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Abstract: The genesis of statehood on the European periphery was not influenced by Late Roman insti-
tutions and had both common and special features. The authors have spent many years studying the nature of
Rus’in this particular aspect, in comparison with specifically Bulgaria and England. The results are exposed
in a series of monographs and articles, including the ones in English. It helped to move to a new level, three-
fold, of analysis and exploration. England, Rus’ and Bulgaria were the fringe points of medieval Christian
Europe, where the Romano — Barbarian synthesis either never happened or it was feeble and mediated by
Byzantium. As a result, all “angles” of Europe fit under our analysis, except for the Muslim southwest (the
Emirate of Cordoba) and nomadic east. The synthesis of the previously received evidence shows common
features in State-genesis of these remote regions, with Rus’ and Bulgaria being in the close contact, while
England did not engage with either side. One of the most important features was the military factor: wars of
conquest in the beginning of the process of state building, uniting wars in its middle, and defensive wars at the
end, during the emergence of early statehood. The second feature is the foreign origin of the ruling elite: the
Anglo-Saxons and Jutes upon the Celtic majority in England; the Ruses of different races upon the Slavic and
Finno-Ugric population in Rus’; the Turkic Bulgarians upon the Slavic — and Greek speaking population of
the Thracian origin in Bulgaria. The third feature is the preservation of the local, “lower” level of power and
its special, but different in all three countries, relations with the “upper” level. Such binarity was eliminated
only in the process of transition from the supra — complex chiefdom to early state. The process of State-genesis
in all three countries was accompanied by conversion into a new consolidating religion — Christianity, though
each country adopted it on different levels of development.

Keywords: State-genesis, statehood, England, Rus’, Bulgaria, common features, comparative studies.

Currently, an increasing interest in the pro-
cesses of state formation is observed. This phe-
nomenon is associated with the development of
an integrative discipline of political (or socio —
cultural) anthropology. Prioritizing the study of
political institutions in different societies, it inte-

grates the achievements of history, ethnography,
political studies and other social sciences. This
resulted in the accumulation of practical and the-
oretical knowledge that enables a re-evaluation
of the well-known facts about the origin of states
in Europe.
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The stage of complex chiefdoms (Service
1971 [1962], 1975, 1978; Claessen 2000, 2006;
Claessen, Kloos 1981; Claessen, Skalnik 1978a,
1978b; Carneiro 1970, 2000, 2004; Haas 1982;
Kpanun 2000, 2004) or the potestary — political
stage (Ky066ens 1988), including the transitional
period to the early state, is studied and compared
within the framework of political — anthropolog-
ical theory of state genesis. The term ‘a barbari-
an state’ is more developed and up to use in the
East European historical science, and it actually
reflects the same stage of political genesis as the
above — mentioned political anthropology terms,
and it is also partly accepted by its modern adher-
ents (Kopotaes 1997, 2000, 2004; bonnapenko
2001; IMTomos 1990). 1t is also apt because it con-
taminates state genesis and sociogenesis as a
transitional period between ‘wildness’ and ‘civ-
ilization’.

The methodological basis of comparative
analysis is the observance of principle of syn-
chrostadiality (not the chronological simultane-
ity) and typological homogeneity of the com-
pared phenomena, structures and processes. As
a working hypothesis we take our previously
worked out classification of forms and models
of statehood, approved by the data on differ-
ent Slavic states and peoples (ILInnakoB 2000a,
2000b, 2001, 2003, 2005).

The aim of the article is to attribute Rus’,
Anglo-Saxon England and First Bulgarian Em-
pire to a particular stage of state genesis and to
a definite form of statehood. Actually, we have
already done this elsewhere with respect to Rus’
(IlInrakoB 2000a, 2002). That work has been
similar in methodology to the one we have car-
ried out to clarify the state form of the Ukrain-
ian Hetmanate. For the sake of comparison, the
same set of attributes of the form is used, but at
the given stage of research the comparative anal-
ysis is applied not to all statehood forms (more
precisely to their ‘ideal models’), but with dif-
ferent principle and different aim — to compare
them with each other.

