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Note on Transliteration and Orthography

In line with MHRA guidelines, | use the modified Library of Congress system for transliteration from
Cyrillic. However, | make two exceptions for transliterated words in the main body of the text: | do
not employ the apostrophe denoting palatalisatioheprevious consonant in the modern East
Slavonic |l anguages (hence Rus not Rusd), and

representing the Old Slavonic ukshort vowels (hencatininnotl a t i, etd.).n 6 6

Slavonic proper names are trhtesated according to the modified Library of Congress system, hence
Feodaii not Theodosius, etc. NeBlavonic names of peopéetive in Rus are given in their Slavonic
forms, hencévletropolitanNikifor not Nikephoros, etc. Otherwise, | use the form given in the Oxford
Dictionary of Byzantium (for Greek names) or Oxford Dictionary of the Middle Ages (for other

names).

| preservehe orthography of editions of Old Slavonic texts, but bring ddisuperscript letters and

strip all diacritics except the titlo.

n

ei



Introduction

On the morning of the ¥6of July 1054, just before the Divine Liturgy began, papal legates marched

into Constantinoplebs St. Sopdbulleexcammdnicptéddhe ed a b u
Patriarch of Constantinople and his ecclesiastical associates, accusing thermohdissg heresy.

Eight days lateron the 24 of July, the Patriarch retaliated by burning the bull and anathematising its
authorst Thiseventk nown retrospectively as the O6Great Sch
culmination of the process by which the branches of the Church centred in Rome and Constantinople

grew apart. Linguistic and customary divisions within the Church had aliserst simultaneously

with the Church itself, and differences of theology and liturgical practice between Rome and

Constantinople had been a subject of debate since at least the eighth“ddeuantheless, the

Schismwas a milestone in this slow and upa process of estrangement.

Rus had officially converted to Christianity some 66 years earlier, under the auspices of Byzantium.

After 1054, polemic directed againstthecsa | | ed 6éLati nsd began to circu
Rusian chronicler, probgbworking in the late eleventh or early twelfth century, described the

instruction Vladimir received on his conversion in 988, he did not fail to note that the teachings of the
Latins were Ocor FMefhe politeah econbmic, dulairarad indeeddredigious ties

between Rus and the Latin lands were many and strong. Contemporary scholarship continues to

uncover ever more evidence for these ties, from marriages, political alliances and burgeoning trade

|l inks t o s har gal paddesnandedclesiastical strycturksi Unlike many of its

neighbours, Rus may have officially accepted Christianity from Constantinople rather than Rome, but

even after the conversion, it looked to the Latin world as well as to Byzantium.

This thegs examines how Early Rusian writers navigated this situation. Many scholars have held the
opinion that Rusian writers tended to be hostile to Latins. After all, Rusian writers were generally
ecclesiastics, and ecclesiastics surely knew that Latins weentir@ly orthodox Christians. One of

the aims of the present study is to challenge this characterisation of Early Rusian writing as generally
antiLatin. Moves have already been made in this direction, but discussions of depictions of the Latin
faith andLatins still tend to be based on selective observations drawn from just a handful of Early

Rusian texts. Nor have scholars attempted to understand the underlying principles governing what

I Andrew Louth,Greek East and Latin West: The Church AD 68171 (Crestwod |, NY: St. Vladimir
Seminary Press, 2007), pp. 309.

2Tia M. Kolbabanventing Latin Heretics: Byzantines and the Filioque in the Ninth Celikalamazoo, MI:

Medieval Institute Publications, Western Michigan University, 2008), pib%2

SLavreevnstkbai a | et opisO6 i suzdal 0s ked.ibyaE.Fl Karski, Polmeed po akade

sobranie russkikh |l etopisei, 1 (Moscow: | zdatel b6stvo



seems to be wild variation in portrayals of Lafirss unclean heries, noble brothers in the faith, or
simply as familiar faces around Rusian towns. The question this study asks of Early Rusian texts is
therefore: where, when, how and why are Latins depicted as different from, or similar to, Orthodox
Rus?

