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J A R O S L A V L U D V l K O V S K f 

G R E A T M O R A V I A T R A D I T I O N IN T H E 10th C E N T . 
B O H E M I A A N D L E G E N D A C H R I S T I A N I 

1 

Surprising archeological discoveries in South Moravia, which, as it happened, 
incidentally coincided with preparations for the 1100 t h 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 s t to the 4 t h of October 1963, 1 the 
most disputable appears to be the question that was not discussed extensively at 
the said conference (owing to its appurtenance to the 9 t h 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 Cyr i l l and 
Methodius, and whether and to what extent the 10 t h century Bohemia of the 
Pfemyslides adopted after the downfall of the Great Moravian Empire the M o 
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 C h r i s t i a n , uncle of the second bishop 
of Prague St. Vojtech (Adalbert), in other words as one who wrote towards the 
close of the tenth century.2 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 t h 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 wil l , 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 wi l l be an opportunity to utter 
a few critical comments based on linguistic investigation of Christian's Legend. 

2 

B o h u s l a v B a l b i n (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 C o s m a s (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 G e l a s i u s D o b n e r (1719—1790),4 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 t h 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 t h 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 Diffundenle 
sate? 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 
J o s e f D o b r o v s k y (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 
G u m p o 1 d (written about 973—983)6 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 1 3 t h or the beginning of the 14 t h 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 II (I, c. 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 Fuldenses, 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. 7 The story about Bofivoj's baptism 
by Methodius he held to be "a Moravian myth", and its oldest literary presenta-
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ti'on he saw in the legend Diffundente sole, which he published in the first 
volume of his "Kritische Versuche die altere bomische Geschichte von spateren 
Erdichtungen zu reinigen". The publication was entitled "Boriwoy'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 fact condemning Christian. 
This negative standpoint — particularly in reference to the possible existence of 
Slavic liturgy in the 10 t h century Bohemia — he maintained also in the following 
small volumes of his Kritische Versuche (II Ludmila und Drahomir, 1807; 
III Wenzel und Boleslaw, 1819; IV Mahrische Legende von Cyri l l und Method, 
1826), and the same resolute attitude he manifested also in all his editions of his 
"Geschichte der bohmischen Sprache und Literatur" (1791, 1792, 1818). Slavonic 
liturgy and Slavonic literature in Bohemia he associated only with the existence 
•of Prokop's monastery S a z a v a in the 1 1 t h century (1032—1096) and of the 
Prague monastery " N a S l o v a n e c h", 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 t h 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 
i n Slavonic studies A . Ch. V o s t o k o v , in the year 1827. In this no doubt 
very ancient document we can read apart from other things that Duchess Lud
mila, widow of Duke Bofivoj, had his grandson Wenceslas instructed in reading 
Slavonic books, and it was only after this tuition that his father Duke Vratislav 
sent him to Budec 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 . Safafik, but also by a German 
historian, the subsequently renowned publisher of the "Deutschlands Geschichts-
•quellen" W i 1 h e 1 m W a 11 e n b a c h, who was induced by this discovery to 
write a historical study "Die slawische Liturgie in Bohmen 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 t h 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 affected by Wattenbach's 
•discovery of a 12 t h century f r a g m e n t o f t h i s l e g e n d , 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 t h chapter of Christian. 8 And thus it happened that in the Fontes rerum Bohe-
micarum I (Prague 1873) J o s e f E m l e r 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 t h 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 about by the action of the histo
rian J o s e f P e k a f (1870—1937), who commenced in the year 1902 in the 
Cesky casopis historicky his famous campaign with the object of rehabilitating 
Christian. A sum-up of this campaign, his dispute with his principal opponent 
B . B r e t h o l z , publisher of the Chronicle by Cosmas (see Note 3), including, 
Pekaf presented in his work "Die Wenzels- und Ludmila-Legenden 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 . N i k o 1 s k i j . The First Old-Sla
vonic Legend Pekaf 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.9 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 Pekaf influenced significantly the Slavonic 
studies in general, and reinforced the repute of those research-workers who, to 
begin with P. J . Safafik (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 noting that just at the time 
of Pekaf'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 . S o b o l e v s k i j 
(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 V a t r o s l a v J a g i c himself as well as his Czech pupil 
V a c l a v V o n d r a k , assumed a more sober attitude in this respect. There 
is particularly one Jagids 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 w ind" . 1 0 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 t h century Bohemia, as 
Dobrovsky did, they just did not ascribe this phenomenon any special significance 
either in the 1 0 t h or in the 1 1 t h 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 t h cent., its 
continuation during the past 60 years that have elapsed since the campaign 
started by Pekaf 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, 1 1 3 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 between 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 Ceske dejiny I by 
V a c l a v N o v o t n y , Prague 1912. Vaclav Novotny did not agree with Pekaf 
and persisted t i l l the end of his life (1932) in believing that Christian's Legend 
was a 12 t h cent, falsification, nevertheless he did not present the promised proofs 
of his statement — some minor notes, especially in the Casopis Ceskeho 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 u n d e r h a n d in some places in Bohemia" t i l l the foundation of the 
Sazava Monastery (1032), which practically means that Novotny sided in this 
respect with the sceptical standpoint of at least Jagic, 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, i . e. with 
Slovakia, the Czech Slavic philology, represented by that time not only by 
Jagic's pupils Fr . P a s t r n e k and V . V o n d r a k, 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 t h e 
t h o u s a n d t h a n n i v e r s a r y o f D u k e W e n c e s l a s ' s m a r t y r ' s 
d e a t h . 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. A n extensive treatise by P e k a f , entitled 
"Svaty Vaclav" (St. Wenceslas), which was published in the Cesky casopis 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 staroslovenskych literarnich pamatek o sv. Vaclavu a sv. Ludmile" 
(Old-Slavonic literary documents concerning St. Wenceslas and St. Ludmila), the 
editorial work being in the hands of J o s e f V a j s and his associates, the 
Russian philologist N . J . S e r e b r j a n s k i j and J o s e f V a s i c a ; 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. R o m a n J a k o b s o n published his 
"Nejstarsi ceske pisnS 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. 

34 Sbornik Magna Moravia 
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The anniversary of 1929 gave impulse also to the plan of making up an impos
ing S v a t o v a c l a v s k y s b o r n i k (St. Wenceslas Memorial), whose first 
part, comprizing 1115 pages, appeared in Prague in 1934. The first item was 
again the above-mentioned Pekaf'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 cesko-cirkevneslovanska legenda o sv. Vaclavu" 
(The first Bohemian Ecclesiastic Old-Slavonic legend about St. Wenceslas) (pp. 

.863—1088) by M i l o s W e i n g a r t , 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 tills 
volume, particularly "Vaclavova rotunda sv. Vi ta" (Wenceslas rotunde of St. Vite) 
by J o s e f C i b u l k a and "Praha, BuOec a Boleslav" by K a r e 1 G u t h, 
refer to the First Old-Slavonic Legend about St. Wenceslas and to Christian as 
to safe 10 t h century documents. 

In Svatovaclavsky sbornik II 2 (Prague 1939) an extensive study of 630 pages 
by the historian V a c l a v C h a l o u p e c k y was published. The work was 
entitled "Prameny X . stoleti Legendy Kristianovy" (The Tenth Century Sources 
of Legenda Christiani) and was dedicated to the memory of Josef Pekaf. In his 
estimation of Christian, however, Chaloupecky considerably differs from his 
teacher, even though he obviously endorses the lattor's argumentation in favour 
of authenticity and endeavours to support i t . l i b 

The foundation stone of the Czech literary and historical tradition Chalou
pecky believed to be an u n p r e s e r v e d Slavonic legend treating the life 
of St. Ludmila, wife of Bofivoj and grandmother of St. Wenceslas. The existence 
of this legend was already assumed by Pekaf, 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. 1 2 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^3 and the Latin legend Fuit in provincia Bohemo-
rum)

ii the latter being in Chaloupecky's opinion the oldest preserved Latin legend 
dealing with events in Bohemia. 

Another u n p r e s e r v e d 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 Cyrillus^ and Tempore Michaelis imperatoris.16 The Ludmilian 
legend Diffundente sole — from which he quite rightly separated the homily 
Factum est17 — 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 t h. 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 B o h u m i l R y b a . 1 8 A t 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 c. 15 as Epilogus eiusdem terre (sc. Moravie) 
et Boemie. 

A l l the standpoints in which Chaloupecky differed from Pekaf had one object 
i n 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 J a n V i l i k o v s k y (NV, 1941, pp. 81—94), however, showed pretty 
soon and quite convincingly that this experiment of Chaloupecky turned out to 
be essentially a failure. It 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 (Pekaf'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 extract 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 Diffundenle 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 did not express any thesis that could not find at least a hypothetical 
support in Legenda Christiani and in the First Old-Slavonic Legend about St. 
"Wenceslas. When trying to prove that Moravia was subjected to Bohemia as 
early as in the 10 t h 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 t h e h i s t o r y o f S l a v i c l i t u r g y 
i n B o h e m i a 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 usvite kfesfanstvi" (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 J o s e f 
V a s i c a. 

4 

Of the Czech historians it was just V . Chaloupecky who expressed most 
emphatically the thesis about a c u l t u r a l a n d p o l i t i c a l c o n t i n u i t y 
c o n n e c t i n g t h e P f e m y s l i d e B o h e m i a w i t h G r e a t M o r a v i a . 
Yet, we must admit that he found support for his conviction not only in his 
largely disputable, yes, often doubtful, 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. S o b o l e v s k i j , 
R o m a n J o k o b s o n , B o h u s l a v H a v r a n e k , M i l o s W e i n g a r t , 
and J o s e f V a s i c a . If we wish to grasp fully how these problems are inter
related, it wi l l be useful to read a study published by R o m a n J a k o b s o n 
(using the pseudonym 0 1 a f J a n s e n ) i n a volume entitled "Co daly na§e zemS 
Evrope a lidstvu" (What our countries gave to Europe and mankind), Prague 
1939, or lectures "Slovanska bohosluzba v zemich ceskych" (Slavic liturgy in the 
Czech-speaking countries), broadcast b y J o s e f V a s i c a prior to Chaloupecky's 
publication of "Prameny" and printed subsequently in Prague in 1940. The 
similarity of how R o m a n J a k o b s o n , J o s e f V a s i c a , and V a c l a v 
C h a l o u p e c k y 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 V i l e m M a t h e -
s i u s, started his editorial preface by a comprehensible hint at the Munich event: 
"At a time of bitter experience but also of resolute wi l l 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 
pointed 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 t h cent, sources of Christian's 
Legend) found no such serious response from among the historians as was 
J . Vilikovsky's philological criticism or the commentary of V . Richter, an expert 
in the history of architecture. 1 8 3 B y no means can we ascribe such standard 
to fierce attacks against Chaloupecky's (but also Pekaf's) theories that cover 
many a page of the book "Ceske pohanstvi" (Bohemian paganism) by Z a v i 3 
K a l a n d r a (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 consi-
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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 t h 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. 1 9 

A direct criticism of Chaloupecky's "Prameny" intended to be also an extensive 
work by R u d o l f U r b a n e k, entitled "Legenda tak zvaneho Kristiana 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 10 t h 

