon v deskych legendacl a kronikdch,
Scando-Slavica VII, Copenhagen 1961, page 139 ff. — I am making use of this opportunity
to expres my thanks to Mr. Niels Lyhmne Jensen, a Danish philologist in the univer-
sity of Newcastle-on-Tyne, who kindly procured for me in summer 1961 valuable information
about this subject. Unfortunately, I have not yet found time to study the material properly,
but I hope to do so soon.

47 The samec standpoint is taken also by the prominent German historian Wilhelm
Wostry in his amply documented study Die Urspringe der Primisliden, Zeitschrift fiir
Geschichte der Sudetenlinder, 7 Jhrg. 1944, pp. 156—253. He, however, believes Boiivoj to
have been appointed ruler by the Great-Moravian King Svatopluk, and takes him for the
first historical Pfemyslide, which implies the assumption that the family are actually not
“Premyslides”.

48 T was able to read this study, prepared for a memorial to be dedicated to Professor Jan
Kv&t on his 70th birthday, in manuscript, thanks to Professor Cibulka’s kindness.

" 49 One cannot, of course, fail to realize that some research-workers still share these doubts.
Not to speak of the older generation (expert in Czech philology F. Ry3anek, or the above-quo-
led historian F. M. Barto$), Zdenék Fiala, a representative of our younger historians,
sides with the opposers of the authenticity, but so far he has expressed his scepticism by a few
occasional demonstrative statements. His only concrete contribution to the old dispute consisted
in his offering prools that the date of St. Wenceslas’s death, which Pekai identified in accord
with Christian and the Iirst Slavonic Legend about St. Wenceslas with the year 929, should
be shifted to 935, this being the current chronological estimate prior to Pekat (Dva kritické
pFispévky k stargm déjindm éeskym, Sbornik historicky 9, 1962, page 6 sq.) Be it as it will,
this detail alone cannot affect the problem of authenticity of this disputed document.

8 Pekai’s and Chaloupecky’s view that Christian should be taken for a brother of Duke
Slavnik I have been trying to defend against O. Kralik’s objectious in my article Kristidn
& tak zvany Kristidn, SPFFBU, E 9, pp. 139—147. As to the relation of the Slavnikians and
the Pfemyslides in general, see the 910 chapter of the present sludy.

51 Let me mention at least the last two, published by the Academy of Science in the Soviet
Union: Oldfich Kralik, Kreiéenije Boriivoja i vopros o nepreryvnosti staroslavjanskoj
literatury v Cechii, Trudy otdela drevnerusskoj literatury XIX, Moscow—Leningrad 1963, pp.
148168, and Povést vremennych lét i legenda Kristiana o svjatych Vjaéeslave i Ljudmile
m the same publication, pp. 177~207.

52 0. Kralik, Josef Dobrovsky, page 78.
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5 The same, K poédthizm (The beginnings), pp. 8—10.

5 The same, K poéitkiim, page 8 and elsewhere.

% The same, Josef Dabrovsky, page 113, K poédtkim, page 12, Krescenije, page 159.

5% The same, K poéitkam, page 11, Kreséenije, page 158.

5 The sam e, Sdzavské pisemnictvi, page 36 sq.

8 The same, K poédtkim, page 41, Sdzavské pisemnictvi, page 53 sq.

% The sam e, Kreiéenije, page 159.

6 The sam e, Kreséenije, pages 155 and 159.

61 The same, Josef Dobrovsky, page 137 sq., Sdzavské pisemnictvi, page 53 sq.

62 The same, Sdzavské pisemnictvi, page 6 ff., and naturally, the whole work.

8 Emil Prazak, Otdsky deské literatury 10. stoletf, LF 84, 1961, pp. 331—334.

6 R. Ve cerka, Sdizavské pisemnictvi XI. stoleti, LF 85, 1962, pp. 190—193.

6 Z. Fiala, D. Tfestik, K ndzoram 0. Krglika o viclavskych a ludmilskijch legenddch
(0. Krélik’s views of the Wenceslas and Ludmilian legends), CSCH 9, 1961, pp. 515—531.