Rus, Latinsad t he 6éconf essi onal border 6

The myth that the events of 1054 triggered an immediate breakdown of relations between the Latin
OWestd and the Orthodox 6éEastdé has been thorough
oversimplistic and anachronist relying on dichotomies which the elevemmntury participants in

the O6Great Schi smb6 AWetthischythrcontinues @ cast a shadowayari s e d .
scholarship on Rusian relations wittnd attitudes td_atins. In his introduction to the gceedings of
aconference on the subject of O6Rus and the Westd
sefevi dent fact: OFrom the time of the Great Schi
was consistently niegawavetemdidngihtad 68EonmsnE , mor e
Noonan had argued the same some twenty years eatr
schism between the Eastern and Western churches in 1054, the Russian church adopted an

increasij |l y antagonistic attitude towards the Cat hol

More often, the assumption of generalised-aatin hostility in the ecclesiastical culture of Rus

remains unspoken. It lurks in the background of scholarship on Rus, Heidelfit (yet unproven)

rule against which soalled exceptions are measured. Take, for instance, work on the relations

between Rusian princes and the Pope in the thirteenth century. For Glnther Stokl, the chronicle

account of the negotiations between Danilo of Galiciaandthe Pop. a. 1255 i s 6éastou
confessiondM. reselnitumeint ®dy suggests that it was A

rejection of the Pope at around the same time th

4 Recent restatements of this position are found in e.g. L&udek Eastp. 316; Roger HaighChristian

Community in History: Volume One: Historical Ecclesiolgbyew York: Continuum, 2004), pp. 2890.

0dz0 tkfd [ .. .] SCod¥tj Mid cdd®dz dzsgz) R dzs) zd&Fc € () OFf Oj dzj dz
fsmMdzi HS9 Olsj dz' des dzj G OIsdode" d3 d o 3 Misy M Vs Mz diiidgvislPlddg,o
chitat elriewmG,aiian Rusdé i Zapad: Na uednhby ¥.M&Kirilknon f er ent si i
(Moscow:Nasledie, 1996), pp.i® (pp. 18).

5Thomas S. Noonan, O6Medieval Russia, the Mongols, and
1100'1 3 5 Meiligeval Studies37 (1975), 31639 (pp. 31920).

“6Si e ist erstaunlich tfirneeintvso nd kBasmBilcbtssshbeodibetldd eden Re s s e n
altrussischen ChronikefKdln: Westdeutscher Verlag, 1965), p. 28.



Daniloof Gali¢ a6s willindAtitati o segoiimeaneée. is taken to
in Early Rus, rendering accounts of close bonds and political ties between Rus and Latins exceptional.

This trend continues in A.S. Demindés recent wor Kk
and twelfthcentury Rusian texts, particularly tRevest viemennykh let6 Tal e of t he Year s
one of the two extant chronicles covering the eatlperiod of Rusian history; henceforth PVL).

Demin makes it guite clear that, in his®opinion,
Rusian sources are therefore largely unitetree d i n L at i n a &ctoarntsrofsLatnsand c¢c hr
arecharacterised by 6covert f3emhinisrglsttocemindusthapt i ci s
Latin doings were not always of great concern to chroniclers, but his insistence on Latin Otherness is
misleading. It obliges him to somehow explain aws/hany positive portrayals of Latins in

eleventh and twelfthcentury texts. The chronicler apparently praises the Ceusad martyrs only
because the Crusaders as Chri stians, are at | east?!thel i ghtly
hegumen anttaveller Daniil depicts Baldwin, the Crusader king of Jerusalem, positively and as a

pious man of the Church only because Daniil himself is a pious churchmaeleh#essly sunny

disposition'? Like many scholars, Demin takes ahtitin hostility as tle rule in Early Rusian culture.