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 t h cent, document." 
In other words, taken from the historical point of view, the 10 t h century picture 
retains with Urbanek its essential, already acknowledged features, and Christian's 
Legend is declared to be a 14 t h cent, falsification just to be replaced by a Latin 
legend, traced back to the 10 t h 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 t h cent, or to the 1 1 t h cent. — associating them with the Sazava 
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 t h cent. Bohemia, his attitude 
resembling that of V . Jagic 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. 2 0 Here I should just like to point out that 
Urbanek 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 1 1 t h cent, and an apology of the crumbling down Slavic liturgy, 
ascribing the authorship to Bozetlch, abbot of the Sazava 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 "Boddecke manuscript" of Christian — 
more precisely said, its first five chapters 2 1 — is not Christian, but an independent 
Ludmilian legend of the 12 t h cent., made use of by the falsifier of Christian 
(according to Urbanek it was Bavor of Nectiny, abbot of the Bfevnov 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 Boddecke Monastery (the manuscript coming from the 
15 t h 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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Pfemyslide 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 Pekaf 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. Urbanek's return to Dobrovsky's standpoint was welcomed chiefly by 
J a n S l a v i k and F. M . B a r t o s , who belonged to the older generation of 
historians and had been opposers to Pekaf. 2 2 Bartos 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 
Z d e n e k N e j e d l y in his attempt to present a Marxist interpretation of 
myths narrated by Cosmas 2 3 expressed his mistrust of the theories fixing the 
10 t h century as the date of origin of Christian's Legend and of the First Old-
Slavonic Legend about St. Wenceslas. Wi th 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 t h cent. Bohemia. Yet, even here Urbanek's work was not altogether without 
response. Thus it was J o s e f V a j s himself, who, though evidently with reluct
ance, took cognisance of Urbanek's denial of Christian's authenticity in the Notes 
to his publication of Josef Dobrovsky's work "Cyr i l a Metod, apostolove slo-
vansti" (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 B o h . H a v r a n e k and F r . R y s a n e k — translated samples 
from Christian were printed as the last item in the series of medieval hagio-
graphic texts. It is true that R o m a n J a k o b s o n did not find Urbanek's 
arguments convincing, yet, even he was influenced by his reading of Urbanek's 
work at least as much as to acknowledge in his contribution to the Harvard 
Memorial dedicated to Prof. F . Dvornik on his 60 l h birthday 2 4 the Boddecke 
manuscript as an independent legend (Legenda Bodecensis, L B ) and he thought 
it possible to reconstruct from this legend and from Christian (LC) the archetype 
of the original Czech-Latin source (*L). As a matter of fact, however, Jakobson's 
own quotations from L B show that L B 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 manuscript for a critical revision of the L C text, as was already 
done by Pekaf 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 "Povest vremennych let", 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 b e f o r e t h e a r r i v a l o f t h e B y z a n t i n e M i s 
s i o n invited by Duke Rostislav. 2 5 The Thessalonian brothers Constantine and 
Methodius came to a country 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 occasion of the 1100 t h anniversary of the arrival of the Byzantine Mission 
by J o s e f K u r z 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". 3 6 3 A n 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 s y n t h e s i s or 
s y m b i o s i s o f L a t i n a n d B y z a n t i n e e l e m e n t s , reinforced, na
turally, the position of those scientists who had already before been striving to 
interpret the culture of the Pfemyslide 10 t h and 1 1 t h 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 S l o v n i k j a z y k a s t a r o s l o v e n s k e h o , 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. 2 6 1 3 

A critical investigation of these questions is, naturally, going on. A contribution 
of special significance are V a § i c a's studies of Cyrillo-Methodian l e g a l 
d o c u m e n t s , 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.2 7 

A n d 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 O l d - S l a v o n i c P e n i t e n t i a l 
(confessor's manual) Nikotoroja zapovSd, preserved in a Russian manuscript of 
the 14 t h — 15 t h century but quoted as early as in the 12 t h 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 t h —11 t h cent. Bohemia. Professor Vasica 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 to be damaged by every 
rough gust of w i n d " . 2 8 And it is worth noting that this refusal of Jagic's sceptical 
view, expresed by the chief representative of the present Czech research in Slavic 
philology, is shared also by the younger, yes, even the youngest scholars in this 
branch, such as F . V . M a r e s 2 9 and R a d o s l a v V e c e r k a. 3 0 

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 t h cent. Bohemia. The finds establishing such 
surprisingly high material and social standard of the 9 t h 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 a r c h e o l o g i c a l f a c t s 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 Bofivoj 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 Kouf im, or some excavations in the Prague Castle, 
where I v a n B o r k o v s k y found in 1950 a small church, probably identical 
with St. Mary's Church, founded, according to Christian, by Duke Bofivoj him
self, while according to other writers of legends, by his son Spytihnev. 3 1 The 
prominent Czech expert in this line of research V a c l a v R i c h t e r 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 Pekaf 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 a r c h e o l o g i s t s and p h i l o l o g i s t s , 
on the one hand, and the h i s t o r i a n s , 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 J o s e f H r a b a k a s editor, the Old-Slavonic- Latin lite
rature is given the entire first chapter (pp. 25—60) 3 2 and while R u d o l f T u r e k 
follows in the quoted book (see Note 31) traces of the Great-Moravian traditions 
throughout the whole early medieval era of Czech culture, in Ceskoslovenska 
vlastiveda II, History vol. 1, on the other hand, it is only the archeologist J a-
r o s l a v B o h m who deals with the Cyrillo-Methodian culture in the intro
ductory chapter on Great Moravia. In the Czech History written by the acade
mician J o s e f M a c e k, 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 Sazava 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 believe 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, 3 3 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 wi l l be possible to bridge at least the 
most important discrepancies characterizing the present state of investigation, 
provided that the results obtained by all the respective single branches of research 
wil l be treated with mutual c r i t i c a l r e s p e c t nad c o n f i d e n c e . 

6 

As was pointed out before, in the last years it was also L a t i n p h i l o l o g y 
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 heritage in the 10 t h cent. Bohemia. Its methods had, naturally, been 
already employed by the historians, but unfortunately not with much luck, Josef 
Pekaf 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 critical analysis of the text may give in 
favour of the authenticity of this document. 3 4 

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 r e m a r k a b l y u n i f o r m c h a r a c t e r , 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 s y n t a x is in Christian quite uniform, 3 5 and the same may be 
said also about his v o c a b u 1 a r y . 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 
<lirect quotations and phraseological elements in general, and these may be found 
fairly well distributed throughout the whole of his Legenda. 3 6 

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 i t does not display as yet the so-called cursus Gregorianus, which began 
spreading throughout Europe from the end of the 12 t h cent, and whose typical 
characteristic is the employment of regular concluding clauses, particularly of the 
so-called cursus velox (such as saecula saeculorum or agere nfmis dure). Chris
tian's cursus is uniform and is remarkably in accord with the cursus of other 
Latin 10 t h 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 Diffundente 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 7 

Thus, in Christian's language and style nothing was found to oppose the view 
that the work originated in the 1 0 t h cent. But we must point out once more that 
the main emphasis is to be laid on the fact that Legenda Christiani i s t r u l y 
a u n i f o r m p i e c e o f l i t e r a t u r e , 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. F r a g m e n t 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 f r o m t h e e n d o f 12 t h c e n t u -
r y. This was already stated by Josef Pekaf, 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 B o h u m i l R y b a (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, Urbanek, and of late F. M . Bartos imagined when they were fixing 
the date of origin for their Pseudo-Christian and suggested either the end of the 
13 t h or beginning of the 14 t h century. On the contrary, a comparison of Christian's 
legend about St. Wenceslas with the 1 3 t h 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 t h century. 3 8 

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 jide, 
no matter whether we consider the manuscript Clm 4605 from the 1 1 t h 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 t h 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 12 t h cent, was directly interpolated from Christian. 3 9 Now, this brings us pretty 
near the well-known Wolfenbiittel manuscript of the Gumpold's Legend; this 
manuscript was effected for Duchess Hemma (fl006) wife of Boleslav the Second, 
and in it Pekaf could identify word reflexion while art historians again i l lumi
nation reflexion of Legenda Christiani.*0 

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 J a k o b s o n (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 (Povest vremennych let), which in any case makes Christian's 
information less isolated. F r a n t i s e k G r a u s 4 1 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. A u g u s t i n e's t i m e -
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 C o s m a s , this question being 
just the most important partial aspect of our problem. I have tried to contribute 
to the solution by analyzing the P r e my s l i d e m y t h in Christian, cap. 2.a 
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In Christian's version of this story two different elements may be discerned. There 
is the narrative about the nomadic life 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 C i c e r o in his textbook of rhetoric De inventione I 2, which 
Christian might have got acquainted with from the early medieval encyclopedias 
bv I s i d o r e o f S e v i l l e and by H r a b a n u s M a u r u s. Yet, apart from 
this 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 it 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 mythological 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 witchcraft, as they 
are expounded in the well-known The Golden Bough b y J . G. F r a z e r. But be 
it as it wil l , 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 motif 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. I have attempted to explain the narrative 
conformity of Christian (cap. 5, page 106, 23 Pekaf) with Cosmas (I. I l l , 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 O u e e n a n d S a i n t A e d i l t h r y d , to be found in 
B e d a's Historia ecclesiastica gentis Anglorum IV, cap. 19. 4 3 

8. Christian's authenticity was made more probable also by the discovery 4 4 

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 interpreted, 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 
D a 1 i m i 1, author of the oldest Czech chronicle in verses from the beginning 
of the 14 t h cent., was misled by this term when making in his version of the 
anecdote (cap. 72) the rival-Duke Stanimir meet Duke Bedfich 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 Pekaf's arguments 
in favour of old chronology of Christian's work. The but recently departed Czech 
expert in Scandinavian philology E m i 1 W a l t e r 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 convincing 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 latter half of the 10 l h cent, via Russia as an 
echo of the Varjag Kiev cycle of sagas.4 5 As for me, I have expressed the opinion 
that the names may be historical. Tunna and Gommon may have been N o r 
m a n s ( v i k i n g s ) who came to Bohemia in the suite of the Lutician Princess 
Dragomir. E m i l Walter published this suggestion of mine preliminarily with my 
consent in the Scando-Slavica in 1961. 4 6 Be it as it wi l l , 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 is 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, 4 7 

wc 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. J o s e f C i b u l k 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„Vypravovani Legendy Kristianovy o pokfteni Bofivojove" ("Narrative 
about Bofivoj's baptism in Legenda Christiani") 4 8 again and more extensively 
(Pekaf just alluded to the problem with a brief remark. W L L , page 164) that the; 
story about p a g a n B o f i v o j n o t b e i n g i n v i t e d to s i t a t t a b l e 
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 t h 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 t h e t h r e e - s t a g e c o n v e r s i o n of Duke 
Bofivoj 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 were no more valid, having long before been 
abolished, and thus he finds in Christian's description of Bofivoj's baptism 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 Borivoj'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 Borivoj's 
baptism is no surprise. A significant piece of information 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 Pekaf's rehabilita-
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tion of Christian. For in the light of the results obtained by this research we 
cannot doubt 4 9 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 Vojtech 
(Adalbert) a Slavnikian (member of the Slavnik family) by descent, while Voj-
tech'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 VojtSch's neighbourhood is 
confirmed by the contemporary writer B r u n o o f Q u e r f u r t , who mentions 
in his Vita sancti Adalberti c. 15 among the messengers sent from Bohemia to 
Rome to bring back Bishop Vojtech also an eloquent monk called Christian, 
a blood relation (brother) of the ruler of the country. 5 0 From what we know 
about St. Voj tech'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 t h e m o s t 
i m p o r t a n t d o c u m e n t r e l a t i n g t o t h e p r o b l e m o f t h e M o r a 
v i a n - B o h e m i a n c u l t u r a l a n d p o l i t i c a l c o n t i n u i t y , 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 t h 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 t h 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, O l d f i c h K r a l i k , 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 Kral ik to try to 
ascribe to Dobrovsky, in opposition to Pekaf, that part of the credit he was 
entitled to. One of the most significant studies by Kralik, to be mentioned in this 
connection, is just his treatise „Josef Dobrovsky a badani o pocatcich ceskych 
dejin" (J. Dobrovsky and research into early Czech history), which was printed 
in a memorial publication dedicated to Zdenek Nejedly (Pocta Zdenku Nejedle-
mu), Olomouc 1959, pp. 73—140. Later he expounded systematically his views 
mainly in two books, „K pocatkum literatury v pfemyslovskych Cechach", (The 
dawning of literature in Pfemyslide Bohemia), Rozpravy CSAV, Prague 1960 
(104 pages), and „Sazavske pisemnictvi X I . stoleti" (The 1 1 t h cent, literature from 
the Sazava Monastery), Rozpravy, Prague 1961 (94 pages), and also in numerous 
articles, published in Czech and foreign journals. 5 1 

Thus O. Kral ik wants to bridge the gulf between Dobrovsky's essential sceptical 
attitude, the old scholar being for him an „unsurpassed example of scientific 
realism", 5 2 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 
summed up i n t h e f o l l o w i n g t h e s e s : 

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 Slavic rites in Pfe-
myslide Bohemia in the first half of the 10 t h century". 5 3 