6 Rudoll Holinka, Svaty Vojtéch, Brno 1947.

87 0. Kr&lik, Josef Dobrovsky, page 137.

8 Thec same, K poédtkiim, page 61.

69 In clm 4605 fo 135 r this passage runs as follows: Misitque (sc. mater Wenceslai) infelices
viros per invidiam ad socrum suam, ut eam interficerent beatissimam matronam. Qui et
fecerunt, sicut illis iussum fueral. Cuius etiam anima exuta corporae (!) cum palma martyrii
perrexit ad Dominum. In the manuscript of the Stuttgart passional (LF 81, 1958, page 59, see
Note 9 above) we can read: Misitque infelices et funestos ad socrum suam, beatissimam Lud-
milam, ut eam iugularent. Qui fecerunt, ut illis iussum fuerat. Cuius etiam anima, exuta
ergastulo, a mundi huius carcere assumpta, cum palma martyrii procul dubio perrexit ad
sublimem Dominum.

7 SPFFBU, D 1, 1955, page 52.

" 0. Kralik, Josef Dobrovsky, page 86.

72 J. Pekaf, WLL, page 209.

Ba The same source, page 211.

B 0. Krdlik, K poédthkim, page 11, Josef Dobrovsky, page 128.

Bc This was stated by Josef Peka# already in WLL, page 179.

% The signjficance of legends for the study of the Middle Ages was pointed out by
F. Graus, particularly in his book Déjiny venkovského lidu v Cechdch v dobé predhusitské I
(The history of the country-people in pre-Hussite Bohemia), Prague 1953, pp. 56—80.

% For the last time: F. G ra us, Literatura k déjindm Velkomoravské Fise a k misii byzant-
ské (cyrilometodéjské) I, CSCH 1964, pp. 389—396.

7 See Note 1. Graus’s lecture was published also separately in French: L’empire de
Grande Moravie, sa situation dans L’Europe de U'époque et sa structure intérieure, Prague 1963.

7 J.Pekat, WLL, page 165, Note 6.

8 Evangeliarium Assemani, Tomus II. Ed. Josef Kurz Pragac 1955, fo 145 b 21, page
292,

7 Evangeliarium Ostromiri, ed. A. Vostokov, St. Peterburg 1845, page 265 b g 11.

8 Panl Meyvaert and Paul Devos, Trois énigmes Cyrillo-Méthodiennes de la
owLégende Italique® résolues grace a un document inédit, AB 73, 1955, pp. 375—461. The
Ttalian Legend is reproduced here (pp. 455—461) from the manuscript of the Praguc Metro-
politan Chapter N. XXIIT with variants from the Vatican Latin manuscript 9668.

81 As to the chronology of these legends, see Notes 15 and 16. The fact that the author of
the legend Beatus Cyrillus gives consistently both Thessalonian brothers the attribules beatus
or (less {requently) sanctus seems to speak in favour of my view that this legend is n product
of the 14th century. In this connection it may be pointed out that in the legend Quemadmo-
dum the epithet sanctus strikingly predominates. Otherwise, ¢f. also V. Chaloupecky,
Prameny, page 156.

82 [L was Pekafi already who in WLL, page 199 thought of the possibility of the athetesis
of the word tuorum, but B. Ryba proved in LF 1932, page 241, that it must of necessity
be atiributed to the archetype. I should like to add that dominus dominorum is to be found
in the Vulgate in two places (Psal. 135, 3, 27; Apoc. 17, 14), in both of Lthem denoting God,
and thus we can hardly imagine a man who was so familiar with the Vulgate as Christian
using the two words without tuorum.

8 With regard to this point and to the question of translatio imperii in general, compare
also Q. Kralik’s article quoted in Note 44, page 778 f.

562



8 (f, J. Ludvikovsky, Kristidn & tak zvany Kristian, SPFFBU, E 9, 1964, page 146,
Note 9.

8 See the above-quoted article.

8 ] believe that the context wants to have here the plural form, which, alter all, is to be
found in several editions.