This approach sits uneasily with the recent wave of scholarship on the manifold ties between Early

Rus and the Latin world. Recognition of these ties is not novel, but new work continues to reveal the
extent of theirstrenft and profundity. Studi efReinsagiing as Chri s
Europe: Kievan Ruskbave thei Meeddeomal RWeads df ul | p a
economic and cultural life of what would become Eurtipdost importantly for theurposes of this

study, there is also no shortage of evidence for ecclesiastical and literary exchange between Rus and

the Latin world. Scandinavian and Angiaxon saints found their way into Rusian texts; eleventh

and twelfthcentury Rusian menologia e@in Latin feastlays not recognised in Byzantium; and the

devel opment of ¢ er t astobe cenadctadttostiie propadatios of thensaniR gudts s e e n

SM. | u. Liustrov, 60 Ev Vod v nis ke r Diguenasgkaissliferdtyr@.arémat s k o

Zapada v XIliXVw.ipoe st vovat el 0,rd ky OtVv@adkova 8vedcowoAzbukovnik, 2002), pp.

9i 25 (p. 16).

S0ddetsL § elsts ¢ dzj o tsd Roetika devnBrusskbi Btamatuny (XK1l vv.) (Moscow
Rossiiskaiaakademiianauk 2009),p. 286.

WorRdatsiiste Gedzy'r o Odzd 12 dzj ssfdfmyje MCter st j MmDefirsduj Mcdj d
Poetika p. 286.

11 Demin, Poetika pp. 26% 66.

12 Demin, Poetika p. 264.

B Christian RaffenspergeRe i magi ni ng Europe: Ki e vGambriye MA: Harvardt he Me c
University Press, 2012).



in the Latin worldt* Baptismal practices, liturgical formulae and trends in sacred archiemrssed

the secalled confessional bord&The chroiicles of Rus have their closgsrallels in the Anglo

Saxon chronicles; hagiography could draw on Latin modetstteare are significant similarige

between Rusian and Germanic law codeésccording to the current state of the scholarship, then,
contact and exchange between Rus and the Latin world seems to have taken place in all spheres of

lifed and yet antLatin hostility (or at least textual expressions of such hostility) was widespread.

The mosiprevalent explanation for this gap between reality and representation has the virtue of
simplicity: it insists that the ecclesiastics who were responsible for the composition of Rusian texts
tended to be hostile or disdainful towards the spiritually gbrcatins, while the laypeople had no

such scruples (and little or no hand in composing texts). The written and ecclesiastical culture of Rus
was therefore antiatin, but close cooperation with Latins was perfectly acceptable for princes,
merchants and éhrest of the laity’ E.A. Melnikova puts this argument particularly clearly when

“John H. Lind, 6The Mar-CenturyRussarf Pra@at: @he QeestianotiBoreemidnwe | f t h

I nfl uence on Rus s i TaaSlaRoait dand)BEast Husopelan Redé @.990),r1216Q.V.

Loseva, OPrazdni ki zapadnogo proiskhozhdéeXiVavv. & ussk
inSI avianski.i mir mezhdu Ri mom i Konstantinopoi em: Khr
VostochnoiEvrop v e pok hu r annedgopB.N. Flarid (Mesuoe:kRosgiiékaiaakademiia nauk,

2000), pp. 7B7 9 ; Il dar H. Garipzanov, O6NovgorfCechtanrd tRue 6Ve e
Compar at i vSaintd/ancetheid Livesiomthe PeripheVeneration of Saints in Scandinavia and

Eastern Europe (c. 100Q@200) ed. by Haki Antonsson and lldar H. Garipzanov (Turnhout: Brepols, 2010), pp.

11545.

Bl dar H. Garipzanov, O6Wandering Cleri csOilaln5d0 6Mi x ed Ri
Journal of Ecclesiastical Historys3 (2012),11 7; L. M¢l Il er, O6Eine westliche | it
Lobpreis auf VI &Acdinmiarn réem eHe i6liingend ut de phi8l ol ogi e ¢
(1966), 299305; Alexand Mu s i n, 6Two Churches or Two Traditions:
Northern and Russian Christianity Before and After 1054 through the Archaeological Evidence: A View from

t he E &amnubdd Byzanz im Norden: Mission und Glaubenswechsel saedastim wahrend des 84.

