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Abstract 

This article analyzes the memory of Svatopluk’s Moravia in medieval Hungarian tra-
dition. It has been preserved that Svatopluk was the main enemy of the conquering 
Hungarians, and it was from him that they conquered their new homeland. According 
to this, the Tisza region was under Moravian rule, similar to the claim of Aventinus, 
who compiled his historical work from contemporary sources. It also turns out that 
Moesia was under Moravian rule, which agrees well with contemporary sources, that 
mention a country in the valley of the South Morava (Margus) river as Moravia 
(Sclavi Margenses/Marahenses) in the ancient Moesia, modern northern Serbia. 

Keywords: 9th century, conquering Hungarians, Margus river, Moesia, Mora-
via, Pannonia, Bavaria, Svatopluk and Arnulf     

This study examines the role of the Moravians and Bavarians in the Hungar-
ian Conquest. My analysis compares the tradition preserved in medieval 
Hungarian written sources and information from contemporary Latin, Greek 
and Slavic language accounts. 
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Hungarian tradition on the role of the Moravians 

 According to the 14th Chronicle composition1 the Hungarian envoy, Kusid, 
arrived at the Danube and went to the prince of the country, Svatopluk 
(Zuatapolug). He brought him Árpád’s gift, a white horse with a gilded sad-
dle and bridle, for his land. After this, Prince Árpád sends a message to Sva-
topluk: ”we bought your land with the horse, the grass with the bridle, the 
water with the saddle.” The Hungarians clashed with Svatopluk and defeated 
him, who, in fear, threw himself into the Danube and drowned.2 

The Anonymous Notary of King Béla in Gesta Hungarorum (end of the 
12th century) mentions duke Salan of the Danube–Tisza region in place of Sva-
topluk. According to Anonymous, Salan’s grandfather, the great Kean, Duke 
of Bulgaria, with the Slavic and Bulgarian people, with the aid and counsel of 
the Emperor of the Greeks, occupied this land up to the borders of the Ruthe-
nians and Poles. Then he writes about Duke Menumorout of Bihar, who bears 
the old Hungarian version of the Moravian name, Morout ~ Marót, as his per-
sonal name. His grandfather, duke Morout, had taken possession of the land 
between the Tisza and Transylvania. Anonymous calls his people Cozar. 3 
Menumorout possessed his own land ”…by the grace of my lord, the emperor 
of Constantinople (…).”4  

In the Hungarian Chronicle and the Gesta of Simon Kézai (around 1280), 
appear Svatopluk, the son of Morot, a prince in Poland [Polonia]5, as the ruler 
of Bactra [Bracta], Bulgaria and the Moravians [Messianis].6 The Latin text 
also mentions the Messians around Nitra.7  

Hungarian tradition has preserved the memory of Svatopluk’s reign in the 
Middle Danube region and the purchase of land from him, according to the 

1 The Chronicle version that exists today dates from the 14th century, compiled from 
older versions from the 11th, 12th, and 13th centuries. The traditions of the conquest may 
have been recorded in the 12th century, when interest in pre-Christian history revived. 
2 SRH I. 1937, 288–289 (Ch. 28.). 
3 ANONYMUS 2009, 694, SRH I. 48–49 (Ch. 11), 695, SRH I. 51 (Ch. 12). 
4 ANONYMUS 2009, 701, SRH I. 61 (Ch. 20.). 
5 The Sambucus Codex writes Pononia instead of Polonia, and Pononie instead of Pan-
nonie. This suggests a confusion of the names Polonia and Pannonia, similar to how 
Aventinus claims that Brazlav is the prince of Polonia ulterior (Vratislaus ulterioris Po-
loniae praefes, AVENTINUS 437.) instead of the correct Pannonia ulterior. It is clear that 
Svatopluk had no connection with Polonia, this is just a slip of the pen. 
6 In the original ”Bulgaris Messianisque imperabat.” KÉZAI 1999, 74–75, SRH. I. 1937, 
281–282 (Ch. 23) likewise Kézai, SRH. I. 1937, 163 (Ch. 23). 
7 SRH. I. 1937, 291 (Ch. 32), 166 (Ch. 32). In chapters 23 and 32, the translator corrected 
Messianis ~ Messianos to Moravians. KÉZAI 1999, 75, 85. 
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legal customs of the steppe.8 It also refers to the Moravians’ dependence on 
Bulgaria and Byzantium. The names Messianos, Missarios, Messarios, Mes-
sianis can be identified with the province of Moesia, which belonged to Bul-
garia at that time (today northern Serbia).9 It seems that at the time of the Con-
quest, Svatopluk controlled the Lower Danube region around Belgrade, and 
between the Danube and the Tisza. 