87 In NV 26, 1948—1949, page 231 f. I dealt with this passage, which Josef Dobrovsky
incorrectly derived from words with which Cosmae continuator (FRB II, p. 339) greets Bishop
Tobias (in the year 1283), and which Dobrovsky took for a proof of a late origin of Legenda
Christiani. It was Frant. Pokorny who drew my attention to the old traditional concep-
tion that a certain saint may choose his priest. According to Ordo Romanus, found in a ma-
nuscript in Saint-Amand Monastery, from the beginning of the 9th cent. (L. Duchesne,
Origines du Culte Chrétien, Paris 1920, page 497) a procession accompanying a newly ordained
priest was crying: Tali presbytero talis sanctus elegit. This formula had naturally, to be,
am&lified with the respeclive proper names.

Nejstarsi éeskd rymovand kronika t. F. Dalimnila (The oldest Czech chronicle in verses,
ascribed to the so-called Dalimil). It was prepared for publication by B. Havranek and
Jifi Dainhelka, and the historical notes were supplemented by Zdenék Kristen.
Prague 1957, pages 48 and 63.

8 This objection was expressed by Josef Pekaf already, Nejstarsi kronika deskd,
CCH 9, 1903, page 159 and in the same periodical 10, 1904, page 58. More recently it was
raised e. g. by Jan Dabrowski Studia nad poczgtkami paristsva Polskiego, Rocznik
Krakowski t. XXIV 2. 1. Wroctaw—Krakéw 1958, Similarly Zden é¢k Fiala, Pfremyslovci
a Slavnikovci, Dgjiny a soudasnost VI, 1964, page 16 f. Dabrowski’s idea of a mighty “State of
Libice” was adequately rejected by Hynek Bulin, Slezsky sbornik 1960, page 127 f.

0 Max Manitius, Geschichte der lateinischen Litteratur des Mittelalters, II. Teil,
Miinchen 1923, page 182 sq., does not mention Christian’s Legend with a single word (neither
the legend Crescente [ide, to tell the truth) when dealing with Gumpold of Mantua. We are
not surpnsed at it, since Josel Dobrovsky was his only authority. — A strange attitude was
taken also by W. Wattenbach~R. Hollzmann, Deutschlands Geschichts-Quellen im
Mittelalter, Band 1, 4. Hell, Beelin 1943, page 798 ff.: the book namcly acknowledges the
First Old-Slavonic Legend about St. Wenceslus as an authentic and valuable historical source,
while declaring that Christian’s Legend originated “according to the views of
German scholars”, at the earliest in the 12th cent., but possibly also in the 14tP cent.
This attitude can be cxplained by the fact that it was W. Wattenbach himself (see page 527
above) who studied the First Old-Slavonic l.egend about St. Wenceslas, whereas the only
German researvch-workers who rcad Christian were Pckai’s opponent. B. Bretholz — and
Th. Hirsch, of course (cf. Pcka¥, WLL, p. 4), and H. G. Voigt (Die von dem Premysliden
Christian verfasste Biographie des heiligen Wenzel, Prague 1907), the latter two, however,
acknowledging Christian’s Legend as an authentic 10th cent. document. — A positive attitude
to the question of Christian’s Legend has been assumed of late by Paul Devos, who
seems to display an extraordinary interest in lhe documents of the carly Christian era in
Bohemia and Moravia, as can be seen also from the numerous quotations from his works in
the present treatise. In AB 81, 1963, page 233 we can read this comment of his: “On peut
dire que Ueffort de réhabilitation de Christian entrepris il'y a soizante ans par Pekai a mainte-
nant pleinement abouti. We may add to it that it was already Devos’s predecessor Albert
Poncelet who arrived at the conviction that Christian’s Legend is an authentic work, as we
can sec in his reviews of Pcka¥s study WLL in AB 25, 1906, pp. 512—513, as well as of
H. G. Voigt’s above-quoted study, AB 26, 1907, page 353 ff, although shortly before he
allowed himself to be misled by B. Bretholz (AB, 1906, page 124).