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, S t. V o j t e c h (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 Th i rd . 5 4 

3. St. VojtSch 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 wjas not until in the time of St. Vojtech that a revival of Great-Moravian 
cultural traditions and of Slavic literature appeared on the scene in Bohemia, 
representing the first Slavonic Renaissance.55 

4. The speaker of this Slavonic culture in St. VojtSch's time is the so-called 
C h r i s t i a n , "the first conscious believer in the Slavonic idea in Czech history 
and even in Czech historical literature" (to be sure, within the frame of the 
then-existing ecclesiastical organization and propaganda). 5 6 

5. It is as late as in Vojtech'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 t h cent. — just as the Old-Slavonic Prologue 
about St. Ludmila — in the b i l i n g u a l a t m o s p h e r e of the Sazava Mo
nastery. 5 7 

6. The L u d m i l i a n l e g e n d 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. 5 8 

7.1 The narrative about B o f i v o j ' s b a p t i s m 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 Pfemyslides 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. VojtSch's time is connected also the cult of St. Clement in Levy Hradec, as 
well as the figure of the Slavonic priest K a i c h . 5 9 

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 Vojtech's time would be the assumption 
of some influence from Bulgaria or perharps Croatia. 6 0 

9. Christian's Legend is, to be sure, an authentic work from the end of the 
1 0 t h cent., yet, i n a w a y i t i s a f a l s i f i c a t i o n . It is 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 first Czech piece of literature 
that may be attributed a historical conception. 6 1 

10. The bilingual Latin-Slavic environment that originated in Bohemia in the 
time of Vojtech 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 t h century era as well as the tenth cent, period with Bishop 
Vojtech, on the one hand, and the period of the first great Czech and Russian 
annalists C o s m a s and N e s t o r , on the other hand. - ' 6 2 

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 
E m i l P r a i a k 6 3 and the research-worker in Slavonic studies R a d o s l a v 
V e c e r k a, 6 4 even though both of them paid credit to the stimulative effect 
of Kralik's work; and the attempt met with even more resolute antagonism on 
the part of historians studying the Middle Ages, Z d e n e k F i a l a and D u s a n 
T f e s t i k, who in an article subjected to criticism both the results and the 
method of Kralik 's research. 6 5 

The standpoints of criticizing historians are, naturally, different from those of 
the philologists. The historians oppose the idea of a Slavonic policy of Bishop 
Vojtech, 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 Vojtech'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 Kral ik himself in 
reference to the Slavonic traditions in Bohemia before St. Vojtech's time. Fiala's 
and Tfestik's arguments are, in fact, levelled against Kralik 's conception of Voj
tech'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 Kral ik a victim of the same. It is pretty clear that the authors have in mind 
the works of V a c l a v C h a l o u p e c k y and R u d o l f II o 1 i n k a, 6 6 but 
they seem to forget that 0 . K r a l i k h i m s e l f clearly abandons in most of 
his views concerning the 10 t h cent, the standpoints of Pekaf and his followers as 
well as those of all the Czech research-workers in Slavonic studies. According to 
Kral ik it was just Josef Pekaf, "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". 6 7 And Kralik 's ironical remarks about erecting windmills and building 
the golden age of Czech culture in the period of Ludmila and Wenceslas 6 8 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, E m i l P r a i a k, 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 fix the dale of its origin 
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immediately after Wcnceslas' death. Partly it is the author's considerate attitude 
to the fratricide Boleslav and to Drahomira, who is presented here 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 wil l 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. 

R a d o s l a v V e c e r k a pays in his recension of "Sazavske pisemnictvi" 
main attention to the question of continuity of Old-Slavonic 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 Vecerka, an 
expert in the Slavonic studies, to specify his objections in detail, yet, his essential 
standpoint is clearly expressed by his rhetorical question whether it was at all 
possible to introduce in Bohemia an Ecclesiastic Slavic literary activity in the 
10 t h cent, as a n o v e 11 y. Vecerka evidently does not consider the assumption 
that the unprescrved Old-Slavonic legend about St. Ludmila and the First Old-
Slavonic Legend about St. Wenceslas must have been written before the middle 
of the 10 t h cent, as subverted by Kralik '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-Slnvonic culture in the 
Czech-speaking countries. 

Kral ik inevitably used analyses of L a t i n l i t e r a r y d o c u m e n t s 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 f have formerly taken part in tackling this question 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 manuscripts of the legend Crescente 
from the 1 1 t h 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. 6 9 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 I 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. 7 0 

Now, it was just this formulation of mine that made Kral ik promptly deduce 
the above-quoted thesis, i . e. that it was G u m p o l d who introduced the Ludmi
lian motif into the legend about Wenceslas, and that an independent Ludmilian 
legend did not exist before Christian. Tn this connection I must first of all do 
away with a misunderstanding caused by my rather inaccurate wording. When 
writing that the text 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 I 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 of necessity borrowed from 
some later text, e. g. from Gumpold or Christian; surely its source may have 
been some older Ludmilian legend. One fact is positive: the quoted allusion to 
St. Ludmila can be read in all the preserved manuscripts of Crescente, which 
implies the assumption that it was contained in the archetype as well. Moreover, 
wc find Z. F i a 1 a and D. T f e s t i k remarking in their polemic comment upon 
Kralik (page 530) that "the juxtapositions adduced by Kral ik ("Josef Dobrov-
sky", page 81 n.) prove only that Gumpold copied Crescente also in the passage 
referring to St. Ludmila". I 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 Wcnceslas' 
prophecy (Videtur mihi hoc atrium maioris Pauli presbiteri deserlum), but not 
the prophecy itself. Gumpold transposes this motif into the Duke's dream, present
ing in Wenceslas' own words an elaborate explanation thereof. The destruction 
of Paul's house (domorum destructio) foretells the martyr's death of Duchess 
Ludmila, the fact of it being uninhabited (porticus populis deserta amplitudo) 
the expulsion and robbing of the clergy. This amplification is in harmony with 
the mode and manner in which Gumpold rewrote the legend Crescente, yet, 
T think it very probable that even the text of Crescente 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 a b r i d g e m e n t of the original legend Crescente, similar to 
numerous other samples quoted 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 formulated hint. 

If 0 . Kra l ik declares that the legend Crescente reflects already a more advanced 
stage of the Ludmilian legend, 7 1 it is necessary to point out, in contrast to it, that 
St. Wenceslas'prophecy in Gumpold expressly says that Duchess Ludmila wil l 
die a martyr's death because of her Christian faith (pro Chrisdani nominis ac fidei 
professione), and also that Wenceslas' mother Drahomira is gi^en by her own 
son a very harsh epitheton — "cursed" (execrabilis memorie gemtrix). 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 t h cent, at the latest. 

V a c l a v C h a l o u p e c k y declared, as it was already stated, the legend 
Fuit in provincia Boemorum to be the oldest Latin legend (ascribing it to the 
first half of the 10 t h century), and he wrongly amplified it by passages from 
Christian, wich were added to it in one of the latest manuscripts of the legend. 
K r a l i k , on the other hand, took Fuit for "a not very lucky extract from 
Christian", effected in Sazava in the l l l h century. This is indeed an antinomy 
very hard to solve. It must be admitted that the arguments with which Kral ik 
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,72 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 1 understand why in a Lud-
milian legend written in the Slavonic environment of the Sazava Monastery, 
and with Christian as the source, on the top of it, no allusion whatsoever should 
be made to the S l a v i c l i t u r g y o r S1 a v ic s c r i p t , 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 enigma than Pekaf's suggestion 7 3 3 that both 
Christian and the author of the legend Fuit l ikely drew upon the same unpre-
served Latin 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 I 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 Pekaf (1. c.) 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 admitted the possibility that this ori
ginal source may have been written in Slavic, 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' Life-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 first literary representation of the 
Ludmilian legend. 

Neither the narative about B o f i v o j ' s b a p t i s m can be classified as 
a mere product of Christian's imagination wishing to support the cause of the 
Pfemyslide dynasty, or as merely reflecting Vojtech's Slavonic policy in the 
matters of culture. The very pains Kral ik 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 Pekaf 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 contents, 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 
Kra l ik o v e r e s t i m a t e s not only Vojtech's but also Christian's adherence to 
t h e S l a v o n i c i d e a . It is true that Christian writes with obvious sympathy 
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about the activity of the Thessalonian brothers in Moravia, about Cyr i l 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 is a L a t i n s c h o l a r , 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, al l this would not justify us in making of Christian a conscious propagator of 
the Slavonic idea. When Kral ik writes about "a remarkably ardent Slavonic fee
ling in Christ ian", 7 3 b 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 n o t h i n g i n c o m m o n with the question of Slavic litur
g y . 7 3 0 As a matter of fact, the two 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 Vojtech's controversies 
with the court and Bohemian nobility, as Kral ik himself admits. 

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

B y saying so I do not mean to deny Kralik 's merits in his endeavouring to 
clarify the dawning of Czech national culture. In the present brief discussion 
I 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 I should like to quote by way of conclusion at least one remark
able statement: I have here in mind the fact that Kral ik classifies Christian's 
Legend — somewhat contrary to his general evaluation of this document — as 
the f i r s t C z e c h w o r k t h a t c a n c l a i m t o b e a t t r i b u t e d 
a h i s t o r i c a l c o n c e p t i o n (see Note 61). I stress this Kralik's view once 
more, because it suggests an important idea, which wil l 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, F r a n t i s e k G r a u s . I have now in mind his article 
Velkomoravskd rise v ceske stfedoveke 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, 7 4 and 
for this reason his voice certainly deserves attention. We have already commented 
upon the post-war Czech historiography, 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, 7 5 

as welt as in his lecture delivered at the Great-Moravia Congress in Brno in 
1963, 7 6 Graus recommends also in this article (I shall quote the conclusion) 
"caution with respect to the far-reaching conceptions of some modern historians, 
who under the spell of neoromantic enthusiasm would like to draw wide-range 
conclusions, often on the basis of very poor knowledge and quite 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 lime 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 (see page 305) G r e a t M o r a v i a w a s 
p r a c t i c a l l y a b s e n t f r o m t h e m e d i e v a l B o h e m i a n t r a 
d i t i o n , and that it was not until in the 14 t h 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 ecclesiastical 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 , h cent, 
it was only an "epic recollection" of Svatopluk that lived in Bohemia, while the 
e c c l e s i a s t i c a l w o r s h i p o f t h e T h e s s a l o n i a n b r o t h e r s 
was introduced as l a t e a s i n 1 3 4 9 by a decree issued by the Olomouc 
Bishop Jan. This Graus's view started off a minor controversy. R a d o s l a v 
V e c e r k a opposed it in his article (Cyrilometodejsky kult v ceske stfedoveke 
tradici (The Cyrillo-Methodian cult in Bohemian Medieval tradition), CSCH 12, 
1964. pp. 40—43. He raised two objections against Graus: 1. T h e c u l t o f 
t h e T h e s s a l o n i a n b r o t h e r s is documented as existing in the 10 t h 

cent. Bohemia as early as in Christian. 2. Its existence is 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 t h —16 t h cent, in Croatian Glagolitic documents, 
but the analysis of the text indicates that it originated in the 10 t h —11 t h cent. 
Pfemyslide Bohemia. 