The sources on the subject are rather di-
verse (in respect of their category and type) and
versatile (from the point of their ethnic origin
and political engagement). We have previously
presented on a number of occasions the anal-
ysis of sources on Rus’ in the respective as-
pect (IlunakoB 1987, 1993, 2002; Illunakos,
I'ypeanoB 2002), which saves the trouble of re-
turning to it. As for Bulgaria, there have been
analyzed The Bulgarian Khans Names List,
works by John Exarchos, Theophanes, Nikiphor,
Ennody, as well as the epigraphy data. All these
sources have been often used by Bulgarian and
Russian specialists in First Bulgarian Empire
(e.g., AuapeeB 1994; Anrenos 1987; VMBaHoBa
1987; JlutaBpun, HaymoB 1991 etc.), and we
could not pass by their works and analytical pub-
lications on the sources. As for England, its early
history is described in a number of sources, such
as The Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, The Ecclesiasti-
cal History of the English People, The History of
the Britons, The Annales Cambriae, De Excidio
et Conquestu Britanniae etc. Within contempo-
rary Russian medieval studies, still the most ac-
tively debated are the issues of the time of forma-
tion and the character of the early Anglo-Saxon
kingdoms, their German or late Roman origins,
the role of royalty and nobility in the process of
the state formation and formation of its various
structural elements, as well as the influence of
the church on this process. These points are of-
ten treated from completely opposite points of
view. Even the chronological framework of the
emergence of the Anglo-Saxon state is still de-
bated. Thus, according to Alexander Gurevich
and Klara Savelo, the transition to statehood oc-
curred in the late 6th — early 7th century (Caseno
1977), and according to Alexander Korsunsky
it happened only at the end of the 7th century
(Kopcynckuii 1963: 73). Still things are changing
in contemporary Russian historiography (I'me6os
1998, 2003; Jlapronos 1993). Some special stud-
ies on the history of Anglo-Saxon England and
general surveys of the British historiography of
the 20th century (Metmuukast 2003; Cugoposa
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2004; [Mapud:xanoB 2004) demonstrate a more
balanced assessment of both achievements and
failures of their Western colleagues. Thus, Zoya
Metlitskaya in her review Anglo-Saxon England
and Norman Congquest for the first time in Rus-
sian historiography considers the traditional ap-
proaches to the study of the Norman conquest
as well as new trends in the study of the issue.
She is interested in political, socio — economic
and ethnocultural aspects and implications of the
events of 1066 (Metmuukast 2003). Among the
recent Russian researches of the English histo-
riography of the 20th century the most impor-
tant is the monograph by Izmail Sharifzhanov
British Historiography in the 20th Century: The
Key Theoretical and Methodological Approach-
es, Schools and Trends (IWapudxanos 2004), in
which the author explores from a new perspec-
tive many traditional and recognized works of
the Western historians.

However, as a matter of fact the systematic
and complex analysis of these resources in the
comparative — structural aspect has not been car-
ried out yet. Below a comparative table of ele-
ments of Bulgarian, English and Russian ‘barbar-
ian’ statehood is given. The attributes are taken
from one of the authors’ work on the Ukrainian
Hetman state (ILlunaxos 2006b: 98 — 99):

1. Territorial — demographic structure.

2. Socio — economic basis.

3. Ways and mechanisms of state forma-
tion.

4. System (organization) of government.

5. Type of interrelations between state and
society (including its particular fractions
as classes, estates etc.).

6. Composition, sources and ways of form-
ing and recruitment of the ruling stra-
tum.

7. Composition of the social elite (exploit-
ing classes).

8. The exploited classes.

9. Form of government.

10. Functions of the state apparatus.

11. Sources of the existence of the ruling
stratum (‘state elite’).

12. Directions of public funds expenses.
In addition to the basic, essential attrib-
utes the comparison was held on the
basis of the ‘secondary’ (derivative)
ones, which are more completely and
precisely (and the main thing, unam-
biguously) reflected in sources. They
are the following:

13. Character of the armed forces and the
prevailing type of foreign conflicts im-
manent to the given form.

14. Types of internal conflicts.

15. National policy.

16. Character of law and legal proceedings.

17. Types and methods of ideological sup-
port of power.

So, the basic components of the complex
analysis have turned out to be the following:

a) the mechanisms of genesis of ‘barbar-
ian’ statehood structures both reflected
in the sources and in the categories of
political anthropology;

b) the structure of statehood in statistics,
its correlation with the social basis: a
‘ranged’ or ‘stratified’ society (Fried
1967);

c) the reasons of formation and functions
of power structures (in reality and in
pagan and Christian ideological ground-
ing);

d) the composition, sources of recruitment

and incomes of the ruling elite or elites;

e) the role of war and the form of military
organization in creating, functioning
and transformation of a certain form of
statehood;

f) time, reasons and mechanisms of ‘bar-
barian’ statehood transformation into
‘the early state’ one;

g) the reasons of ‘choosing the way’.
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Bulgaria

Rus’

England

‘Center’ and ‘Slaviniyas’, hierar-
chic federation; territorial patri-
monial, vertical relations

‘Center’ and ‘Slaviniyas’ + ‘Ex-
ternal Rus‘’; territorial patrimo-
nial, vertical relations

The federation of separate king-
doms, headed by the Wessex
family

Ranked society with arising stra-
ta; economical basis is semi —
nomadic (camp) cattle breeding,
agriculture, predatory wars

Ranked society with arising stra-
ta; economical basis is interna-
tional trade, predatory wars, ag-
riculture, stable cattle breeding

Ranked society with incipient
strata; the basis of the econo-
my is agriculture, stabled cattle
breeding

The model is military, partly aris-
tocratic; mechanisms are military
— aggressive and defensive, mer-
itocratic, ‘kinship’, contractual,
legal

The model is military — pluto-
cratic, partly aristocratic; mech-
anisms are military — defensive
and aggressive, ‘kinship’, con-
tractual

Military liberation way of state
formation. The military — defen-
sive, aggressive, ‘family’, bar-
gain mechanisms

Division of power at ‘federal’ and
local levels. System of ‘federal’
military deputies. Within the high-
er level of power there is a patrimo-
nial (aristocratic) principle, arising
of the official — serving principle

Division of power at ‘federal’
and local levels. ‘Polyudie’ as a
direct government. Within the
higher level of power there is a
corporate — patrimonial principle

Division of power at ‘federal’
and local levels with a tendency
to strengthen the role of royal
power and royal officials

Reciprocity. Dominance — sub-
ordination against pre — Slavic
autochthonous population, ele-
ments of enforcement between
the levels of power

Reciprocity with elements of en-
forcement between the levels of
power, dominance — subordina-
tion, exploitation of the Slavs by
the Ruses

Military coercion of the popula-
tion, feudalization (hierarchiza-
tion) of the society

Military aristocracy, all proto
— Bulgarian against the Slavs,
Slavic bodyguard? Principles are
abilities, origin, force, wealth

‘All Rhos’ and ruling patrimo-
nies. Slavic patrimonial aristoc-
racy and bodyguard. Methods are
origin, abilities, wealth, ‘luck’

The ruling clan is the Wessex
kings; strengthening of the he-
reditary tendencies

Military men, cattle — and land-
owners

Military men, merchants

Royal governors, nobility and
service aristocracy getting feudal
characteristics

Community men, slaves a little,
local pre — Slavic population

Community men, slaves a little

Community members (churls)

Patrimonial hierarchic monarchy

Patrimonial hierarchic monarchy

Patrimonial monarchy

10

Military — organizing, judicial,
redistribution. Function of self —
sufficiency

Military and trade — organizing,
judicial at the low level of power,
redistribution. Military frighten-
ing and repressive if necessary at
the high level of power. Function
of self — sufficiency