Sources on the arrival of the Hungarians in the Danube region 

The contemporary Regino reports on the arrival of the Hungarians from 
Scythia, their wandering in the desert of the Pannonians and Avars, and then 
their raids against the borders of the Carinthians, Moravians, and Bulgarians 
(889).10 Regino therefore places the Moravians between Carantania and Bul-
garia, to the southern part of the Carpathian Basin.  

The Annals of Fulda write about Arnulf’s campaign against Svatopluk in 
892 and the Hungarians who joined him.11 

The 16th-century Bavarian historian Aventine reports as a result of the alli-
ance with Arnulf (892), that the Hungarians destroyed the Avars and Huns, 
who were pushed back beyond the Tisza by Charlemagne, and then ruled by 
Svatopluk. The Hungarians settled there, and Svatopluk fled from them.12 The 
following year (893) Arnulf broke through the obstacles at the Gran River and 
the Suev Mountains and sent the king of the Hungarians, Cusal, into Moravia. 
Then Svatopluk asked Arnulf for peace and died of mental illness. His sons 
came under the rule of Arnulf. Cusal retreated to Dacia, which he occupied, 
and the Hungarians remained at peace until Arnulf’s death, for six years (893–
899). After Arnul’s death, they killed Svatopluk’s sons (Moemar and Suate-
bog), rulers of Moravia, and occupied a part of Moravia.13  

Although the authenticity of Regino’s date of 889 is disputed, the Hungar-
ian presence may have begun to become permanent on the Middle Danube at 
this time, which is supported by their raid in 89114 and their alliance with 

8 A similar oath on water, saddle, bridle, and grass was also included in the peace 
treaty 815 between the Bulgarian ruler Omurtag and the Byzantine Emperor Leo V. 
VITA NICEPHORI 1880, 206–207. 
9 Moesia I. (Superior) and Mysoi, see ODB 1991, 1389. 
10 REGINO 1890, 132–133. 
11 ANNALES FULDENSES 1891, 121. 
12 AVENTINUS 1710, 435 (Ch. 25), 437 (Ch. 26). 
13 AVENTINUS 1710, 438 (Ch. 30, 31). Cf. ANNALES ALAMANNICI 1826, 53: a. 893. Arnolfus 
in Maraha. 
14 For the date see SZÁNTÓ 2018. 
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Arnulf in 892.15 Several of Aventine’s statements fit well with medieval Hun-
garian traditions. One is that the Hungarians allied with Arnulf occupied the 
Tisza region (Dacia) under Moravian rule between 892 and 894.16 However, 
he clearly distinguishes Dacia in the Tisza region and Moravia west of the 
Gran (Garam, Hron) river. The other is that he linked Svatopluk's death to the 
war with the Hungarians. But contemporary sources do not mention the role 
of the Hungarians in Svatopluk’s death. Regino only records his death,17 the 
Annals of Fulda (894) simply state that ”He ended his last day unhappily.”18 
So it is possible that Hungarian tradition well remembers that Svatopluk 
drowned in the Danube.  

The Annals of Fulda report the Hungarian devastation of ”ultra (beyond) 
Danubium,” and Pannonia. The former from a Regensburg perspective could 
clearly mean the area east of the Danube, Dacia. The name Pannonia hardly 
refers to the province under Bavarian rule, because the Annals also prove that 
the Hungarians only turned against the Bavarians after Arnulf’s death, in 

900.19 Aventine is conspicuously silent about the attack of 894 and strongly 
states the Hungarians’ six-year (893–899) inaction.20 The Annals may refer 
to the Hungarian devastation of Eastern Pannonia, which had been under 
Moravian rule since 884. 