These objections were responded to by Graus in an editorial note, in which 
1. he declares that Christian confirms only the l e g e n d t r a d i t i o n about 
the Thessalonian brothers and not the existence o f t h e e c c l e s i a s t i c a l 
c u l t , 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 
sceptical 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 Cyri l 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.. Apart 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 I have noticed), but we need not 
occupy ourselves here with the comparative study of these terms — it was already 
<lone by Pekaf 7 7 — 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 Cyri l 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 t h cent., or in the beginning of 
the 1 1 t h cent., 7 8 while the name Cyrillus is to be found in Evangeliarium Ostro-
miri, written in Novgorod in the years 1056—1057. 7 9 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 10 t h 

century. In contrast to it, the Italian legend, which was written by L e o o f 
O s t i a (died 1115), according to the recent discovery made by P a u l D e v o s 
and P a u l M e y v a e r t, 8 0 calls, to be sure, in one place Constantino 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 attributes to the two brothers 
the epithets beatus or sanctus. This is in full accord wil l i the Slavonic biography 
The Life of Constantine the Philosopher, written most likely still in Methodius's 
life-time (died 885), upon which L e o o f O s t i a drew through the mediation 
of Bishop G a u d e r i c h o f V e l l e t r i (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). 8 1 

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 t h cent. Bohemian ecclesiastical life: the Slavonic priests — very 
likely in Bohemia as well as in the Slavonic South — began to worship Cyri l 
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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 suggestion 
of mine settles for good the question of chronology and origin of the Cyrillo-
Methodian officium, yet, the existence of the ecclesiastical cult (to be sure, Sla
vonic and restricted to a few localities) of the Thessalonian brothers in the 10 t h 

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 . G r a u s already before, in the intro
duction to his earlier article Rex — dux Moraviae in S P F F B U 1960, C 7, page 
181. There he took a stand against the attempts of some Czech historians — 
particularly V . C h a l o u p e c k y , but also the expert in historical law V. V a-
n i c e k and the expert in numismatology P. R a d o m e f s k y — to find in the 
narrative of Czech medieval annalists, the so-called Dalimil from the beginning 
of the 14 t h 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 on I that V. Chaloupecky, whom Graus 
mentions in the first place when enumerating 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 imperii does not occur in the text of "Prameny" at 
all, as far as I know, lit connection with the Slavonic renaissance in the time 
of Charles the Fourth Chaloupecky quotes a well-known place in Pulkava's Chro
nicle relating to the transfer of the Moravian Kingdom to Bohemia (in 1086), 
but his own standpoint is to be found elsewhere, in the extensive chapter " K r e s t 
B o f i v o j u v " (Bofivoj's baptism) (pp. 117—236), where we can read also the 
following significant passage (page 170): 

"A characteristic and significant feature 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, seeing in the latter a direct continuation of the former. B y 
formulating this conception of our history . . . the author of the legend Dijjundente 
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 introduction to our national, state, religious, and 
cultural history. And this interpretation of the relation between the old Moravian 
stale and the Pfemyslide 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 Pfemyslides appear to be real successors of the Moravian dynasty 
founded by Mojmir. And both ruling houses as well as both countries received 
their spiritual and political mission from the hands of 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, characteristic 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, ascribed 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 t h 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, b u t o n l y 
o f c o n t i n u i t y . 

Naturally, one cannot fail to see that Methodius's prophecy (or rather a pro
mise) to Bofivoj (Christian, c. 2): dominus dominorum tuorum62 efficieris cuncti-
que hostes tui subicientur dicioni tue, is a "plain vaticinatio ex eventu", as 
G r a u s 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 earlier half of the 10 t h century". It is no wonder that Cha
loupecky's view, thus substantiated, found but little faith. Yet. when trying to 
interpret Methodius's (Christian's) utterances we need not go so far. They merely 
imply the assumption that i n C h r i s t i a n's t i m e the sovereignty of the 
Pfemyslides extended also to the Moravian territory, even 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 Bofivoj. Neither need this interpretation be in contradiction, as far as I see, to 
the frequently quoted Christian's allusion (c. 1) to Methodius's curse levelled at 
Svatopluk and his prediction about the destruction 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 even 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 vicini sui conspicit concremari), 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 stales, all the succeeding Czech historians. 
First of all it is C o s m a s, and he does so not only by recording, in spite of his 
aversion to Slavic 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 c. 10), and by alluding once more to this event 
(I c. 14) in connection with the disappearance of K ing Svatopluk, 8 3 but also by 
including among the sources of early B o h e m i a n history the writings Privile-
gium Moraviensis ecclesie and Epilogus eiusdem terre (Moravie) atque Bohemie. 
The identification of these writings is an extraordinarily hard task, 8 4 but for our 
present purpose it is a matter of no importance. We take for granted that both 
these sources are 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 D a 1 i m i I combined later 
this idea in his narrative (chapter 24), 

kako jest koruna z Moravy vy i l a , 
. . . kako jest z te zeme Cechom prisla, 

with the imperial idea of translatio imperii, and that P u 1 k a v 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 both Pekaf 
and Chaloupecky, and which was neither expressed in Graus's article, nor has it 
been raised anywhere else up til l 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 firm conviction — that Christian was a Slavnikian, just as St. Vojtech, that 
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is to say, he was one of the house which ruled according to Cosmas I c. 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 Pekaf nor to Chaloupecky would run as follows: H o w i s i t p o s 
s i b l e t h a t C h r i s t i a n s p e a k s f o r t h e w h o l e o f B o h e m i a , 
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 Pekaf and Chaloupecky for philological reasons,8 5 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. 

Pekaf's and Chaloupecky's view that C h r i s t i a n w a s a m e m b e r o f 
t h e S l a v n f k f a m i l y i s b a s e d , as I have already pointed out, on two 
facts. Tt is in the first place the fact that Christian calls Bishop Vojtech nepos 
carimsime (my dearest nephew), and the second reason is that B r u n o o f 
Q u e r f u r t speaks in his Passio s. Adalberti, c. 15, when enumerating the 
members of the deputation sent from Prague to Rome to induce Bishop Vojtech 
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 talc. Pekaf was the first to realize that the designation dominus 
terrae may be applied also to S 1 a v n i k, the father of Bishop VojtSch, 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 Pekaf 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 written 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 Pfemyslidc dynasty. In this matter, therefore, we cannot 

554 



give Chaloupecky the truth, on the contrary, the Bohemian, and we may even 
say Pfemyslide, 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 Vojtech (Adal
bert) in the following words: Passionem bead Wenceslai simul cum beate memorie 
hudmila . . . non pleniter disertam reperiens, dignum duxi, ut vestram sanctita-
tem, qui e.v eodem tramite lineam propaginis trahitis, adirem, quo ex iussione 
vestra simul et licencia aliquo modo earn corrigerem. . . Trames means a side-
way, path, road, but also a side-line of a family (Aulus Gellius 13, 19, 15). We 
may, therefore, translate the words in question as follows: "you, who derive your 
origin from the same family" or "from a side-line of the same family". Be it as it 
will , the words definitely indicate b l o o d - r e l a t i o n s h i p b e t w e e n S t . 
V o j t e c h , on the one hand, a n d S t . L u d m i l a a n d S t . W e n c e s l a s , 
on the other hand, in other words, between the Slavnikians and the Pfemyslides. 
To apply this formulation to the kinship of Christian to Vojtech, as it used to be 
done, would mean an act of unpardonable violence against Christian's style. 

B r u n o ' s Passio s. Adalberti (c. 21) appears to offer another testimony in 
favour of the blood-relationship of the Slavnikians to the Pfemyslides. Bruno, 
a contemporary of Vojtech 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, promittit vitam, ut 
inferat mortem. Dat Bolizlavus fidem, ut inopinato occidat fratres.®* 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 f r a t r i 
c i d e . B y 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 e l e c t i o n o f t h e n e w b i s h o p was taking place in the 
Pfemyslide territory at Levy Hradec on February 19 t h 982, the assembly of the 
Bohemians answered according to St. Vojtech'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. Vojtech was later ordained bishop in Mainz ( C a n a p a r i u s 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 Vojtech to St. Wenceslas is implied in Christian's narrative, parti-
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cularly in the words of the prologue: "qui (St. Wenceslas) bealus vos (St. Adal
bert) ad pontificale decus conscendere statuit". Vojt6ch, 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. 8 7 Christian calls in the same sentence St. 
Wenceslas a common patron (communis patronus), i . e. Vojtech's and his own. 
It is possible that even this formulation indicates not only the spiritual but also 
the human kinship of the three. 

Equally noteworthy is in B r u n o (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 Vojtech 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 favour of a spiritual — 
and let us say also political — unity of the Slavnik Bohemia with the Pfemyslide 
Bohemia. And as far as Vojtech and Christian were concerned, this esteem was 
very likely strengthened by a kindred tie. 

In this connection let us mention the interesting fact that the d e s c e n d a n t s 
o f T h e o b a l d u s (Depoltici), who represented a b r a n c h o f t h e P f e 
m y s l i d e s t o c k in the second half of the 12 t h cent, and the first half of the 
13 t h 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 Pfemyslide 
Neklan, as well as to the dukes of Zlicko, who were relatives, also according to 
Dalimil (chap. 32), of Duke Slavnik. 8 8 This was, of course, only a family tradi
tion, finding likely support in the fact that the Depoltici had their estates in the 
district of Koufim, which originally was called Zlicko. But even so, this semi-
mythological talc shows that the Depoltici 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 Pfemyslides and the 
Slavnikians. 

In a word. I believe there is no reason why we should distrust that which 
is implied in Christian's text, i . e. that Vojtech came from the same family the 
members of which were also St. Ludmila and St. Wenceslas, which is an impli
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 Depoltici, a branch, which due to historical circumstances 
(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 9 

As for me, I have just tried here to give an answer to the question which 
I have likewise put myself, namely how it is possible that Christian knows only 
one united Bohemia, only Prague and the Pfemyslides, and that he practically 
dedicated to a Slavnikian, St. Vojtech, a work in which he glorifies the first 
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Bohemian saints of the Pfemyslide family. Finding support in information from 
contemporary sources 1 have come to ihe conclusion that the s o - c a l l e d S l a v -
n i k i a n s (which means, in fact, Duke Slavnik and his sons) w e r e c l o s e 
r e l a t i v e s o f t h e P f e m y s l i d e s and that the territory under their 
rule was invested with much smaller cultural and political independence than 
it was later assumed, thanks to Cosmas's Chronicle. It was only due to this fact 
that Christian the Slavnikian was able to declare his adherence to Pfemysl, Bo-
fivoj, and the Pfemyslide Prague and become at the same time the speaker 
of the Great-Moravian ecclesiastical and political tradition i n t h e w h o l e o f 
B o h e m i a , whether subject to the Pfemyslide or to the Slavnik sovereignty. 
And it seems 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 few historical problems and upon 
the contemporary state of research into the Great-Moravian tradition in the 10 t h 

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 wil l 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 wil l enable him to get at least a rough 
idea of one chapter in the history of Central Europe, a chapter which is not 
without interest. The contest between eastern and western influence on the Mo
ravian and Bohemian soil from the 9 l h to the 1 1 t h 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 he interested in the past and the 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 t h e l i t e r a r y s i g n i f i c a n c e o f t h i s d o c u m e n t , 
which is an organic product of formal hagiographic and historiographic traditions 
of Western Europe, comprising, nevertheless, an original Cyrillo-Methodian com
ponent, as well, conceived in the spirit of the Latin-Slavic symbiosis. 

For all these reasons, 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.9 0 And 1 should be very happy if my critical remarks relating to this 
old but still pressing problem of Czech science contributed at least a little 
towards filling this gap, inducing some foreign readers to get interested in Chris
tian'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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A b b r e v i a t i o n s : 

AB Analecta Bollandiana 
CCH Cesky casopis historicky 
CSCH Ceskoslovensky casopis bistoricky 
FRB Fontes rerum Bohemicarum 
Chaloupecky, Prameny Vaclav Chaloupecky, Prameny X. stoleti Lcgendy Kristianovy, 

Praha 1939. 
L F Listy filologicke 
NV Nase veda 
Pekaf, WLL Josef Pekaf. Die Wenzels- und Ludmila-Legenden und die Echtheit 

Christians, Praha 1906 
SPFFBU Sbornik pracf filosoficke fakulty Brn£nske 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 listav Slovenskej akademie vied, 1963, 140 pages). 

2 Editio princeps of Legenda Christiani: B o h u s l a u s B a l b i n u s , Epitome histories 
rerum Bohemicarum I, Prague 1677, pp. 40—65. Further editions: Const. S u y s k e n , Acta 
Sanctorum, Sept. 16 (t. V., f. 354-363) and Sept. 28. (t. VII., f. 769-778), in the years 1755 
and 1760. — P. A t h a n a s i u s a S. J o s e p h o (El ias S a n d r i c h ) , Vita S. Ludmillae 
et S. Wenceslai authore Christiano monacho, Prague 1767 (111 pag.) — J o s e f E m l e r , 
FRBI, Prague 1873, pp. 199—227. — J o s e f Pekaf , Die Wenzels- und Ludmila-Legenden 
und die Echtheit Christians, Prag 1906, pp. 88—125 (the only critical edition). 