Military, repressive, trade orga-
nizing, judicial and redistributive
functions of the state apparatus

11

Robbery of ‘the aliens’ (Byz-
antine), tribute, private sources
(cattle breeding)

Private sources (trade incomes),
robbery of ‘the aliens’ (Byzan-
tine, the Orient), tribute, ‘poly-
udie’

System taxes, revenues from the
domains, a tribute (especially
from the Celts)
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Military actions, fleet construc-
tion, maintenance of the army,
the construction of fortifications

Professional land forces and the
navy (at the times of Alfred)

Confrontation between the An-
glo-Saxons and the Normans

Activities to consolidate the
population of ethnically isolat-
ed kingdoms into a single Brit-
ish nation, united by a common
Christian religion

law’

Royal laws, concerning secular
and religious issues, the system
of crime and punishment, the
Danelaw

12 | ‘Feeding’ best warriors, body- | ‘Feeding’ bodyguard, shipbuild-
guard; prestige of power. Build- | ing, usage in trade to gain the
ing of towns, fortresses subjects of ‘prestige consump-

tion’. Building of ‘grads’(towns)

13 | Cavalry and infantry as a home | ‘Marines’ — professionals (‘Rus-
guard, Slavic bodyguards, pre |es’), Slavic home guard and
— Bulgarian ‘best warriors’ and | tribal bodyguards. Offensively
aristocrats. Offensive and preda- | aggressive (unifying), predatory,
tory, defensive ‘commercial’

14 | Interpatrimonial inside proto — | Interpersonal in the struggle for
Bulgarian aristocracy power (Rhos); interpatrimonial

and tribal (Slavic including Finno
— Ugric)

15 | Preservation, but not accentua- | National differences are ‘shad-
tion of national differences, then | owed’ by corporate — pragmat-
the integration at the legal level. | ic ones. Different law, different
Mixture of languages and cul- | confessions. Process of mixture
tures, adding of the Slavs to ‘fed- | of languages and cultures, Slavic
eral’ top. Confessional differenc- | adding to the ‘federal’ top
es are kept till the baptism

16 | Before reforms of Omurtag and | Separate ‘customary
Krum different ‘customary law’ | (mononorms) for the Rhos (‘Rus-
for the proto-Bulgarians and |sian law’) and Slavs
Slavs. Later — a single written
law, whose source is power

17 | Spiritualization of ruling patri- | Demonstration of force and
mony to deity — Tengri Khan, ge- | ‘luck’ at different levels of pow-
nealogical sanction er. In ‘Slaviniyas’, probably, reli-

gious — genealogical sanction

Christianization, concepts of the
common history of kingdoms

A. The First Bulgarian kingdom was formed
in a military — contractual way. The same can be
said about the initial Russian state — ‘the Northern
confederation’ (MenbpHuKOBa 1993) with its center
in Novgorod, and England. The difference is that
in Bulgaria and England it was made by means of
a military — aggressive mechanism, and in Rus’
— by the military-defensive one. By the way, the
seizure of the Lower Danube region by the proto —
Bulgarians under Asparukh was accompanied by
the contract with the Severs and Slavic ‘unity of
seven tribes’ (TwrkoBa-3aumoBa 1991: 45 — 47)
as a defense from Byzantine attempts to restore
its power in the region. As a result of the defen-
sive liberation struggle of five Slavic and Fin-
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no — Ugric tribal alliances and principalities (of
the chiefdom level) with the Varangians, a new
formed proto — state association appeared which
was named in literature ‘the Northern confedera-
tion’ (MenbHukoBa 1993). The conventional dates
for the initial events are 679 — 681 for Bulgaria,
and 859 — 862 for Rus’ (in reality, with the ac-
count of the discrepancy of chronicle dating it is
852 — 854).