The research assumes a lasting Moravian–Hungarian alliance,21 but the al-
liance that existed for many years certainly was with the Bavarians, since after 
Arnulf’s death, Kusal’s embassy offered to renew the alliance with his heir.22 
Archbishop Theotmar accused the Moravians of allying with the Hungarians, 

15 St. Methodius met a Hungarian (Ugor) king in the Danube region before his death 
in 885. It is not clear whether this happened along the Middle or Lower Danube, where 
the Hungarians lived before their conquest. VITA CONSTANTINE AND METHODIUS 1976, 89. 
16 Aventine uses the name Dacia based on a 9th century concept: In the very beginning 
of the 800s: ”...utramque Pannoniam et adpositam in altera Danubii ripa Daciam...”. 
VITA KAROLI MAGNI 18. Year 824: ”…legatos Abodritorum qui vulgo Praedenecenti 
vocantur et contermini Bulgaris Daciam Danubio adiacentem incolunt (…).” ANNALES 

REGNI FRANCORUM 1895, 165.      
17 REGINO 1890, 143. 
18 ANNALES FULDENSES 1891, 125. 
19 ANNALES FULDENSES 1891, 133–134. 
20 AVENTINUS 1710, 438: ”…they refrained from harassing neighboring peoples and 
they remained within their borders conquered by arms.” 
21 Vajay assumed that the Hungarians fleeing the Pechenegs requested Dacia from Sva-
topluk as part of their alliance, which is how he interpreted the story of the land pur-
chased on a white horse. VAJAY 1968, 20. Somewhat differently ENGEL 2000.      
22 ANNALES FULDENSES 1891, 134, AVENTINUS 1710, 445: ”...foedus quod cum Arnulpho 
convenerat, de integro renovari exposcunt.” 
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but as the sources prove, Arnulf was their ally, with the nomadic oath.23 The 
Moravian–Hungarian alliance can be linked to their attack on Bavaria and 
Pannonia in 900, which Aventine says they carried out together.24 The papal 
legates could hardly have seen the destruction six years before (in 894) the 
date of the letter, the relevance of which can be clearly felt in the text. It is 
impossible to imagine the surprising nature of the Hungarian attack if the Ba-
varians knew about the alliance that had existed with the Moravians for many 
years.25 Arnulf’s role in releasing the Hungarians behind the mythical obsta-
cles (Charlemagne’s clusas) against Svatopluk is proven by contemporary 
sources (Liudprand, Widukind).26 

Arnulf seems to have incorporated the alliance with Cusal into his wider 
plans. The Hungarian campaign in Bulgaria in 895 may have been accompa-
nied by Bavarian–Greek coordination. In the year (894) when a Byzantine em-
bassy visited Regensburg, a Byzantine envoy negotiated with the leaders of 
the Hungarians, Árpád and Kusanes, the latter of whom may be identical with 
Cusal, Arnulf’s ally.27 The Hungarians then attacked Bulgaria in 895, which 
the Fulda Annals presented before the report of the arrival of the next Byzan-
tine embassy (November 896).28 The possible recommendation of the Hungar-
ians to Emperor Leo, may have been an initiative of Arnulf to weaken the 
Moravians’ Bulgarian ally.29 In these years (894–896), the stability of the hin-
terland disturbed by Svatopluk, was extremely important for Arnulf to im-
plement his plans in Italy.30 

23 LOŠEK 1997, 138–156. A similar custom was known to the pagan Bulgarians, who 
swore oaths on various animals, including dogs, when making alliances. NICOLAI CON-

STANTINOPOLITANI ARCHIEPISCOPI EPISTOLAE 1863, letter 66. 
24 Aventine identifies the Hungarian–Moravian alliance mentioned by Theotmar with 
the attack of 900. AVENTINUS 1710, 445–446. It is possible that they had earlier occa-
sional alliances, such as the Hungarian raid on Lower Austria in 891. ANNALES IUVAV-

ENSES MAXIMI 1976, 742 (a. 881), for the date 891 see SZÁNTÓ 2018. In addition, the Hun-
garian raid of 862 was also raised. LOŠEK 1997, 151. 
25 AVENTINUS 1710, 446: Bavarians ”ob foedus factum nihil mali suspicantes.” 
26 LIUDPRAND: Antapodosis 279. WIDUKIND 1839, 425–426. 
27 Symeon Logothetes writes on the misson of Niketas Skleros to Árpád and Kusanes 
(’Αρπάδῃ καὶ Κουσάνῃ), the princes (κεφαλαĩς) of the Turks. WAHLGREN 2006, 276. 
28 ANNALES FULDENSES 1891, 129–130. 
29 They were already allies in 863: ”Rastizen Margensium Sclavorum ducem cum aux-
ilio Bulgarorum ab oriente venientium (…).” ANNALES FULDENSES 1891, 45. Arnulf him-
self claimed in 884 that Svatopluk had allied with the Bulgarians against him. ANNALES