3 Cosmos's Chronicle was published also by J o s e f E m l e r , FRB II, Prague 1874. — Cri
tical edition : B e r t h o l d B r e t ho i 7., Die Chronik der Bohmen des Cosmas Von Prag, Mon. 
Germ, hist., N. S., t. II., Berlin 1923. 

* G e l a s i u s D o b n e r , Examen Historico-Chronologico-Criticum, manuscript from 1755. 
T h e same, Wenreslai Hagek a Liboczaj) Annales Bohemorum (critical commentary) IV., 
1772, p. 328 f.) 

5 The legend Diffundente sole, published after Josef Dobrovsky (see p. 527) by Josef 
E m l e r , FRB I, 1873, pp. 191—198, and with a critical supplement by V a c l a v Chalou
pecky , Prameny, pp. 481—493, the latter having quite rightly separated from it the homily 
Factum est. Cf. Note 17. 

6 Gumpold's Legend was published by G. H. Pert/ . , MGH, SS. IV., pp. 211—223. 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 
XIIII ex ducibus Boemanorum cum hominibus suis chrislianam religionem desiderantes 
suscepit et in octavis theophaniae baptizari iussit. 

8 W i l h e l m W n t t e n b a o h , Beitraege zur Gescliicltfe der christlichen Kirche in 
Maehren und Boehmen, Wicn 1849, pp. 52-54. - FRB I, pp. 140-143. 

9 The legend Crescente fide was published in the so-called Bavarian recension (Christianity 
in Bohemia begins hero with Bofivoj's son Spytihnev) by J o s e f E m l e r , 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 C h a l o u p e c k y 
in his Prameny, pp. 493—501. The complete text from a Stuttgart manuscript (Zweifalten), 
originating from the beginning of the 12 th cent., was reprinted by J a r o s 1 a v L u d v i k o v-
s k y in his Nove zjisteny rukopis legendy Crescente fide, LF 81, 1958, pp. 56—68. 

1 1 V a t r o s l a v J a g i c , Entstehungsgeschichte der kirchenslavischen Sprache, Berlin 
1913, page 107 n.: „Mit recht sagt Vondrak, man sei iiu Autsuchen der Spuren nach der sla-
vischen Liturgie in Bohmen oft entschicden zu weit gegangen . . . Da war sie immer nur eine 
zarte Zimmerpflanze, die bei jedem rauheren Windhauch Schaden leiden musste." 

l l a Risa Velkomoravska, sbornik vedeckych prdc. Edited by J a n S l a n i s l a v , Prague 
1933. — J o s e f K u r z , Slovanske zdklady nasi vzdelanosti in the volume Slovanstvi v ces-
kim ndrodnim zivote, edited by J o s e f M a c u r e k , Brno 1947, pp. 9—19. — M i 1 o s 
W e i n g a r t , Ceskoslovensky typ cirkevnej slovandiny (published after the author's death by 
J a n S t a n i s l a v ) , Bratislava 1949. — B o h u s l a v H a v r a n e k , Pocdtky slovanskeho 
pisma a psane literatury v dohe velkomoravske in miscell. publ. Velkd Morava, tisiciletd tra-
dice statu a kultury, Prague \963; pp. 77—96. — R a d o s l a v V e c e r k a , Slovanske pocdtky 
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ieske kniini vzdelanosti, Prague 1963. — T h e same, Velkomoravskd litevalura v pfemyslov-
skych Cechdch, Slavia 1963, pp. 398—416. Compare with an article by the author in the pre
sent publication. 

l l b V. C h a l o u p e c k y summed up his views more briefly after the Second Great War 
in the publication Knize svaty Vaclav, a reprint from CCH 47, 1946, Prague 1947. 

1 2 Svatovaclavsky sbornik (The St Wenceslas Memorial) I, page 949 n. 
1 3 The Slavonic Prologue about St. Ludmila was reprinted by J o s e f K o l a f in FRB I, 

pp. 123—124, and later b y N . J. S e r e b r j a n s k i j in Sbornik staroslovanskych literdrnich 
pamdtek o sv. Vdclavu a sv. Ludmile with J o s e f V a j s as editor, Prague 1929, pp. 64—65. 

1 4 The legend Fuit (the so-called Mencken's legend) was published by J o s e f E m l e r , 
FRB I, pp. 144-145; by 0. H o l d e r - E g g e r , MGH, SS. XV 1. p. 572; for the last time 
with an extensive critical commentary by V. C h a l o u p e c k y , Prameny, pp. 459—481. 
Chapter 8—14 is, however, in C h a l o u p e c k y's edition, in fact, the text of Christian's 
Legend, which C h a l o u p e c k y joined to the legend Fuit proper without scriptural 
support. 

1 5 The legend Beatus Cyrillus was published for the first time by V. C h a l o u p e c k y , 
Prameny, pp. 501—505. He believes it to be a work from Cosmas's time, from the beginning 
of the 12tn century. The second publication was effected by J a r o s l a v L u d v f k o v s k y , 
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 P a u l D e-
v o s, 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 O l d f i c h K r a l i k (see below, chapter 5), he identified 
in bis publications the legend B. C. directly with the Privilegium Moraviensis ecclesie. 

1 6 The legend Tempore Michaelis imperatoris or the so-called Moravian Legend was 
published in Acta Sanctorum, Marlii t. II, 1668, pp. 22—23. — Josef D o b r o v s k y reprinted 
it in Mdhrische Legende von Cyrill und Method in the year 1826. Further it has been re
printed in FRB I, pp. 100—107, and in C h a l o u p e c k y's Prameny, pp. 505—521 along with 
the letter's critical commentary. The last publication of the legend was effected by P a u l 
D e v o s according to the manuscript kept in the Oloniouc Chapter. No. 12 (from the 14th 

cent.), and it was incorporated in his article Une mosuique: la Legende Morave des SS. Cyrille 
et Mithode, AB 81, 1963, page 229 ff. Dobrovsky fixed the chronology of this legend in the 
1 s t half of the 14th cent., while Josef Pekaf suggested as date of origin the 12 tn cent, or the 
13 th, at the latest, and V. Chaloupecky was in favour of the 13 th or the beginning of the 
14 th centuries. P a u l Devos and P a u l M e y v a e r t hold the middle of the 14th cent, 
to be the probable chronology {La Legende Morave des SS. Cyrille et Mcthode et ses sources, 
AB 74, 1956, page 441 f.). 

1 7 The homily Factum est (based altogether on Christian), which is an outstanding piece 
of work from the literary point of view, was published by V. C h a l o u p e c k y , Prameny, pp. 
538—556 (with a critical commentary; cf. also Note 5). lie believes it to have originated 
towards the end of the l l , n cent., but the chronology is likely a later one, judging by the 
style of the document. 

1 8 B o h u m i l R y b a , Kronika Kristidnova s hlediska textove kritiky (Christian's Legend 
in the light of textual criticism). LF 59, 1932, page 112 sq. As to the legend Diffundcnte, see 
page 120. 

1 , 3 V uc 1 a v Richtc i ' , 0 stfedoveke arcliitektufe na Morave, Casopis Matice moravske 
65, 1943, page 1 ff. 

1 9 J a i- o s 1 a v L u d v i k 6 v s k y, O Kristidna 1 (For Christian), NV 26, 1948-1949, pp. 
209—239. 

M J a r o s l a v L u d v i k o v s k y , O Kristidna II, NV 27, 1950, pp. 158-173, 197-216. 
2 1 The Boddeche text of Christian was published by V. C h a l o u p e c k y 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 2 J a n S l a v i k , Spor o podvrzenou legendu (A dispute about a spurious legend), Svo-
bodny zitfek 1947, No. 36..— F. M. Bartos , 0 Dobrovskeho pojeti osudu. slovanske boho-
sluzby v Cechdch (On Dobrovsky's view of the fortunes of Slavic liturgy in Bohemia), Histo-
ricky sbornik I, 1953. The same, Knize Bofivoj na Morave a zalozeni Prahy (Duke Bofivoj 
in Moravia and the foundation of Prague), the memorial "Josef Dobrovsky 1753—1953". In 
contrast to R. Urbanek, F. M. B a r t o s identified Christian in his article Kdo je Kristidn, 
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LF 78, 1955, pp. 14—27, wilh the Archaean of St. Vite's Chapter in Prague and later a bishop, 
M. Rehof of Valdek. Cf. also 13 a r t o s'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 Kfestanska revue 1955, pp. 268—271. 

2 3 Z d e n e k N e j e d 1 y, Store povesti ceske jako historicity praixen (Old Czech mythology 
as a historical source), Prague 1953, page 13. 

" R o m a n J a k o b s o n , Minor Native Sources for the Early History of the Slavic 
Church, Harvard Slavic- Studies, vol. II, 1954, pp. 39—73. Cf. the s a ni e, The Kernel of 
Comparative Slavic Literature. Harvard Slavic Studies I, 1953, pp. 1—71. 

2 5 F r a n t i s e k P a s t r n e k, Ci mozu Moravania v (lobe cyriloinetodejskej nazyvani byt 
,,konvertiti"? (May the Moravians of the Cyrillo-Methodian era he called converts?) Miscella
neous publication "Pusa Velkomoravska", Prague 1933, pp. 227—229. — A. V. Isacenko, 
Zaciatky vzdelanosli vo Veikomoravskej risi, Turc. Sv. Martin 1948. — J o s e f C i b u l k a , 
Velkomoravsky kostel v Modre u Velehradu a zacdtky krestanstvi na Morave, Prague 1958. 
The same, Grossmahrischc. Kirchenbaulen, misc. volume "Sancli Cyrillns et Mcthudius, 
Leben und Wirken", Prague 1963, pp. 49—117. 

•*a J o s e f K u r z, Vyznain cinnosti slovanskych apoitolu Cyrila a Metodeje v dejindch 
slovanske kultury, Slavia 1963, page 323. 

2 6 b The belief of the Czech experts in Slavonic, studies in the continuity of the Cyrillo-Metho
dian tradition in the 10 th—II th cent. Bohemia is upon the whole shared also by the student 
of Byzantine culture Professor F r a n t i s e k D v o r n i k , who, to tell the truth, stimulated 
the work of his Czechoslovak countrymens in many a way with his own research into Byznn-
lino—Slavic problems. See for instance in his book Le.s Slavs, Byzance et Rome, Paris 1926, 
page 298, Note 1, but also page 321, a critical note 3. As to more recent works by F r a n t . 
D v o r n i k , Rom. J a k o b s o n , and Dm. C y z e v s k y j , relating to these problems and 
dealing wilh the Czecho-Russian contact in the realm of hagiography, sec P a u l Devos, 
Chronique d'Hagiographie Slave I. La Boheme, plaque tournante, AB 72, 1954, pp. 427—438. 

2 7 Brief information on these questions has been given by J o s e f V a s i c a , Prdvni odkaz 
cyrilometodejsky, Slavia 32, 1963, pp. 331—339, and Kirillo-Mefodiceskije juridiceskije pamjat-
niki, Voprosy slavjanskogo jazykoznanija 7, Moscow 1963, pp. 12—23. 

2 8 J o s e f V a s i c a , Cirltcvncslovansky penitencidl ceskeho puvodu, Slavia 29, 1960, 
pp. 31-48. 

2 9 F. V. M a r e s, Ceskd redakce cirkevni slovanstinu v svetle liesed Keho're Velikeho, Slavia 
29, 1960, pp. 31-48. 

3 0 See Note 11a. 
3 1 I v a n B o r k o v s k y , Kostel Panny Marie na Prazskem hrade, Pamatky archeologick6 

44, 1953, pp. 129—200. — M i 1 o s S o 11 e, Vyznam Kourime v poedtcich ceskeho statu, the 
above periodical 54, 1963 pp. 67—86. Otherwise a sum-up of the respective literature is to be 
found in R u d o l f T u r e k ' Cechy na usvite dejin. Prague 1963. 

3 2 A similar attention was devoted to the Old-Slavonic (and also Latin) components of 
Bohemian literature by A n ton in S k a r k a already, in his published university lecture 
Ndstin dejin ceske slovesnosti I ,2nd ed. 1955. 