Jahrhundertsed. by Michael MulleiWVille, 2 vols (Stuttgart: Franz Steiner, 199ir)275 95.
®TV.Gimon,| st ori opi sanie rannesrednevekovoi AMMosgow i [ Dr e\
Universitet Dmitriia Pozmas k ogo, 2012) ; Nor man W. I ngham, 6Czech Ha
Mi racl es of BeoWeltder ShanedlO (69659, 6632; Ferdinand Feldbruggeaw in Medieval

Russia Law in Eastern Europe, 59 (Leiden: Martinus Nijhoff, 2009), pjp533

17 RaffenspergeReimagining Europe p. 8; E.Br e Meil dina kRwvwsad v svete zar ul
(Moscow: Logos, 1999), pp. 2662; Jukka KorpelaP r i nce, Saint and Apostl e: Prin
Kiev, His Posthumous Life, and tReligious Legitimization of the Russian Great Po(Mgiresbaden:

Harrassowitz, 2001), p. 121; Vladimir VodoNaissance de la chrétienté russe: La conversion du prince

Vladimir de Kiev (988) et ses conséquencesiXllée siécles)Paris: Fayard, 1988), pp1Q 15.



accounting for chroniclersdéd seeming unwillingnes
Rusian princes were in extremely close contact with Catholic countrien(R&ermany, Hungary,

Czechia, the Scandinavian kingdoms, France). The church disapproved, and as we know,-chronicle
writingd indeed all writing was essentially in®the hands of eccl

This study questions the idea that texts composed by ectilessiither shy away from discussing

Latins or else berate them as impious. There was certainly a place in Rusian literary culture for the
expression of ariiatin sentiment, as | argue in Chapter One, but it was a very restricted place, at

least in the BEdy Rusian period. Scholars such as Melnikova and Raffensperger portray Rusian

narrative texts as frustratingly silent about or dismissive of Latins in order to motivate their own, very

fruitful, work on alternative sources for Rusian culture and hiétdmyt the picture they paint is

misleading. Rusian texts have plenty to say on the subject of Latins, even if they do not always say

what contemporary historians wish to hear. Whatd
varied, but not consistenthlongsore ( pr ob |l emat ilca)y 66 eacxcilse s iwaistthi cnaolr e

6ecclesiastical 6 texts portraying Latins as here
portray them as partners and good Christians.

The fact that Latins are not consistentlytpayed negatively in Rusian writing is no revelation in

itself, although it has not yet received the degree of consideration it merits. Serhii Plokhy, Andreas
Kappeler and B.N. Floria all remind their readers that Latins were not the principal religious or

cultural Other in Ru&? an observation whh might seem obviodsmany of Rusds nei ghb.
paga® but which has been disputed. (Noonan, for instance, baldly states that only Rusians, not

Latins, are considered Christians, and implies thahtatereseenasnolesspagand and 6god|
thanthe Cumans or Lithuaniad$.Vladimir Vodoff has explicitly pointed to the currency of notions

BortejodzgitemmMCdj CdwiL!'Ww dORtsHdd&IM! o Isjfdegj2hdrn MmewrLwnq
ldteddOdzed 2, Jljdeetedi?2, vyinmrdi2, MCOdHddOoamMSddid Cttesdj o Ml
dzj sHtsBte] dzd j a3, O o jH' dzjlstsfdmaizfild HO-GH ol MY di' B &BRETR
Mel 6 niDkewa, ap.260.Rus 6

19 Serhii Plokhy,The Origins of the Slavic Nations: Premodern Identities in Russia, Ukraine and Belarus
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), p. 63;
Bemer kungen zur Ost sl avi sc h &eschithterAltnussiamds o ger Begriffssvelt Mi t t e |
ihrer Quellen: Festschrift zum 70. Geburtstag vaimer Stokled. by Uwe Halbach, Hans Hecker, and

Andreas Kappeler (Stuttgart: Franz Steiner, 1986), pd.324p. 135); B.N. FlorialJ istokov religioznogo

raskola slavianskogo mira (Xl vek$aint Petersburg: Aleteiia, 2004), p. 200.