VELKOMORAVSKA TRADICE V CECHACH 10. STOLETI
A LEGENDA KRISTIANOVA

Resumé

Po uvodni poznamce o vziahu své prace k aktualni problematice velkomoravské a cyrilo-
melod&jské (1.) podava autor struény piehled sporu o pravost Kristisnovy legendy od Dob-
nera a Dobrovského k Pekafovi (2.) a od Pckafe k Chuloupeckému a Urbankovi (3.—4.).
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Cin{ tak pro informaci cizilio &endfe, ale zaroven s vmmyslem dolozit, tichas jen v zakladnich
obrysech, uzkou spojitost kristidnovské otdzky s otizkou slovanské liturgic a staroslovénského
pisemnictvi v Cechach 10. stoleti. Objasfiuje luto spojitost jak u odpurcii pravosti sporné
pamatlky, poéinajic Dobrovskym, jchoz osvicenski skepse postibla spolu se slovanskou
Bturgii nutné i Kristidna, tak u jejich obrincd, poéinajic v nové dobé Pekafem,

Peka? postavil na samy zadatek naSi viclavské literarni tradice, tedy pied Kristidna,
I. slovanskou legendu o sv. Vaclavu, uznavaje ji za primarni historicky pramen. PiihliZel
vilbec k vysledkm badani starSich 1 soucasnych slavistd, zvlasté ruskych, mezi nimiz ne-
dlouho pfed jeho vystoupenim na obranu Kristiana (1902—1906) zac¢al A. [. Sobolevskij
publikovat Fadu studii, kde prokazoval &esky piivod poéetné skupiny cirkevnislovanskych
textd, dochovanych v ruskych rukopisech, zji§fovianim bohemismfi v nich, juk se o to po-
kusil u nas svého dasu uz Safafik u . slovanské legendy o sv. Viclavu a u Prazskych
zlomk hlaholskych (1857).

Soubéznost dalsiho vyvoje obou sledovanych otdzek dokumentuje autor piikladem
Vaclava Novotného, ktery nepfijal Pekafovu rehubilitaci Kristidna a disledné sdilel
i v otdzce slovanskych pocatkd feského pisemnictvi skeptické stanovisko, ne-li Dobrovského,
tedy Valroslava Jagiée, pivodce znimého vyroku o slovanské liturgii v Cechich
jako ,utlé pokojové kvétiné, kierd musila utrpét Skodu pii kaZdém drsnéj$im zavanu vétru®.
Ve smyslu kladném se projevila tato souvislost nejvyraznéji v obdobi svatovaclavskeé-
ho millenia (1929), které piineslo jednak definitivni formulaci Pckafovy obrany
Kristidna a jeho nazori na poditky &eskych déjin (Swaty Viclav, v CCH 1929 a ve Svalo-
vaclavském sborniku I 1934), jednak vyznamné prace a edice naSich slavistd, Josefa Vaj-
se, Romana Jakobsona, Milo§e Weingarta a Joscfa Va$ici, piekona-
vajicich stejné rozhodné jako Pekai skepsi Dobrovského a namnoze pokradujicich metodou
Safatikovou a Sobolevského v ditkazech o &eském piivodu néktervch cirkevnéslovanskych
pamatek, pfedeviim zase I. slovanské legendy o sv. Vaclavu, o kleré uvefejnil Milo$
Weingart ve Svatovaclavském sborniku I obiirnou monografii.

Zvlastni pozornost vénuje autor dilu Viclava Chaloupeckého Prameny X. stoleti
Legendy Kristidnovy (Svatovaclavsky sbornik II 2, 1939), kde Chaloupecky vyslovil nej-
rozhodné&ji z &eskych historiki thesi o kulturni a politické konlinuild picemyslovskych Cech
s Velkou Moravou, stejné jako ve sborniku piekladi staroslovénskych a lalinskych legend
Na usvitu kiestanstvi (spoleénd s J. Va§icou 1942). Autor odmitd s Janem Vilikov-
skym Chaloupeckého pokusy =zjistit pro historické zprivy Kristidnovy star§i zachované
i nezachované prameny (rekonstrukei Privilegia Moraviensis ccclesie, presunutim legendy
Diffundente sole do 2. poloviny 10. stoleti apod.) a ncsouhlasi ani s nékterymi jeho p¥ili§
urfitymi daty a formulacemi. Konstatuje presto, Z¢ Chaloupecky nevyslovil ve svych vykla-
dech o poéatcich ¢eskych déjin Zidnou thesi, kterou by nebylo mozno opfit aspori hypothe-
ticky o Kristiinovu legendu, o I. slovanskou legendu o sv. Vaclava a vibee o vysledky
badani ruskych a Ceskych slavistd. 1llavné pak s Romanem Jakobsonem a Josefem VaSicou
se Chaloupecky ve svych nazorech, ovlivnénych nepochybné také dobovym victelem narod-
nim a politickym (jde o publikace z let 1939—1942), pozoruhodn& shoduje.