By contrast, the formation of statehood
in Britain started simultaneously with the An-
glo-Saxon conquest, although it is more logical
to call it colonization. During the period between
the 5th and the 7th centuries, the Anglo-Saxons
who settled the territory, created settlements and
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began to amalgamate into political — territorial
structures.

The Anglo-Saxon conquest of Britain was a
long and complicated process. The war between
the Britons and the Anglo-Saxons in the 5th cen-
tury was a continuation of a struggle between the
Roman Empire and the barbarians who conquered
it. In the 6th century, these conflicts transformed
into the battles between the Britons’ independent
kingdoms and the Anglo-Saxon kingdoms, which
was the result of Britain’s post — Roman split into
numerous independent units, in which the An-
glo-Saxon invaders established their own king-
doms. In the 5th — 7th centuries, the Anglo-Sax-
on invasion passed through at least three phases.
The first phase, which followed the withdrawal of
the Roman legions from Britain, was character-
ized by the use of barbarian military troops that
were auxiliary mercenaries troops in the British
kings’ armies. Lands for settlement were given
to the veterans in Britain, they called their fellow
kinsmen, who arrived from their ancestral lands
and joined them. The second phase started when
the barbarians destroyed the Roman Empire, and
there occurred a massive invasion by the tribes,
that came to Britain with the armed forces and
subordinated the country’s significant territories.

B. All three pre-state societies best fit the
definition of a ‘two — level pre — state’. In respect
of Rus’ it becomes evident after the comparison
of the data by Gardizi, Al — Masudi with Russian
Primary Chronicle (Povest vremennykh let) and
with Constantine Porphyrogenitus. The idea has
been expressed with regards to Rus’ by one of
the authors of the present paper and in respect of
Bulgaria — by E. Koicheva and N. Kochev (Koii-
yeBa, Koue 1991: 52). The same is true for En-
gland, where all regional polities in England were
formed as complex chiefdoms.

C. In Bulgaria the necessity of submission
of the Slavs to the proto-Bulgarians might have
been determined by the necessity of joint warfare
actions against Byzantine.

Within the proto-Bulgarian society the
khans’ power was based on their origin from the
Turkic supreme god Tengri Khan. The types of
power legitimation of particular pagan Slavic rul-
ers in Bulgaria are unclear contrary to the Eastern
Slavs. Among the latter there dominated either the
“first settlement’ model of legitimation (the Poly-
ans, Vyatichs, Radimichs), a patriarchal one (the
Drevlyans) or the model probably connected with
monopolization of power by a certain social —
professional stratum (corporation) (the Krivichs)
(ILImnakoB 2000a). The term paktiots was used in
the interrelations of the ‘Rhos’ with the slavini-
yas’ rulers and it can be interpreted both as allies
and as tributaries (Constantine Porphyrogenitus
1991). There was a common interest of the Slav-
ic top to participate in trade and robbery in Byz-
antine, that was impossible without such large —
scale actions organized by the ‘Rhos’. This inter-
est replaced the initial ‘force authority’, described
in the Arabic sources concerning the ‘Ruses’ and
‘Slavs’ (I1lnnakos, I'ypssiHoB 2002).

In the resources the right for power among
the ‘Rhos’ (or ‘Ruses’) is not postulated anyhow
and the degree of power itself belonging to the
chacanus Rhos reminds not a sovereign power but
that of a tribal chief (a head of corporation) which
implies the abilities and ‘luck’ as power sanctions.

The first English kings, like Hengist and
Horsa, were rather warlords, whose legitima-
cy was based on conquest, than real rulers. The
necessity to control the subjugated Britons and,
later, to repulse the attack of the Vikings, as well
as the Roman influence, led to the strengthening
of the royal power. On the one hand, there were
retinues composed of professional soldiers in the
king’s service and they received compensation
fee, as well as allotments. Younger warriors lived
mostly in the royal burgs and in addition to mil-
itary functions performed other functions, often
acting as royal officials. The thegns, that is people
close to the king, stayed at court during a certain
period of time, and they usually owned land and
spent most of their time in their households. They
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were members of the royal council and officials
and also participated in governing the state. Thus,
it becomes clear that the Anglo-Saxon kingdoms
reached the level of complex chiefdoms, and they
were in the process of state formation.