Noonan Me dhiRaissi@, pp. 332, 333.



of ecumenism in Early Rus, reminding us that Rus and Latins could be portrayed as part of one

Christian world?!

Most recently, Anti Selart has published a thorough study of relations between Rus and Livonia in the

thirteenth century, in which he finds |ittle evi
and Western worl doé. Se Inghipgbétweerd Rusiam and Livoniao groupso | i t i c
in the Baltic, but his conclusions are al so base
rivalry between the Catholic and Orthodox chur ch
developments r even t he | angu &é¢leriatomfinds ko indication thag¢mosto ur c e s 6

Early Rusian writers felt the Latin world to be a unified and hostile entity. He provides numerous
examples of positive representations of Latins in Rusian chronigesteeslly noting that local
political struggles such as Al eksandr Nevskiios
expression of religious hostility towards Latfds.

That these arguments can coexist with quite opposite analysesich antiLatin hostility is

widespread in Early Rusian texts and attitudes, suggests a great deal of variation in Early Rusian
representations of Latins. Indeed, tracts warning Orthodox Rus not to eat out of the same vessel a

Latin has used for fear of pollution citated along with texts portraying Latins as brothers in the

faith; the PVL highlights the corruption of the Latin faith yet includes passages in which Latins have

the moral upper hand. It is this variation which has given rise to such disparate sclssksmaents,

and which prompts the principal question posed by this thesis: why are Early Rusian depictions of
Latins so varied, and is there order in the seen
commonal ityd reigned lwastanileatnmpoleRic sopiedralvorkeddand ns, why
perhaps composed in Ré&sConversely, if hostility towards Latins was dominant within Rusian

culture, why are a majority of Early Rusian references to Latins neutral or positive in tone?

Previous attempts to anemthese questions have been largely unconvincing. In an article on the

6i mage of Western Christianityd in Rus, Mi chel e
violently antiLatin texts alongside texts which uncomplicatedly portray Rus and lagtipart of a

single Christian community. Attempting to understand this situation, he simply restates the problem,

arguing that Rus was O6quite capaéntedghatalfowessforapi ng h

22Vl adimir Vodoff, O6Aspects et |imites de |l a notion dboé
in Il battesimo delle Terre russe: Bilancio di un millengal. by Sante Graciotti (Florence: Leo S. Olschki,

1991) pp. 14365.

2pntiSelart,Li voni a, Rus6 and the Balt,trans. 6yFiosa®Rdbb @eidem t he Th
Brill, 2015), pp. 12, 27.

23 Floria, U istokoy pp. 130 31, 199 207.

24 Plokhy, The Origins p. 63.



avariation in trends and allowed, atme s, f or a si gni fiThisasperfecdye gr ee o f
true and entirely unsurprising: we are, after all, dealing with half a millennium of cultural history, so
6variation in trendsd is to be exp2WhywadRusBut wha

6opend to Latins in some circumstances and some

Selart similarly suggests that O6attitudes [to La
there were no r i g?%uhlike@bleai) whadmisahat hip artcle is anly ans 6 .
overview of the topic, Selartés monograph provid
either insisting upon or (more often) ignoring thecatled confessional frontier between Rus and
Livonia.However,Sedr t 6 s focus on | ocal groups in one smal
means that broader trends are outside of his purview. In general, a narrow focus on individuals and
individual circumstances can obscure broader patterns in attitudes andmegiress. Whe studies

focused on individugbersonalities or texts are eminently revealing and necessary, they are

complemented by studies which make connections between the ideological pasitiptes in

particular texts.