Rozhodné odmita autor, dovolavaje sc svych recensi v Nasi védé 1949 a 1950, dva velké
kristidnovské spisy vydané po druhé svitové valce a namifené proti Pckafovi a Chaloupec-
kému, Ziavise Kalandry Ceské pohanstvi (1946) a Rudolfa Urbianka Legenda
tzv. Kristidna (I 1947, 11 1948), které se vraceji, postupem zccla pochybenym, k Dobrovského
datovani Kristidna do konee 13. ncho do zadéalku 14. stoleti a dasledné zaujimaji k eyrilo-
metod&jskym pocatkim &eské kultury stanovisko negativni nebo aspon skeptické.

V dalsi (5.) kapitole ukazujc autor na nékolika piikladech, jak dilo Urbankove obnovilo
staré a vzbudilo nové pochybnosti o pravosti Kristidna (u Jana Slavika, F. M. Barto3e,
Z. Fialy aj.) a jak pfispél 1 Chaloupecky k jistému zmatku mezi uéastniky télo védecké
diskuse. Naopak dovozuje, jak bylo presvédéeni Geské Skoly slavistické o latinsko-slovanské
symbiose v Eechéch 10. a 11. stoleti nejnovéji posileno hlavng Vagicovymi studiemi
o slovanské pravni literatufe vclkomoravské a v jistéin smyslu i pickvapujicimi
objevy archeologickymi, kter¢ dosvéddu)ji jednak cxistenci latinského kiestanstvi
na Moravé pfed pfichodem soluiiskych Dbrat¥i, jednak hodnovérnost KristiAnov¥ch zpriv
o roziifeni slovanského kfesfansivi z Velké Moravy do Cech, coZ ukazuje v obou pfipadech
k synthesi latinsko-slovanské.

Presto oviem pochybnosti jak o datovani Kristidna, lak o kalturni a politick¢ kontinuité
moravsko-&eské trvaji, a jsou to dnes zejména historikové, klefi se v tomto bodé na-
mnoze rozchizeji s ndzory nasich slavistit a oviem 1 s Pckafem a Chaloupeckym. Tak
vznik! v pojeti nejstar§ich Ceskych déjin a podatkil feského pisemnictvi v nasi soudasné védé
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citelny rozpor. Vynikne zvla$t napadné, srovnime-li akademické Déjiny céeské lvitcratury' I
(1959) redigované Josefem Hrabikem, kde se vénuje obdobi staroslovénsko-latin-
skému ccla prvni kapitola (str. 25—60), s Ceskoslovenskou vlastivédou 1T 1 (1963) redigova-
nou Josefem Mackem, kde sice pojednivi o cyrilomelodéjské kultufe velkomoravské
archeolog Jaroslav Béhm, ale v teskych stiedovdk@ch déjinach se pak jména Cyril
a Metodéj nebo Prokop a Sazava ui vilbec nevyskylnou. ) ) .