3 3 Cf. K a r e 1 I) o r a 1 c k, Cyrilomclodejskd literatura a jeji spolecensky vyznain (Cyrillo-
Methodian literature and its social significance), a lecture at the Brno conference, published in 
the misc. publication quoted in Note 1), pp. 117—1.22. — The same, K problematic); cyrilo-
metodejske literatury, Slavia 32, 1963, 327—330. 

3 4 I m y s e l f have recapitulated the problem of Christian's legend in a supplement to my 
study Crescente fide, Cumpold and Christian, SPFFBU, D 1, 1955, pp. 57—63, wherefrom 
1 have reproduced a few formulations in the present work. 

3 5 Sufficient proofs thereof are to be found in a diploma treatise written under the guidance 
of Professor F. Novotny in the Faculty of Arts in Urno by R u d o l f A m b r o , entitled 
Skladba vedlejsicli vet, vazeb participidlnich a infinitivnicli v Kristidnovc legende (Syntax 
of subordinate clauses, participial and infinitive constructions in Christian's Legend), Brno 
1954, 219 pages in all (typewritten). 

3 6 M a r i e J u 1 i n k o v a, Slovnik Krislidnovy 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 (Pekaf 110, 9), as 
suggested by B o h u m i I R y b a in the Casopis Maticc moravske 1931, page 469 sq. and 
later, independent of him, by P a u l D e v o s AB 1963, page 368 sq. I believe, however, that 
it was K a r e l D o s k o c i l who was right when accepting in some of the manuscripts the 
reading rara vis (= virtus), see CCH 1940, page 201 sq. 

560 



3 l As to the word order in Christian, see Jar . L u d v i k o v s k y , 0 Kristidna II (For 
Christian 11), iNV 1950, page 199 sq. T h e same author discussed also the prosaic rhythm of 
the legend with respect to its chronology in his Rytmicke klausule Krislidnovy legendy 
a otdzka jejiho dalovdni, LF 74, 1951, pp. 169—190. 

3 8 As to the mutual relation of these legends and their dependence on Legenda Cliiisliani, 
see J a r o s l a v L u d v i k o v s k y , Vdclavskd legenda XIII. stoleti "Ut annuncietur", jeji 
pomer k legende "Oriente" a otdzka autorstvi (The Wenceslas 13 th cent, legend "Ut annuncie-
lur", how it is related to the legend "Oriente" and the question of its authorship), LF 78, 1955, 
pp. 196—209. Also P a u l Devos was induced to arrive at the same chronology of these 
legends on the basis of the manuscript Codex Boll. 433 from ihe second half of the 13 th cent., 
Le dossier de S. Wenceslas dans un manuscrit du XlIIe siecle, AB 82, 1964, pp. 88—105. 

3 9 Jar. L u d v i k o v s k y , Nove zjistcny rukapis legendy Crescente fide a jeho vyznain 
pro datovdni Kristidna (Newly discovered manuscript ol the legend Crescente fide and its 
significance for Christian's chronology), LF 81, 1958, pp. 56—68. — O l d r i c h K r a 1 i k, 
Sdzavske pisemnictvi XI, stoleti (The 11 th cent. Sazava literature), Prague 1961, page 22 sq. 

4 0 Jose f Pekaf , Svaly Vaclav, Svatoviiclavsky sbornik I, page 93, Note 108 — 0 1 d f i c h 
K r u1 i k. Sdzavske pisemnictvi, page 19 sq. 

4 1 F r a n t i § e k Graus , Velkomoravskd rise v ceske stiedoveke tradici, CSCH 11, 1963, 
page 292 and Note 24. 

4 2 Jar . L u d v i k o v s k y , La legende du prince-laboweur Pfemysl el sa version primitive 
chez le moine Christian, Charisteria Thaddaeo Sinko oblata, Warszawa 1951, pp. 151—168. 

" J a r . L u d v i k o v s k y , U Kristidna I, (For Christian I), NV 26, 1948-1949, page 231. 
4 4 The same source page 233 sq. Cf. 0. K r a 1 i k, Dalimil und Christian, Zeitschrift 

fur Slawistik VII, H. 5, Berlin, pp. 761-782. 
° E m i l W a l t e r , Namnen Tunna och Gommon i tjeckiska legender och kronikor, 

Studia Slavica Gunnaro Gunnarson sexagenario dedicata, Studia Slavica Upsaliensia 1, Gote-
borg-Stockholm-Uppsala 1960, pp. 147-196. 

4 6 E m i l W a l t e r , .Teste he jmenum Tunna a Gommon v ceskych legenddch a kronikdeh, 
Scando-Slavica VII, Copenhagen 1961, page 139 ff. — I am making use of this opportunity 
to expres my thanks to Mr. N i e l s L y h n e Jensen , a Danish philologist in the univer
sity of Newcastlc-on-Tyne, who kindly procured for me in summer 1961 valuable information 
about this subject. Unfortunately, I bave not yet found time to study the material properly, 
but 1 hope to do so soon. 

4 7 The same standpoint is taken also by the prominent German historian W i 1 h e 1 m 
Wo s t r y in his amply documented study Die Urspriinge der Primisliden, Zeitschrift fiir 
Geschichte der Sudetenlander, 7 Jhrg. 1944, pp. 156—253. He, however, believes Bofivoj 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 
"Pfemyslides". 

4 8 I was able to read this study, prepared for a memorial to be dedicated to Professor Jan 
Kvfit on his 70 t h birthday, in manuscript, thanks to Professor Cibulka's kindness. 

4 9 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. RySanek, or the above-quo-
led historian F. M. Bartos), Z d e n e k F i a l a , 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 proofs that the date of St. Wenceslas's death, which Pekaf identified in accord 
with Christian and the First Slavonic Legend about St. Wenceslas with the year 929, should 
be shifted to 935, tliis being the current chronological estimate prior to Pekaf (Dva kriticke 
pfispevky k starym dtjindm ceskym, Sbornik historicity 9, 1962, page 6 sq.) Be it as it will, 
this detail alone cannot affect the problem of authenticity of ihis disputed document. 

6 0 Pekaf's and Chaloupecky's view that Christian should be taken for a brother of Duke 
Slavnik I have been trying to defend against 0. Kralik's objections in my a r t i c l e Kristidn 
di tak zvany Kristidn, SPFFBU, E 9, pp. 139—147. As to the relation of the Slavnikians and 
the Premyslides in general, see the 9 t h chapter of the present study. 

5 1 Let me mention at least the last two, published by the Academy of Science in the Soviet 
Union: O l d f i c h K r a l i k , Krescenije Borzivoja i vopros o nepreryvnosti staroslavjanskoj 
literatury v Cechii, Trudy otdcla drevnerusskoj literatury XIX, Moscow—Leningrad 1963, pp. 
148—168, and Povest vremennych let i legenda Kristiana o svjatych Vjaceslave i Ljudmile 
in the same publication, pp. 177—207. 

5 2 0. K r a 11 k, Josef Dobrovsky, page 78. 
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5 3 T h e same, K pocdtkum (The beginnings), pp. 8—10. 
K T h e same, K pocdtkum, page 8 and elsewhere. 
8 T i e same, Josef Dobrovsky, page 113, K pocdtkum, page 12, Krescenije, page 159. 
5 6 T h e same, K pocdtkum, page 11, Krescenije, page 158. 
6 7 T h e same, Sdzavske pisemnictvi, page 36 sq. 
6 8 T h e same, K pocdtkum, page 41, Sdzavske pisemnictvi, page 53 sq. 
9 T h e same, Krescenije, page 159. 
6 0 T h e same, Krescenije, pages 155 and 159. 
6 1 T h e same, Josef Dobrovsky, page 137 sq., Sdzavske pisemnictvi, page 58 sq. 
6 2 T h e same, Sdzavske pisemnictvi, page 6 ff., and naturally, the whole work. 
6 3 E m i 1 P r a z a k, Otdzky ceske literatury 10. stolett, LF 84, 1961, pp. 331—334. 
0 4 R. V e i- e r k a, Sdzavske pisemnictvi XI. stoleti, LF 85, 1962, pp. 190—193. 
6 5 Z. F i a l a , D. T f e s t i k , K ndzorum 0. Krdlika o vdclavskych a ludmilskych legenddch 

(0. Kralik's views of the Wenceslas and Ludmilian legends), CSCH 9, 1961, pp. 515—531. 
6 6 R u d o 1 f H o l i n k a , Svaty Vojtlch, Brno 1947. 
6 7 O. K r a 1 i k, Josef Dobrovsky, page 137. 
8 8 T h e same, K po&dtkum, page 61. 
6 8 In elm 4605 fo 135 r this passage runs as follows: Misitque (sc. mater Wenceslai) infeliceB 

viros per invidiam ad socrum suam, ut earn interficerent beatissimam matronam. Qui et 
fecerunt, sicut illis iussum fuerul. Cuius etiam anima exuta corporae (!) cum palma martyrii 
pen-exit 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 earn iugularent. Qui fecerunt, ut illis iussum fuerat. Cuius etiam anima, exuta 
ergastulo, a mundi huius carcere assumpta, cum palma martyrii procul dubio perrexit ad 
eublimem Dominum. 

7 0 SPFFBU, D 1, 1955, page 52. 
7 1 0. K r a 1! k, Josef Dobrovsky, page 86. 
7 2 J. P e k a f, WLL, page 209. 
7 3 3 The same source, page 211. 
7 3 1 1 O. K r a 11 k, K pocdtkum, page 11, Josef Dobrovsky, page 128. 
7 3 c This was stated by J o s e f P e k a f already in WLL, page 179. 
7 4 The significance of legends for the study of the Middle Ages was pointed out by 

F. G r a u s, particularly in his book Dejiny venkovskeho lidu v Cechdch v dobe predhushske I 
(The history of the country-people in pre-Hussite Bohemia), Prague 1953, pp. 56—80. 

7 5 For the last time: F. G r a us, Literature k dejindm Velkomoravske rise a k misii byzant-
ike (cyrilometodijske) I, CSCH 1964, pp. 389—396. 

7 6 See Note 1. Graus's lecture was published also separately in French: L'empire de 
Grande Moravie, so situation dans L'Europe de I'epoque el sa structure interieure. Prague 1963. 

7 7 J. P e k a r, WLL, page 165, Note 6. 
7 8 Evangeliarium Assemani, Tomus II. Ed. J o s e f K u r z , Pragae 1955, fo 145 b 21, page 

292. 
7 9 Evangeliarium Ostromiri, ed. A. V o s t o k o v, St. Peterburg 1845, page 265 b j3 11. 
8 0 P a u l M e y v a e r t and P a u l Devos , Trois enigmes Cyrillo-Methodiennes de la 

„Legende Italique" resolues grace a un document inedit, AB 73, 1955, pp. 375—461. The 
Italian Legend is reproduced here (pp. 455—461) from the manuscript of the Prague Metro
politan Chapter N. XXIII with variants from the Vatican Latin manuscript 9668. 

8 1 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 attributes beatus 
or (less frequently) sanctus seems to speak in favour of my view that this legend is a product 
of the 14th century. In this connection it may be pointed out that in the legend Quemadmo-
duin the epithet sanclus strikingly predominates. Otherwise, cf. also V. C h a l o u p c c k y , 
Pramcny, page 156. 

8 2 II was P e k a f already who in WLL, page 199 thought of the possibility of the athetesis 
of the word tuorum, but B. R y b a proved in 1932, page 241, that it must of necessity 
be attributed 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 them 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 3 With regard to this point and to the question of translatio imperii in general, compare 
also 0. K r a 1 i k's article quoted in Note 44, page 778 f. 
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8 4 Q. J. L u d v i k o v s k y , Kristidn 6i tak zvany Kristidn, SPFFBU, E 9, 1964, page 146, 
Note 9. 

8 5 See ihe above-quoted article. 
8 6 I believe that the context wants to have here the plural form, which, alter all, is to be 

found in several editions. 
8 7 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 F r a n t . P o k o r n y 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 9 t h cent. (L. D u c h e s n e , 
Origines du Culte Chretien, Paris 1920, page 497) a procession accompanying a newly ordained 
priest was crying: Tali presbytero talis sanctus elegit. This formula had naturally, to be, 
amplified with the respective proper names. 