Many scholars understand tugcal events, particularly political and ecclesiastical conflicts, to be one
of the principal factors determining Rusian attitudes to and portrayals of Latins at any given moment.
Numerous studies suggest that particular events (the Schism itselickhdf €onstantinople, the

Union of Lyons, etc.) triggered increased drtin feeling in Rug! The idea that historical events,
particularly conflicts, could harden public opinion and produce outpouringstidfatin sentiment is
perfectly reasonable. Hoe v e r not only is &épublcdomstrud,ptisni ond e X
often hardo discern a mechanistic catmedeffect at play in responses to historical events: as this
thesis will demonstrate, conflicts often seem to fail to trigger hostileanses. Aside from historical
events, the other two factors believed to be particularly significant in determining attitudes to Latins
and their faith are time and place: anditin hostility is said to have increased over time and,

depending on which gtly one is reading, to have been either more or less prominent in the west of
Rus, where contact with Latins was more comifiarhese factors are not insignificant, and | return

to them in Chapter~ourand Five

What all of these explanations for variatizave in common is their insistence exira-textualfactors

(change over time, regional specificities, conflicts, individual circumstances and opinions) as the

BMi chele ColucciestéfheChmagei ahi Wy iHarvatdivkraindom | t ur e of
Studies 12 13 (1988 89), 576 86 (p. 586).

26 Selart,Livonia, p. 22.

27 See Chapter Four for more details and references.

28 For an example of the former contention, see SiB&§ Bildp. 25; for the | atter, see



principal factors dictating a variation which reveals itself to us lartgedyally This appoach is not

inherently flawed: texts certainly can be sbdy the historical contekor their creation and

transmission, and can reflect attitudes current at their time of composition and circulation (although

this is hard to prove, aswe havenoactess 6atti tudesd6 independently fr
thesis contends that there is a factor governing Early Rusian depictions of Latins that is just as

significant as historical or sociocultural context, and yet almost entirely overlooked. It itetimalin

dynamics of a text the kind of narrative structure it imposes on its subject matter, often determined

by its theme or genéethat play the most significant role in determining its treatment of Latins.

Unlike many historians, Selart does at legestture towards the importance of considering the

rhetorical features and narrative structure of a text when analysing its representation of Latins.

According to Selart, there were two traditions a
tradandoan 6everydayo tradition 6in?Whsich religi
statement raises more questions than it answer s.

the 6everydayd approach? Ar ecartthegcodxist;ma singletext?i t i on s
How did these O6traditionsé develop, how do they
Rusian writing and culture? Clearly, there is more at issue here than a simple divide between two

distinct types of writn@ b out Latins. This study takes up the
Latins in Early Rus, examining inteand intratextual patterns in depictions of the Latins and their

faith across a broad spectrum of Early Rusian sources.

Interpreting texts and contexts

My focus in this study is therefore on narrative: on the meaningful stories that Early Rusian texts tell

about Latins, and on the narrative frameworks and generic expectations which influence the nature of

these stories. However, | do not rezatly Rusian texts simply asfréel oat i ng 6éstori esd,
from their literary, cultural and social contexts. In this respect, | follow Gabrielle M. Spiegel and her
concept of the 0%Spiieade |l odge fci noef sh ethheee xdesiiat cdisa 16 al a e
concept that seeks to combine in a single but complex framework a protocol for the analysis of a

t ext 6 s Odsitglocatian withénian eebedded social environment of which it is a product and in

which it acts as agefitanditsom di scur si ve character as fAl ogoso,

composed of | anguage and thu&Tkhdemaodcepgt | ot erhey

29 Selart,Livonia, p. 34.

30 Gabrielle M. SpiegelThe Past as Text: The Theory and Practice of Medieval Historiogrégddtimore: The
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1997), pi2&

31 Spiegel,The Pastp. xviii.
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|l ogic of the textd is attract i ventherovwantesns,nat t Str e
simply as reflections of the exttaxtual, but does not deny the influence of the etextual on the

nature and circulation of texts.

Recent years have seen an increasing interest in narratives and the contexts for theiantkeation

transmission, both among medievalists such as Spiegel and among medieval Slavists sp®cifically.