D. The composition, sources of recruitment
and providing of the ruling elite totally corre-
spond to the époque of ‘barbarity’ or a transitional
period from chiefdom to the early state, i.e. com-
plex chiefdom.

E. Permanently influencing military aspect
defined to a great degree the specificity of a state-
hood form and was the reason of the typical simi-
larity between pre — state formations in Bulgaria,
England in Rus’'.

F. The sequence of events that determined
the process of transformation of a complex chief-
dom into an early state looks as follows.

For Bulgaria: 1) the change of social basis
of the top power level (settling of the proto — Bul-
garians); 2) the reforms began only in the incor-
porated regions (Krum); 3) the major part of the
territorial — administrative, law, governmental
(Omurtag) reforms had led to an intensive mu-
tual integration of social — ethnic bases of both
power levels and their representatives; 4) the final
stage of these reforms was the acceptance of an
integrating world religion (Boris I); 5) the conflict
with the proto — Bulgarian patrimonial aristocra-
cy that lost the privileges and its ‘demonstrative’
suppression; 6) the defense from the Hungarians
and Byzantines; 7) the ambitious building and
demographic actions; 8) foreign expansion, an
attempt to create an empire. The apotheosis was
an acceptance of a title basileus by Simeon (913);
9) the end of the expansion, change of character
and sources of the military — bureaucratic top’s
incomes by acquiring land possessions (Peter I).
Beginning of the early state transformation into a

' The role of the war factor in the development of such
a statechood form was figuratively reflected by Nikolay
M. Karamzin: °...Oleg bored by the silence which is so
dangerous for a military state ... decided to begin a war
against Empire’ (Kapamsun 1989: 103).

mature one in the form of primarily official — bu-
reaucratic and feudal-hierarchic (ILImnaxos 2001).

For Rus’: 1) the actual consolidation of the
‘Ruses’ and ‘Slavs’ within the framework of a sin-
gle, although syncretic, heterogeneous bodyguard
subculture (by the middle of the 10th century);
2) external and internal crisis of the ‘two — lev-
el’ authority (941 — 944); 3) a ‘provoked conflict’
and its ritually — precedent suppression by prin-
cess Olga; 4) the beginning of territorial — admin-
istrative, governmental, tax — financial and law
reforms only at the incorporated territories (after
the Drevlyans’ revolt) and domain (private) lands;
5) an attempt to introduce world religion and de-
parture facing the threat of conflict during Olga’s
reign; 6) foreign expansion, Sviatoslav’s attempt
to create an ‘empire’; the emphasis on exoex-
ploitation; 7) internal conflict within the ruling
clan and the end of territorial consolidation after
Sviatoslav’s death (975 — 984); 8 — 9) parallel
functioning of the defensive war factor and lar-
gescale border strengthening meant to eliminate
the tribal borders and the influence of regional,
military — patrimonial aristocracy, as well as to
integrate the former tribes into a new, early state
structure in combination with overall reforms in
all spheres (986 — 1000); 10) the massive mon-
umental temple and fortification construction,
including building of grady (towns); 11) the ac-
ceptance of integrating and prestigious world reli-
gion; 12) the law reform and transition of the law
under the state’s control (1016 — 1113); 13) the

2 Original point of view on the situation in case of
realization of Sviatoslav’s empire ambitions was stated by
the 19th century historian M. P. Pogodin: ‘He decided not
to move the capital (it is a false expression), but simply
speaking to move into another apartment, to another Slavic
tribe in the suppressed country of Bulgaria and transfer
a seed [of the Russian statehood — E. Sh.] into another
soil! It was a toss of Bulgaria to become Rus’, Normandy’
(IToromun 1847: 475). In terms of political anthropology
one may speak about the moving of a preserved as an
atavism old Russian-team ‘power level’ to another low
level — Slaviniyas. But by that time in Bulgaria they had
already finished to exist for 150 years like ‘a two-level
protostate’ as a whole.
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change of the ruling class (druzhina top) status,
its transformation into the boyars — landowners
(starting from the middle and second half of the
11th century), that marked the beginning of the
early state transformation into a mature one.