8 8 Nejstarsi ceskd rymovand kronika t. f. Dalimila (The oldest Czech chronicle in verses, 
ascribed to the so-called Dalimil). It was prepared for publication by B. H a v r a n e k and 
J i f i D a n h e 1 k a, and the historical notes were supplemented by Z d e n e k K r i s t e n . 
Prague 1957, pages 48 and 63. 

8 9 This objection was expressed by J o s e f P e k a f already, Nejstarsi kronika ceskd, 
CCH 9, 1903, page 159 and in the same periodical 10, 1904, page 58. More recently it was 
raised e. g. by J a n 1) a, b r o w s k i, Studia nad poczqtkami paiistwa Polskiego, Rocznik 
Krakowski t. XXIV 2. 1. Wroclaw—Krakow 1958. Similarly Z d e n e k F i a l a , Pfemyslovci 
a Slavnikovci, Dejiny a soucasnost VI, 1964, page 16 f. Dabrowski's idea of a mighty "State of 
Libice" was adequately rejected by H y n e k B u 1 f n, Slezsky sbomik 1960, page 127 f. 

9 0 M a x M a n i t i ii s, 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 Crescenle jide, to tell the truth) when dealing with Gumpold of Mantua. We are 
not surprised at it, since Josef Dobrovsky was his only authority. — A strange attitude was 
taken also by W. W a t t e n b n c h — R. H o 1 t z m a n n, Deulschlands Geschichts-Quellen im 
Mittelalter, Baud J, 4. Hefl. Berlin 1943. page 798 ff.: the book namely acknowledges the 
First Old-Slavonic Legend about St. Wenceslas as an authentic and valuable liislorical source, 
while declaring that Christian's Legend originated " a c c o r d i n g to the v i ews of 
G e r m a n s c h o l a r s", at the earliest in the 12tn cent., but possibly also in the 14th cent. 
This attitude can be explained by the fact that it was W. Wattenbach himself (see page 527 
above) who studied the First Old-Slavonic Legend about St. Wenceslas, whereas the only 
German research-workers who read Christian were Pekaf's opponent. B. B r e t h o l z — and 
Th. H i r s c h , of course (cf. Pekaf, WLL, p. 4), and H. G. V o i g t (Die von dem Premysliden 
Christian verfasste Biogrnphie des heiligen Wenzel, Prague 1907), the latter two, however, 
acknowledging Christian's Legend as an authentic 10 th cent, document. — A positive attitude 
to the question of Christian's Legend has been assumed of late by P a u l Devos , who 
seems to display an extraordinary interest in the documents of the early Christian era in 
Bohemia and Moravia, as run 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 pent 
dire que I'effort de rehabilitation de Christian entrepris il'y a soixante ans par Pekaf a mainte-
nant pleinement abouti. We may add to it that it was already Devos's predecessor A l b e r t 
P o n c e 1 e t who arrived at ihe conviction that Christian's Legend is an authentic work, as we 
can see in his reviews of Pekaf'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 bo misled by B. Bretholz (AB, 1906, page 124). 

V E L K O M O R A V S K A T R A D I C E V C ' E C H A C H 10. S T O L E T l 
A L E G E N D A K R I S T l A N O V A 

Resume 

Po uvodni poznamce o vztahu sve prace k aktualni pjoblematice velkomoravske a cyrilo-
melodejske (1.) podava autor strucny pfehled sporu o pravost Kristianovy legendy od Dob-
nera a Dobrovskeho k Pekafovi (2.) a od Pekafe k Chaloupeckemu a Urbankovi (3.-4.). 
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Cini tak pro inlormaci ciziho ctenafe, ale zaroveii s umyslem dolozit, Helms jen v zakladnich 
obrysech, uzkou spojitost krislianovske otazky s ola/.kou slovanske lilurgie a slaroslovenskeho 
pisemnictvi v Cechach 10. stoleli. Objasnuje lulo spojitost jak u odpurcu pravosti spornc 
painalky, pocinajic D o b r o v s k y m , jehoz osvicenska skepso poslihla spolu so slovanskou 
Iiturgii nutne i Kristiana, tak u jejich obriincu, pocinajic v novo dobe P c k a f e m . 

.Pekaf postavil na saray zacatek nasi vaclavske literdrni tradicc, tody pied Kristiana, 
I. slovanskou legendu o sv. Vaclavu, uznavaje ji za primarni hisloricky p rumen. Pnhlizel 
viibec k vyslcdkum badani starsich i soucasnych slavistu, zvlasle mskycli, inozi nimiz ne-
dlouho pfed jeho vystoupenim na obranu Kristiana (1902—1906) zacal A. [. S o b o 1 e v s k i j 
publikovat fadu studii, kde prokazoval cesky pilvod poectne skupiny mkrvmslovanskych 
textii, dochovanych v ruskych rukopisech, zjistovanim bohemismu v nich, jak se o to po-
kusil u nas sveho casu uz S a f a f i k n J. slovanske legendy o sv. Vaclavu a u l'razskych 
zlomku hlaholskych (1857). 

Soubeznost dalsiho vyvoje obou sledovanych otazek dokuniontuje autor pfikladem 
V a c l a v a N o v o t n e h o , ktery nepfijal Pekafovu rehabilitaci Kristiana a dusledne sdilel 
i v otazce slovanskych pocatku teskeho pisemnictvi skepticke stanovisko, ne-Ii Dobrovskeho, 
tedy V a L r o s 1 a v a J a g i c e, puvodce zndmeho vyroku o slovanske Iiturgii v Cechach 
jako „utle pokojove kvetine, klera musila utrpet skodu pii kazdem drsiiejsim zavanu vetru"'. 
Ve smyslu kladnem se projevila tato souvislost nejvyrazneji v obdobi s v a t o v a c l a v s k e -
ho m i l l e n i a (1929), ktere pfineslo jednak definitivni formulae! P c k a f o v y obrany 
Kristiana a jeho nazoru na poctitky ceskych dejin (Svaty Vaclav, v CCH 1929 a ve Svalo-
vaclavskem sborniku I 1934), jednak vyznamne prace a edicc nasich slavistu, J o s e f a V a j -
se, R o m a n a J a k o b s o n a , M i l o s e W e i n g a r t a a J o s e f a V a s i c i , pfekona-
vajicich slejne rozhodne jako Pekaf skepsi Dobrovskeho a namno/.e pokracujicich metodou 
Safafikovou a Sobolevskeho v dukazech o ceskem puvodu neklerych cirkevneslovanskych 
pamatek, pfedevSim zase I. slovanske legendy o sv. Vaclavu, o klere uvefejnil M i 1 o 5 
W e i n g a r t ve Svatovaclavskem sborniku I obsimou monografii. 

Zvlastni pozornost venuje autor dilu V a c l a v a C h a l o u p e c k i i h o Prameny X. sloleti 
Legendy Kristidnovy (Svatovaclavsky sbornik II 2, 1939), kde Chaloupecky vyslovil nej-
rozliodnSji z ceskych historiku thesi o kullurni a polilicke konlimiile pfuniyslovskych Cech 
s Velkou Moravou, stejne jako ve sborniku pfekladu slaioslovenskych a lalinskych legend 
Na usvitu kfesianstvi (spolecne s J. V a s i e o u 1942). Autor odniila s J a n cm V i l i k o v -
s k y m Chaloupeckeho pokusy zjistit pro liisloricke /.privy lvristiauovy starsi zachovane 
i nezachovanc prameny (rekonstrukei Privilegia Moraviensis ecclesie, pfesunutim legendy 
Diffundente sole do 2. poloviny 10. stoleti apod.) a ncsouhlasi ani s nektcrymi jeho pfiliS 
urcitymi daty a formulacemi. Konstatuje presto, ze Chaloupecky nevyslovil ve svych vykla-
dech o pocatcich ceskych dejin zadnou thesi, kterou by nebylo mozno opfit aspori hypothe-
ticky o Kristianovu legendu, o I. slovanskou legendu o sv. Vaclavu a vubec o vysledky 
badani ruskych a ceskych slavistu. Illavne pak s Roinanem Jakobsonem a Josefem Vasieou 
se Chaloupecky ve svych nazoreeh, ovlivnenych nepochybne take dobovym zietelcm narod-
nim a politickym (jde o publikace z let 1939—1942), pozoruhodnS shoduje. 

Rozhodne odmita autor, dovolavaje so svych recensi v Nasi vede 1949 a 1950, dva velk6 
kristianovskc spisy vydane po druhe svelove valce a namifene proti Pekafovi a Chaloupec-
kemu, Z a v i s e K a l a n d r y Ceske pohanstvi (1946) a R u d o l f a U r b a n k a Legenda 
Izv. Kristiana (I 1947, II 1948), ktere se vraceji, postupem zcela pochybenym, k Dobrovskeho 
datovani Kristiana do konre 1.3. nobo do zacalku 14. stoleti a dusledne zaujimaji k cyrilo-
metodejskym pocatkum 6esk6 kultury stanovisko negativni nebo asjjon skepticke. 

V dalJi (5.) kapitole ukazujo autor na nekolika pfikladech, jak dilo Urhankovo obnovilo 
stare a vzbudilo nove pochybnosti o pravosti Kristiana (u Jana Slavika, F. M. Bartose, 
Z. Fialy aj.) a jak pfispel i Chaloupecky k jistemu zmatku mezi ufiastniky telo vedecke 
diskuse. Naopak dovozuje, jak bylo pfesvedceni ceske skoly slavistick6 o latinsko-slovansk6 
symbiose v Cechach 10. a 11. stoleti nejnoveji posileno hlavne V a s i c o v y m i sludiemi 
o slovanske p r a v n i l i t e r a t u r e volkomoravske a v jistem smyslu i pfekvapujicimi 
o b j e v y a r c h e o l o g i c k y m i , ktere dosvedcuji jednak existenci lalinskclto kfesfanstvi 
na Morave pfed pfichodeni soluiiskych hralfi, jednak hodnovemosl Ivristianowch zpniv 
o rozsifeni slovanskeho kfest'anslvi z Velke Moravy do Cech, coz ukazuje v obou pfipadech 
k synthesi latinsko-slovanske. 

Pfesto ovsem pochybnosti jak o datovani Kristiana, tak o kulturni a polilickc kontinuite 
moravsko-ceske trvaji, a jsou to dnes zcjmcna h i s t o r i k o v c , klefi se v tomto bode na-
innoze rozchazî ji s nazory nasich s l a v i s t u a ovsem i s Pckafem a Chaloupcckym. Tak 
vznikl v pojeli nejslarsich ceskych dejin a pocatku roskehn pisemnictvi v nasi soucasne ved8 
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cilelny rozpor. Vynikne zvlast' napadne, srovni'mie-li akadcmicke Dejiny ceske literatury I 
(1959) rcdigovanc Jose f em H r a b a k c m , kde se vcnuje obdobi slaroslovensko-lalin-
skemu ccla prvni kapitola (sir. 25—60), s Ceskoslovenxkou vlastivedou II 1 (1963) redigova-
nou J o s e f e m M a c k e m , kde sice pojednava o cyrilomelodejske kultufe velkomoravske 
archeolog J a r o s l a v B 6 h m, ale v ceskych stfedovekych dejinaeli se pak jmena Cyril 
a Metodej ncbo Prokop a Sazava uz viibec nevyskylnou. 

Ve snaze pfispet k zmimeni techlo rozpovii, k nfmnz lze dospel jcn cestou diskuse a vza-
jemneho pfesvedcovani, shrnuje autor v 6. kapilole f i l o l o g i c k e a t e x t o v e k r i t i c -
ke a r g u m e n t y, jimiz chce doplnit a podepfit Pekafovu obranu Kristiana a ktere vet-
sinou uz osvellil ve svych starsich praricli. Jsou to: 1. Jazykova :i stylisticka jednota Kris-
tianovy legendy. 2. Osobity jeho slovosled a jednolny rylmirky charakter celeho dila, shodny 
s praxi 10. stoleti. Rytmicky dukaz o pozdejsim puvodu legendy Dijjundente sole. 3. Existence 
nepochybnych, stylisticky prokazatelnych zlomku Krisliana (Subtrahente, Recordatus) v ru-
kapisech z konce 12. stoleti. 4. Ocividna zavislost vaclavskych legend 13. stoleti Ut annun-
cietur a Oriente iam sole na Krislianovc legendc. 5. Lcpsi a uplnejSi text zachovanych ruko-
pisu Krisliana nez text rukopisii legendy Crcscentc fide z 11. a 12. stoleli. 6. Nove pfispevky 
k vysvetleni anachronismu Krislianovych. 7. Puvodni motivy v pfcmyslovske povesti u Kris
liana. Zazrak s neporuSenym satem sv. Ludmily. 8. Vyklad termi'nu campus - snemovni 
pole. Kristian pramencm IJalimilovym. 9. Titnna a Common, severska mythologicka jmena 
u Krisliana (vyklad E r a i l a Waltra) . Ci spis jmena vikingu /. druziny knezny Drabo-
mi'ry? 10. Starobyle prvky v Kristianove vypraveni o kftu Bofivojove (vyklad J. C i b u 1 k y). 