T.L. Vilkulbés 2009 monograph on pr ésisemichedbynd t hei
achapter on the Onar r aittaractiens heonveen prindesragdithe pedblea c ¢ o u n t
Alexander PereswetofMor at h 6 s s t-dewlish literdturetoffRas ewneds a similar interest in
narrative, although his approach i Momat hibde wioir & a
warrs against the facile reading of sociocul tural
of the generic and rhetorical aspects of the texts themselves. Rusideveish polemic, he argues,

does not reflect the reality of Jewish life in Rusha attitudes of Rusian Christians to Jews. Anti

Jewi sh polemic does not necesssAri byt hbaseaddnradi
exegetical toposdé; that certain homilies,s for in
not mean that antlewish feeling was rife in RU$.

My own approach has something in common with Pereswstoffr at hdés in its focus
workings of texts. However, | feel that in the case of Latins, e&itual factors influencing textual
representations must also be considered. A focus odtéxtsmeanings they create, their rhetorical

approaches and their links to other téxis not in itself sufficient to explain representations of

Latins.Of course Latins often have a symbolic functionRusian writing, as do Pereswetoff

Mor at hdés Jews. However, to a much greater extent
Rusian writing. They are fellow rulers, allies or enemies, churchmen and monks, merchants and

architects. There was meor less contact between Rus and Latins at different periods and in different
regions. A thorough analysis of a textoés depicti
circumstances of the textos ¢ omptiomalongsiderits ( pri nci g

i nner workings and intertextual relationships: i

32 For discussion of these developments, see the introductMartative and History in the Early Medieval

West ed. by Ross Balzaretti and Elizabeth M. Tyler, Studies in the Early Middle Ages, 16 (Turnhout: Brepols,

2006).

BT.L Vilkul, Liudiikni azd v dr evner us s kiXIKWw. (Moscovo vadsiga,2@08), pp.er edi ny
113 225.

34 Alexander Pereswetofflorath, A Gr in Wit hout a Cat, 1: O6Adversus |l uda
Medieval Russia (988504) Lund Slavonic Monographs, 4hd: Lund University Press, 2002), ppi 28.
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In analysing representations of Latinghéreforeconsider factors both internal and external to the
source texts, attempting to determine wio€lthese factors have the most influence on depictions of

Latins within Rusian narratives. | focus on three principal factors:

1. Genre and theme. What kind of influence do
depiction of Latins? What are the featts of particular generic or thematic depictions of
Latins, and how can they be explained?

2. Time of composition. Do representations of Latins become more hostile over time? What
evidence is there that particular noteworthy events (e.g. the Schism otsdifdbr the
capture of Constantinople by the Franks in 1204) had a negative effect on representations?

3. Place of composition. Do portrayals of Latins vary by region? Are Latidghe Latin world
depicted more or less frequently, or in different wayslifferent regions of Rus?

The bulk of this thesis (Chapters One to Three) is devoted to the first (and most often overlooked) of
these factors, considering the effect of the dral intertextual workings of texts on their
representations of Latins. @pters Four and Five deal with the influence of the second and third

factors, which have to do with the external context for the production of texts.

This dual focus on the internal workings of narratives and on the external contexts for their creation
inevitably gives rise to the question of the link between the two. If narratives are an attempt to create
meaning out of history, and to impose a moral framework upBmvhat might the kind of meaning

and moral structure imposed tell us about thewwadfestanding of the individuals or communities

which impose them? This is a fraught question. Even at the level of individual texts and their

p

composers, there is no transparent |l ink between

composer: literargonventions influence the expression of thought in writing. The bulk of this thesis
explores the conventions which shaped written depictions of Latins in Rus. Yet it acknowledges that
behind these conventions are people, their convictions and theitieerdven if we see them only

through the distorting prism of narrative.