Ve snaze piispét k zmirnéni téchio rozporl, k némuZ lze dospél jen cestou d]sliuse a vzé-
jemného piesvédéovani, shrnuje autor v 6. kapilole [ilologické a textoveé k ritic
ké argumenty, jimiz chee doplnit a podepiit Pekaiova obranu Kristidna o které vét-
ginou uZ osvéllil ve svych stariich pracich. Jsou to: 1. Jazvkova a stylistickd jednota Kris-
tianovy legendy. 2. Osobity jeho slovosled a jednoiny rylmicky charakter celého dila, shodny
s prax{ 10. stoleti. Rytmicky dikaz o pozdéjsim pivodu legendy Diffundente sole. 3. Existence
nepochybnych, stylisticky prokazatelnych zlomkt Kristiina (Subtrahente, Recordatus) v ru-
kapisech z konce 12. stoleti. 4. Odividna zavislost vaclavsk¥ch legend 13. stoleti Ut annun-
cietur a Oriente iam sole na Kristidnové legendd. 5. Tepsi a aplnéjéi text zachovanych ruko-
pisi Kristidna neZ text rukopisti legendy Crescente fide z 11. a 12. stoleti. 6. Nové prispévky
k vysvétleni anachronism@t Kristidnovych. 7. Pavodni motivy v pfemyslovské povdsti u Kris-
tiana. Zazrak s neporufenym S$atem sv. Ludmily. 8. Vyklad terminu campus = snémovni
pole. Kristian pramenem Dalimilovym. 9. Tunna a Gommon, severskd mythologicka jména
u Kristidana (vyklad Emila Waltra). (i spi§ jména vikingi » druziny kné&’ny Draho-
miry? 10. Starobylé prvky v Kristidnové vypravéni o kitu Boiivojové (vyklad J. Cibulky).

Podle aulorova picsvédéeni je Kristtdnova legenda zvlast v¥znamnym, protoZe jedinym
uréitd datovanym {992—994) dokumentem pro otazku moravsko-éeské kulturni a po-
litické kontinuity. Je oviem tfeba uZivat tohoto pramene kriticky, u? pro jeho fasovou vzda-
lenost od vypravénych udalosti.

Daldi kapitola (7.) je vyplndna kritickym komentdfem k nizorim Oldficha XKra-
lika, jak je Kralik vylo#il hlavné ve dvou knihach, K poddthum literatury v premyslov-
skijch Cechdch (1960) a Sdzavské pisemnictvi XI. stoleti (1961) a v éetnyech Easopiseckyeh
flancich. Kralik chee smifit osvicenskou skepsi Dobrovského s visledky moderniho badand,
které rehabilitovalo, i podle Kralikova presvédéeni, Kristidnovu legendu a prokizalo desky
plivod vétiiho podtu staroslovénskycli pamatek, Dobrovskému jeité zccela neznamych. Z této
snahy vyplynula Krilikova these, 7e se teprve sv. Vojiteh stal jako druhy prazsky
biskup (982) inicidtorem obhnovy slovanské liturgie a velkomoravskyceh tradic v Cechach, a Ze
mluvéim tdto slovanské renesance doby Vojidchovy byl tzv. KristidAn (podle Kralika nejspis
Radim — Gaudentius, nevlastni bratr Vojtéchav). Do doby Vojtéchovy klade Kralik i 1. slo-
vanskou legendu o sv. Viclavu, Ludmilskou legendu pry fixoval literArné teprve ,Kristian®
a vyplodem jeho (antasic je podle Krilika také vypravéni o Bofivojové kitu, jimZ chtél
LKristian“ pFedstavit dynastii PFemyslovet jako dédicku Fise Velkomoravské. Staroslovénsky
prolog o sv. Ludmile a latinska legenda ludmilska Fuit pry vznikly aZ v 11. stol. v bilingvnim
prostiedi klastera Sazavského, jehoZ kulturni a literarni aktivitu oceiiuje Krilik velmi vysoko.