For England: 1) the disruption of the old
tribal ties during migrations and conquest of new
territories, formation of new dominions (5th — the
beginning of the 6th centuries); 2) formation of
kingdoms — complex chiefdoms in the 6th cen-
tury. The social differentiation begins as new so-
cial groups appear: the churls and earls, gesithes
(retainers), the laeti (semi — free), and the serfs
(slaves); 3) the adoption of the single Christian
religion, but this process ran independently in
each kingdom, as a result a common center in
Canterbury lacked gravitas, and so religion united
not the Anglo-Saxon kingdoms, but an alien An-
glo-Saxons with a native long Christianized Ro-
mano — Britons (the first half of the 7th century);
4) socio — legal differentiation within the ruling
class: the thanes and gesithes (7th — 8th centu-
ries); 5) Vikings’ invasion laid foundation for coa-
lition of the kingdoms under the aegis of Wessex;
at the same time, the Danelaw was emerging in
the middle — second half of the 9th century; 6)
The reforms of Alfred the Great, the unification
of landed class and expansion of the thanes’ right
led to creation of the knight’s cavalry. The period
of internal conflicts followed the amalgamation
of the Anglo-Saxon ‘kingdoms’ into England. At
the same time a threat from Scandinavia tempo-
rally declined; 7) the struggle between the new
military and service class nobility with the land-
ed magnates; new Danish — Norwegian invasions
(the end of the 10th xentury); 8) emergence of the
Danish Empire of Sweyn Forkbeard and Cnut the
Great. England temporally loses its sovereignty,
but regained it later (1013 — 1042); 9) interruption
of the natural process of development of the En-
glish statehood due to the Norman conquest (1066
and beyond).

As a result, it becomes possible to estimate
the duration of the stages and phases of state gen-

esis for Bulgaria, England and Rus’. In Bulgaria
the stage of the emergence of complex chiefdom
in the form of ‘a two — level power’ lasted from
679 till the mid — 8th century; in Rus’ — from the
mid — 9th till the middle of the 880s. The heyday
of the two — level pre — statehood in Bulgaria falls
on the mid — 8th — beginning of the 9th centu-
ry (before Krum’s and especially Omurtag’s re-
forms), in Rus’ — from the middle of the 880s till
941. In England the initial period of state genesis
(the Heptarchy) lasted from the formation of the
first Anglo-Saxon polities in the 5th century to the
8th century. Later, in the 9th — 10th centuries, the
Viking invasions destroyed the Heptarchy and led
to unification and amalgamation of Anglo-Saxon
kingdoms into a single political entity — the King-
dom of England.

The phase of transformation and crisis of
the pre — statehood of the given stage and form in
Bulgaria lasted from Krum — Omurtag’s reforms
(conventionally from the first — second decades of
the 9th century) till 865 (the year of the mutiny of
proto — Bulgarian pagan nobility and its suppres-
sion by Boris I).

In Rus’ the stage of transformation began,
on the contrary, with the crisis of 941 — 944 and
completed in general with Vladimir I’s reforms
(the second half of the 80s — the early 90s of the
10th century). The case of Rus’ is also peculiar as
the ‘complex chiefdom’ final stage chronological-
ly (from Olga’s reforms) but not territorially coin-
cides with the stage of early statehood formation
which completed by the 20s of the 9th century
(except some law details and ancestral vestiges).
It is remarkable that both in Bulgaria and Rus’
the dates of the approval of Orthodoxy as a state
religion (864/865 and 988/989) are rather con-
ventional but they symbolically represent the be-
ginning of the prevalence of the new (early state)
development trends over the old (‘chiefdom’, pat-
rimonial) traditions during the transitional period.
These very 120 years separate the formal dates
of the end of the ‘two — level proto — statehood’
in both countries. In Rus’ the stage of ‘a two —
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level proto — statehood’ formation began 30 — 40
years after the beginning of the transformation
process into the early state in Bulgaria that allows
speaking about the typological resemblance of the
initial development conditions and not about the
borrowings.