Podlc aulorova pfesvedccni jc Kristianova legenda zvlast' vyznamnym, protoze j c d i n y in 
u r c i t e d a t o v a n y m (992—994) dokumentem pro otazku moravsko-ceske kultumi a po
liticks kontinuity. Je ovsom tfeba uzivat tohoto pramene kriticky, u/. pro jeho easovou vzda-
lenost od vypravenych udalosti. 

Dalsi kapitola (7.) je vyplnena kritickym komentafem k nazorum O l d f i c h a K r a -
1 i k a, jak je Kralik vylozil hlavni" ve dvou knihach, K pocatkum literatury v pfemyslov-
skych Cechach (1960) a Sdzavske pisemnictvi XI. stoleti (1961) a v cetnych casopiseckych 
elancich. Kralik clvce smirit osvicenskou skcpsi Dobrovskeho s vysledky moderniho badani, 
ktere rchabilitovalo, i podle Kralikova pfesvedceni, Kristianovu legendu a prokazalo liesky 
puvod vetsiho poctu staroslovonskycli pamatek, Dobiovskemu jeste zccla neznamych. Z teto 
snahy vyplynula Kralikova these, ze se t e p r v e s v. V o j t P r li stal jako druhy piazsky 
biskup (982) iniciatorom obnovy slovanske liturgie a velkomoravskych tradic v Cechach, a ze 
mluvcim tolo slovanske renesance cloby Vojlechovy byl tzv. Kristian (podle Kralika nejspis 
Radim — Gaudcntius, ncvlastni bralv Vojtechuv). Do doby Vojlechovy klade Kralik i I. slo-
vanskou legendu o sv. Vaclavu. Ludmilskou legendu pry fixoval literarno teprve „Kristian" 
a vyplodem jeho fantasic je podlc Kralika take vypravpni o Bofivojove kftu, jimz chtel 
„Kristian" pfedstavit dynastii Pfemyslovcii jako dedicku rise Velkomoravske. Staroslovensky 
prolog o sv. Ludmile a latinska legenda ludmilska Fuit pry vznikly az v 11. stol. v bilingvnim 
prostfedi klastera Sazavskeho, jclioz kulturni a literami aktivitu oceiiuje Kralik velmi vysoko. 

Hlavni jadro Kralikovych hypothes bylo odmitnuto jak historiky Z d e i i k e m F i a l o u 
a D u s a n e m T f e s t i k e m (CSCH 1961), ktcrym byla nepfijatelna predstava o expansivnf 
slovanske politice Vojtechove, tak filology E r a i l e m P r a z a k e m (LF 1961) a R a d o-
s l a v e m V e C e r k o u (LF 1962), ktefi projevili nesouhlas s Kralikovym pozdnim dato-
vanim I. slovanske legendy o sv. Vaclavu, popf. (tyka se R. Vecerky) viibec s pfedpokladeni, 
ze by mohlo byt cirkcvneslovanske. pisemnictvi zavcdeno v Cechach koncem 10. stoleti 
j ako n o v o t a odnekud z Bulharska nebo Chorvatska. K temto zavaznym namitkam pfi-
pojuje autor pritomne studie jê te nekolik kritickych poznamek na okraj Kralikovych nazoru 
o vzniku a v '̂voji 1 u d m i 1 s k e l egendy . Vysvetlujr, ze nomcl v umyslu ozna6it 
(SPFFBU, D 1, 1955) kusou ludmilskou pasaz v legende Crescnnle [idc za pozdfijSi interpo-
laci, nybrz. za vyslcdek kraceni puvodniho textu legendy. Ale i kdyby slo v lomto pfipade 
o jnlerpolnci, ludmilskn legenda rxislovala nepochylme uz pfed touto nejstarsi latinskou 
legendou Vaelavskou a doknnce ovsem pfed Gumpoldem, ktereho Kralik pokladii za jejiho 
puvodec. Pfes vaznost duvodfi, kterj-mi clue Kralik prokazat, ze latinska legenda ludmilska 
Fuit je pouliy vylnh /. Krisliana, pfiklani se autor k nazoru Pekafovu, ze Kristian i autor 
legendy Fuit cerpali ze zlnuene lalinske legendy o sv. Ludmile, popf. sam naznacuje moz-
nost, z.c pfedlohou Krislianovou byla obsimejsi verse legendy Fuit nez je la, ktera se nam 
doehovala. Pfipousli i bypolliesu (ifebas bezpeene dosud neproka/.anou), ze byla puvodne 
sepsana slovanska legenda ludmilska, z ktere pak cerpali pfimo nebo nepfimo skladatele la-
tinskych legend ludniilskych a slovanskeho prologu o sv. Ludmile. Slejne jako rozhodne 
odmita Kralikovo tvrzeni, ze ludmilska legenda pfed Krislianem neexistovala, tak neni autor 
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ani ochoten uznat vypravovani o k f t u B o f i v o j o v f c za pouhy vymysl legendistuv. 
Soudf naopak, ze Kralik pfeceail nejen Kristianovu ,,romanovou" fantasii (pro kterou ozna-
cuje Kristianovu legendu v jistcm slova sniyslu za falsum), ale i jeho slovanstvf. Kristian 
sice dava najevo sympatii k slovanske liturgii a k cyrilometodejske tradici, ale sam byl 
l a t i n i k , a i kdyz uzil slovanskych pramenu, jeho dilo vyrusta z literarnich tradic za-
padni, latinske hagiografie a historiografie. Zato lze souhlasit s Kralikem, kdyz oznacuje 
Kristianovu legendu za prvni cesky spis s narokem na historickou koncepci. 

V 8. kapitole glosuje autor Clanek F r a n t i S k a G r a u s e Velkomoravskd rise v ceske" 
.ttfedoveke tradici (CSCH 1963), kde Graus hledi dokazat, ze Vclka Morava v cesk6 stfedo-
veke tradici nezila a ze byla do teto tradice ucene vfazena tcprve ve 14. stoleti, a to jak po 
lince „st;itni", pfijetim fimske Iranslacni teorie (translatio imperii), tak po lince cirkevni, za-
vedenim kultu sv. Cyrila a Metodeje (v Olomoucko diecesi 1349). Proti teto GrausovS ihosi 
uplatnil R. V e c e r k a minio jine namitku (CSCH 1964), ze kult soluiiskych bratfi je doloznn 
v Cechach 10. stoleti uz u Kristiana. Graus k tomu odpovgdiM v redakciii poznamce, ze 
Kristian sice dosvedcuje lege n d a r n ! t r a d i c i cyrilomelod6jskou, ale n i k o l i k u l t 
bratfi. Do teto kontroverse zasahuje autor upozornenim, ze Kristian nazyva aspon v nSko-
lika pfipadech Cyrila a Metodeje svetci (beat.us, beate mem.orie), kdezto jesle L e v z Os t i e 
v tzv. Italske legende (kolem r. 1100) jmenum soluiiskych bratfi nikde ncpfikldda epitheton 
heatus nebo sanctus. Kristianovo kolisani v teto veci se antorovi zda byt odrazem roaln6 
siluace v ceskem cirkevnim zivote 10. stoleli. Slovansti knezi zacali patrne lehdy i v Cechach, 
jako soucasne na slovanskem jihu {Evangeliarium Assemani z konce 10. stoleti ma svatek 
sv. Metodeje), uctivat Cyrila a Metodeje jako svetce, zatimco cesti kngzi latinskdho obfadu, 
byli v torn ohledu pochopitelnfi zdrzenlivi, tfebas namnoze asi chovali sympatie k cyrilo
metodejske tradici a k slovanske liturgii, jak dosvedfuje prave pfipad Kristianuv. 

Pak se autor zabyva tou casti Grausovych vyvodii, kde Graus popira, ze by v ceskem 
stfedovSku pfed Dalimilem a Pulkavou existovalo nejake vedomi o souvislosti VeIkomoravsk6 
riSe a ceskeho statu. Konstatuje, ze naopak sama existence Kristianovy legendy, jejiz aulen-
ticnost Graus nepopira, staii k vyvraceni jeho negativni these. O translacni teorii nelze ovsena 
u Kristiana mluvit (ani Chaloupecky o nem toho terminu neuziva), ale nezvratnym faktcm 
je, ze K r i s t i a n s p o j i l d S j i n y M o r a v y a Cech — jeto samozfejme historia 
ecclesiastica — v s o u v i s l y ce lek a ze tedy mel jasnou pfedstavu o kontinuile mezi 
Svatoplukovou Moravon a pfemyslovskym statem ceskym. Pokud jde o znamou Metodejovu 
vestbu Bofivojovi (Kristian, c. 2): Dominus dominorum tuorum efjicieris etc., sAm Graus ji 
spravne poklada za „pruhlednou vaticinatio ex evenlu". Ale pak z n£ vyplyva aspon tolik, 
ze se v dobe Kristianovg (za Boleslava II.) vztahovala moc Pfemyslovcu na Moravu, ov5em 
neznamo jakym zpusobem a v jakem rozsahu. 2e myslenka hisloricke moravskoceske konti-
nuity ve smyslu statnim zila i v 11. stoleti a v dobe Kosmove, potvrzuji nazvy spisu citova-
nych Kosmou jako prameny i e s k y c h dejin, Privilegium Moraviensis ecclesie a Epilogus 
Moravie alque Boemie. 

V posledni, 9. kapitole (exkursu) se pokousi autor dat odpov&T na olazku, klerou si sam 
polozil a ktera s thematem jeho studie souvisi jen volneji. Jak je mozne, ze K r i s t i a n , 
ktereho autor poklada s Pekafem a Chaloupeckym za S l a v n i k o v c e (bratra VojtJchova 
otce Slavnika), mluvi za cele Cechy, zacina Seskou historii Pfemyslem, zalozenim Prahy a za-
vedenim kfesfanstvi v Cechach prazskym knizetem Bofivojem. Odpovida pak na tuto otazku 
fadou citatii z Kristiana a z vojtfiJiskych legend tzv. Canaparia a Bruna Querfurtskcho, z nichz 
podle jeho mineni vyplyva, ze tzv. S l a v n i k o v c i byli asi takovou v c t v f d y n a s t i e 
p f e m y s l o v s k e jako pozdeji (v 2. polovici 12. a 1. polovici 13. stoleti) Depoltici, ktefi 
ostatne pokladali (podle Dalimila) sve vybajene pfemyslovske' pfedky za pfibuzne Slavni-
kovcii. Pak by ovsem m l̂o slavnikovskd panstvi mnohem mensi miru samostatnosli kulturnf 
a politicke, nez jakd se Slavnfkovcum zpravidla pfiznav5 vlivem pozdni zpravy Kosmovy. 
Jen tak se mohl Slavnikovec Kristian hlisit k Pfemyslovi a Bofivojovi n stnt sc mluvcim velko-
moravske tradice cirkevni a statni v cel̂ ch Cechach. 

V zaverecne poznamce upozornuje autor ciziho clenafc na 1 i t e r a r n i v y z n a in K r i s 
t i a n o v y l e g e n d y a dozaduje se pro ni mista v dejinach latinskeho piscmnictvi evrop-
skeho 10. stoleti jako pro jcdineCnou pamalku, kteni sice vyrusta z formalnich tradic hagio
grafie a historiografie zapadni Evropy, ale pfitom obsahuje osobitou slozku cyrilometodejskou, 
pojatou v duchu s y m b i 6 s y l a t i n s k o - s l o v a n s k e . 
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