Hlavni jadro Kralikovych hypothes bylo odmitnuto jak historiky Zdelikem Fialou
a Dufanem Tfe$tikem (CSCH 1961), kterym byla nepfijatelna pfedstava o expansivnf
slovanské politice Vojtéchovd, tak filology Emilem PraZikem (LF 1961) a Rado-
slavem Veéerkou (LF 1962), ktefi projevili nesouhlas s Kralikovym pozdnim dato-
vanim I. slovanské legendy o sv. Viclavu, popf. (tyki se R. Velerky) viibec s pfedpokladem,
%e by mohlo byt cirkevnéslovanské pisemnictvi zavedeno v Cechach koncem 10. stoleti
jako novota odnékud z Bulharska nebo Chorvitska. K témto zdvaZnym pdmitkdm pfi-
pojuje autor pfitomné studie je3té nékolik kritickych poznimek na okraj Kralikovych nazori
o vzniku a vyvoji ludmilské legendy. Vysvétluje, Ze nemél v dmyslu oznaéit
(SPFFBU, D 1, 1955) kusou ludmilskou pasiZ v legendé Crescenie fide za pozd&jsi interpo-
laci, n¥br# za vysledek kriceni piivodniho textu legendy. Ale 1 kdyby $lo v tomto pripadé
o jnterpolaci, ludmilskd legenda existovala nepochybnd ui pfed touto nejstarsi latinskou
legendou Viclavskou a dokonce oviem pted Gumpoldem, kterého Krilik poklida za jejiho
puvodece. Pies vaZnost divodi, kterymi chee Kralik prokéazat, e latinska lezenda ludmilska
Fuit je pouhy vvyiah 2 Kristidna, pfiklani se avtor k nazoru Pckafovu, e Kristian i autor
legendy Fuit Cerpali ze ztracené lalinské legendy o sv. Ludmile, popf. sim naznaduje moi-
nost, %e predlohou Kristidnovou byla obSirué¢jii verse legendy [fwit nez je ta, kterd se nam
dochovala. PFipousui 1 hypothesu (itfebas bezpeéné dosud neprokazanou), 7e byla pivodné
sepsina slovanska legenda ludmilské, z které pak éerpali pfimo nebo nepfimo skladatelé la-
tinskych legend ludmilskych a slovanského prologu o sv. Ludmile. Stejné jako rozhodné
odmitd Krilikovo tvrzeni, ¢ ludmilska legenda pred Kristidnem neexistovala, tak neni autor
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ant ochoten uznat vypravovani o kftu Bofivojové& za pouhy vymysl legendistiv.
Soudi naopak, e Kralik precenil nejen Kristidnovu ,roméanovou* fantasii (pro kterou ozna-
&uje Kristidanovu legendu v jistém slova smyslu za falsum), ale i jeho slovanstvi. Kristidn
sice dava najevo sympatii k slovanské liturgii a k cyrilometoddjské tradici, ale sam byl
latinik, a i kdyZ uzil slovanskych pramend, jeho dilo vyrdstd z literdrnich tradic za-
padni, latinské bagiogralie a historiografie. Zato lze souhlasit s Kralikem, kdyZ oznaluje
Kristiinovu legendu za prvni gesky spis s narokem na historickou koncepci.

V 8. kapitole glosuje autor ¢lanek Franti§ka Grause Velkomoravskd Fise v Eeské
stredovéké tradicc (CSCH 1963), kde Graus hledi dokazat, Ze Velka Morava v deské stiedo-
véké tradici neZila a Ze byla do této tradice ufené viazena teprve ve 14. stoleti, a Lo jak po
lince ,stitni“, pFijetim Fimské iranslaéni teorie (translatio imperii), tak po lince cirkevni, za-
vedenim kultu sv. Cyrila a Metod&je (v Olomoucké dieeési 1349). Proti této Grausové thesi
uplatnil R. Ve&erka mimo jiné namitku (CSCH 1964), ze kult solufiskych bratfi je doloZen
v Cechach 10. stoleti uz u Kristidna. Graus k tomu odpovéddl v redakéni poznémce, Ze
Kristian sice dosvédéuje legendéarni tradici cyrilometoddjskou, ale nikoli kult
bratif. Do této kontiroverse zasahuje autor upozornénim, Ze Kristian nazyva aspoii v n&ko-
lika piipadech Cyrila a Metodé&je svétei (beatus, beate memorie), kdesto jesld Lev z Ostie
v tzv. Ttalské legendé (kolem r. 1100) jméniim soluniskych brat¥i nikde ncpiiklada epitheton
beatus nebo sanctus. Kristisnovo kolisani v této vécl se aulorovi zda byt odrazem realné
siluace v Geském cirkevnim Zivotd 10. stoleli. Slovansti kné&#i zadali patrné tchdy i v Cechich,
jako soudasné na slovanském jihu (Ewvangeliarium Assemani z konce 10. stoleti ma svatek
sv. Metodé&je), uctivat Cyrila a Metodé&je jako svétce, zatimco &esti kn&Zi latinského obfadu,
byli v tom ohledu pochopitelné zdrZenlivi, tfebas namnoze asi chovali sympatie k cyrilo-
metodéjské tradici a k slovanské liturgii, jak dosvédéuje pravé pfipad Kristiantv,