The transition from complex chiefdoms to
early statehood in England can be dated back to
the 10th century and connected with the struggle
against the Vikings, inner strife and socio — po-
litical conflicts (against ‘separatists’ and within
the noble class). In contrast to Rus’ and Bulgaria,
conversion to Christianity in England took place
long before the transition to the early statehood
and didn’t have any connection with it.

From the typological viewpoint both An-
cient Rus’ and First Bulgarian kingdom were re-
ferred by the famous Slavist Vladimir D. Koroly-
uk to the so — called ‘contact zone’ between the
countries of the Roman — barbarian synthesis and
the non — synthesis zone (Kopomok 1972, 1975).
Its peculiarity is determined by the fact that the
power of the Roman governmental and cultural
institutions was indirectly influenced (though to
a different degree) by Byzantine as well as by the
strong influence of the nomadic factor (though
varying in different countries of this zone). In Bul-
garia this influence is obvious. In Rus’ in the 9th
century the role of proto — Bulgarians was played
by the ‘sea nomads’ (for the Eastern Europe — riv-
er) — the Varyags (Varangians) (or the ‘Ruses’ in
the eastern sources and ‘Rhos’ in the Byzantine
ones). The nomads and more precisely the semi
—nomadic early state Khazar khaghanate, played
the same role for the ‘two — level” Rus’ of the sec-
ond half of the 9th century as the Byzantine em-
pire did for the synchrostadial Bulgaria of the 8th
— beginning of the 9th century, that influenced the
further transformation of both states. The role and
place of the Slavs in the statehood formation both
in Bulgaria and in Rus’ were absolutely identical
and it is not without reason that in both countries
the Slavic ethnopolitical component turned out to
be the dominant one.

In conclusion, a relative synchrostadiality
of state genesis process in Bulgaria, Rus’ and En-
gland can be stated. At the same time, similarities
can be seen rather in the pairs of states under com-
parison: Rus’ and Bulgaria, Rus’ and England,
England and Bulgaria. Common features for all
three regions are: the persistence of state genesis
and its pronounced phasing, a huge role of exter-
nal and military factors as well as Christianiza-
tion. The process of state genesis was the longest
in England: from the 6th to the middle of 11th
centuries. In Bulgaria it lasted from the end of the
7th century to the beginning of the 10th (Simeon’s
‘empire’). In Rus’ this process was the shortest:
the ninth and tenth centuries only, considering the
emergence of the patrimonial land property and
creation of the first unified code — the Russian
Law.

As for the external factors, it was partly
common for Rus’ and England, as both countries
were influenced by the Vikings, and for Rus’ and
Bulgaria, which experienced the nomadic and
Byzantine influence. But there is no common fac-
tors for England and Bulgaria, unless we compare
Vikings’ conquest of England with the invasion
of Russian Prince Svyatoslav in Bulgaria. As for
direct contacts between three states, the only one
was a marriage of Vladimir Monomakh to Gytha,
a daughter of the last Anglo-Saxon King Harold.

Military factors were diverse for all three
states: wars of conquest, predatory, unifying, de-
fensive, internecine and even ‘religious’ wars.
But their role and value were different on differ-
ent stages of state genesis. In England and Rus’
defensive wars against the Vikings and nomads
played crucial role in transition from the complex
chiefdom to early state. In Bulgaria the lost de-
fensive war with Byzantium in 960-s became a
catalyst in conversion to Orthodoxy, which had
an important role for completing of the Bulgari-
an state genesis. In Rus’ Christianization ‘crowns’
this process, and in England it happened on its
initial stage.
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