FULDENSES 1891, 112. Arnulf’s embassy to the Bulgarian ruler in 892 is also related to 
this ally. ANNALES FULDENSES 1891, 121. 
30 894, 896: ANNALES ALAMANNICI  1826, 53. 
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Moravia and the two Dacias 

The Byzantine De Administrando Imperio (DAI) writes about the settlement 
of Hungarians in Great Moravia as a result of the Pecheneg attack, which fol-
lowed the Hungarian campaign in Bulgaria (Ch. 38).31 The DAI places Great 
Moravia on the southern border of the Hungarians (Turks), which was de-
stroyed and occupied by the Hungarians (Ch. 13).32 He claims that beyond 
Sirmium (Sremska Mitrovica), lies Great Moravia, the unbaptized, former 
country of Sphendoplokos (Svatopluk, Ch. 40).33 It is known that Hungarians 
live beyond the Danube, in Moravia, and also on this (southern) side of the 
Danube as far as the Sava River (Ch. 42).34 So, Great Moravia can be searched 
near Sremska Mitrovica, viewed from Byzantium on the north side of the Dan-
ube, in Serbian Bačka, where Hungarian tradition places it.  

The DAI links this Hungarian settlement in Moravia to their civil war, one 
year after the death of Svatopluk.35 The Annals of Fulda dates this Moravian 
civil war to 898, but does not know the role of the Hungarians.36 The DAI mis-
takenly identified Moravia with Dacia, the new home of the Hungarians, and 
was consequently wrong when it linked the Hungarian settlement with the 
occupation of Moravia.37 The DAI’s error can be explained by Moravian con-
trol of the Tisza region (two Dacias). 

It seems that after the Bulgarian campaign the Hungarians attacked the 
Bulgarian Moesia, around Belgrade. The Miracula sancti Apri (after 978) 
writes, after defeating Moesia (Misia) and the pagan Moravians (Marahens), 
the Hungarians entered Pannonia.38 This campaign may have followed the 
Bulgarian war. According to the DAI, when the Hungarian army that had 
withdrawn from Bulgaria set out on another campaign, the Pechenegs, in al-
liance with the Bulgarian prince Simeon, attacked the Hungarian residences. 
This led to the Hungarians moving from Atelkuzu to Moravia (in fact to Dacia 

31 DAI 1967, 172–173. 
32 DAI 1967, 64–65.      
33 DAI 1967, 176–177. 
34 DAI 1967, 182–183. 
35 DAI 1967, 180–181 (Ch. 41).      
36 ANNALES FULDENSES 1891, 131–135. 
37 The Hungarian occupation of Moravia is usually dated to 902: ”Bellum in Maraha 
cum Ungaris et patria victa.” ANNALES ALAMANNICI 1826, 54, CFHH I. 2005, 91. The 
Moravians also appear in an event from 906, mentioned by Annalista Saxo (late 11th 
century): ”Ungari a Marahis caeduntur” ANNALISTA SAXO 1844, 591. However, the 
years in this late source are regularly incorrect: 901 instead of 900, 893 instead of 894, 
890 instead of 889–892, although he quoted quite well the main source for this period, 
Regino. Therefore, this may be an incorrect dating. 
38 CFHH II. 2005, 1643. 
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and Pannonia).39 The Fulda Annals reports from 896 that Arnulf sent Prince 
Brazlav to Mosaburg to reinforce the defense of Pannonia due to the ongoing 
Hungarian–Bulgarian conflicts,40 which refers to the appearance of Hungari-
ans around Lower Pannonia.  

DAI claims that the defeated Moravians ”…fled for refuge to the adjacent 
nations, to the Bulgarians and Turks and Croats (...).”41 The Naum legend 
writes very similar. ”Not many years later the Ugrians, the Peon [Pannonian] 
people, came and occupied and destroyed their land, those whom the Ugrians 
did not take captive, fled to Bulgaria. And their land remained desolated un-
der the rule of the Ugrians.”42 It is hardly conceivable that the fugitives would 
have fled through territories occupied by the persecuting Hungarians! The 
territory of Moravia in the 9th century had to reach the northwestern borders 
of Bulgaria, around Belgrade, through the Great Plain. The earliest record of 
the Moravians places them in Moesia, Rastislav’s people are called Sclavos 
Margenses ~ Marahenses, referring to the Margus, the modern Serbian Mo-
rava River, east of Belgrade.43 
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The Middle Danube area, as the contemporaries may have seen it. 
Based on the Tabula Hungariae (Lázár’s map, before 1528).     