Pak se autor zabyva tou &isti Grausovych vyvodd, kde Graus popira, 7e by v deském
stfedovéku pred Dalimilem a Pulkavou existovalo néjaké védomi o souvislosti Velkomoravské
Fife a deského stdtu. Konstatuje, Ze naopak sama existence Kristidnovy legendy, jejiz auten-
tiénost Graus nepopira, staéi k vyvraceni jeho negativni these. O translaéni teorii nelze oviem
u Kristisna mluvit (ani Chaloupecky o ném toho terminu neuZiva), ale nezvratnym faktem
je, ¢ Kristian spojil déjiny Moravy a Cech — je lo samoziejmé historia
ecclesiastica — v souvisly celek a Ze tedy mél jasnou pfedstavu o kontinuité mezi
Svatoplukovou Moravon a premyslovskym stitem &eskym. Pokud jde o zndmou Metod&jovu
véstbu Bofivojovi (Kristidn, c. 2): Dominus dominorum tuorum efficieris etc., sim Graus ji
sprivné poklada za ,prihlednou vaticinatio ex eventu“. Ale pak z nf vyplyva aspoi tolik,
Ze se v dob& Kristidnové (za Boleslava II.) vztahovala moc Piemyslovei na Moravu, oviem
neznimo jakym zpisobem a v jakém rozsahu. Ze myvslenka historické moravsko&eské konti-
nuity ve smyslu stitnim Zila 1 v 11, stoletf a v dob& Kosmové, potvrzuji nazvy spisii citova-
nych Kosmou jako prameny &eskych déjin, Privilegium Moraviensis ecclesie a Epilogus
Moravie atque Boemie.

V posledni, 9. kapitole (exkursu) se pokou$f autor dit odpov&d na olizku, klerou si sém
poloZil a kterd s thematem jeho studie souvisf jen volné&ji. Jak je moiné, Ze Kristidn,
kterého autor poklddd s Pekafem a Chaloupeckym za Slavnikovece (bratra Vojtéchova
otce Slavnika), mluvi za celé Cechy, zadind &eskou historii Piemyslem, zalozenim Prahy a za-
vedenim kiesfanstvi v Cechach prazskym kniZetem Bofivojem. Odpovid4 pak na tuto otézku
Fadou citatd z Kristiana a z vojté8skych legend tzv. Canaparia a Bruna Querfurtského, z nichZ
podle jeho minéni vyplyv4, Ze tzv. Slavnikovei byli asi takovou vEtv{ dynastie
pfemyslovské jako pozd&i (v 2. polovici 12. a 1. polovici 13. stoleti) Dé&poltici, kteFf
ostatnd pokladali (podle Dalimila) své vybajené pfemyslovské pfedky za piibuzné Slavni-
kavced. Pak by oviem mélo slavnikovské panstvi mnohem men$i miru samostatnosti kulturnf
a politické, nez jak4 se Slavntkoveim zpravidla pfizndvi vlivem pozdni zpravy Kosmovy.
Jen tak se mohl Slavnikovec Kristidn hldsit k PFemyslovi a Boiivojovi a stat se mluvéim velko-
moravské tradice cirkevnf a statni v celych Cechach.

V zévéreéné poznamece upozoriiuje autor ciziho étenafc na literdrni vyznam Kris-
tianovy legendy a doZaduje se pro ni mista v déjinach latinského piscmnictvi evrop-
ského 10. stoleti jako pro jedine¢nou pamétku, kterd sice vyristd z formalnich tradic hagio-
grafie a historiogralie zdpadni Evropy, ale pfitom obsahuje osobitou slozku cyrilometodéjskou,
pojatou v duchu symbiésy latinsko-slovanské
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