The 2011 multiauthor volume edited by lldar Garipzanov was conceived as a discussion of similar
issues of narrative and identity (particularly religious identity) in the medievab8aand

Scandinavian lands. Laying out his conception of the interplay between historical narratives and
identity, Garipzanov suggests that O0Christian

towards defining and redefining-group Chistian identification and its juxtaposition with egitoups

35 Hayden WhiteThe Content of the Form: Narrative Discourse and Historical Represent@altimore,
London: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1992), pp5.1
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such as pagans, J e%ere identityfaneation is untersoddras asptodessn s . 0
driven by narratives and rites which defined Christians against religious Others. Unfortuordyely,

one of the three contributors to write about Rus in fact discusses narrative and identity with any
degree of theoreticadr cswpdbhiocn iwhaitdh nh e afnadc ushees 6ic
Chr i s Howewes, 6ther scholars have recisga that Latins could play precisely this role

within Rusian texts. As Jonat hanscriptivetextstendedn ot e s,

[ € fo pick on variant forms of Christian worship and lifestyle, treating them as foils against which to
contrast the virtues of total religious correctn

easy ¥arget. o

Chapter One elaborates upon the symbolic role of Latins as a religious Otherdoit&aither)

within Rusian texts concerning the detiilon and maintenance of orthodoxy. In such texts, Latins can
justifiably be interpreted as the O6foil d against
Latins are not always the religious Other in Rusian texts and Rusian culture, and Rigsarsrel

identities are not always constructed against them. One of the questions underlying this thesis is

therefore: which of the identities constructed and reflected in Rusian texts either exclude or include

Latins? Which identitydefining narratives judpose Rus and Latins, and which unite them in

opposition to a greater Other? The concept of identity is problematic, of course, particularly in
relation to the medieval worl d: l'i ke the terms @&
involving the assumption of uniformity within groups which most likely contained a diversity now

largely lost to us. Still, the notion of identity provides a conceptual bridge between communities of
individuals and the texts whnchi ébo6tdysampe sabf

under st®andingb6.

36 Historical Narratives and Christian Identityn a European Periphery: Early History Writing in Northern,

EastCentral, and Eastern Europe (c. 1G2200) ed. by lldar H. Garipzanov (Turnhout: Brepols, 2011), p. 1.

S’Donal d Ostrowski, o6éPagan Penasg Chromiold , Hdtonical Naratvesedl dent i t y
by Garipzanov, pp. 22%3.

%Jonathan Shepard, &Ealyahidtianit/iomtige WRyefrona thekvVarangians to the

Greeks (Ruthenica: Supplementumed). by lldar H. Garipzanov and Oleksiy P. Tolochko (Kiev: Natsibnd n a

akademiia nauk Ukraini, 2011), pp. 13® (p. 140).

39 Judith M. Lieu,Christian Identity in the Jewish and GraeBmman WorldOxford: Oxford University Press,

2004), p. 27.
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Who are the Latins?

The concept of a é6Latind church within Christeno
Although the Greek tertiatinos existed well before 1054, it was primarily used in a linguisticeen

to refer to speakers of the Latin | anguage. It v
generic appellation of Westerner s &Inghedenttrieso k on a
that followed latinoscontinued to possessanstellation of shades of meaning. For instance, it could

be used to refer to Romance speakers or to adher
sensé€! According to Johannes Koder, theologians tended to employ the term in a religiseis se

while the Byzantine chronicles 06Il*ltrwgsecértginlyadopt t h
not a consistently condemnatory tefhindeed, the adjectiiatinusand the noutatinitas were

employed as seffesignations by Latins themselves. &id Vitalis, the Benedictine chronicler of the

eleventh and twelfth centuries, employs the phraiselatinitas 6t he ent “AseRoderat i n wo

Bartlett notes, the notion of tlgens latina 6t he Latin peopled, Ohelped |
coesi on to groups of very Varied national origin

Many of the meanings dditinospersist in Old Slavonic. The OBlavonic termlatina( 6t he Lat i n
churchd) a n datining | & & ddfirshyio n@ef (t he Lati ns o, etc.) w
categories of Rusi an text, from canon | aw to chr

meaning can be hard to distinguish, but the religious meaning is often uppermost in Rusian writing. In

WAl exander Kazhdan, 6Latins and Ffromth&kBEeventntothey z ant i um:
Twel ft h CldenGrusades fram tHe Perspective of Byzantium and the Muslim,Wadrloly Angeliki E.

Laiou and Roy Parviz Mottahedeh (Washington, DC: Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection, 2001),
pp.83100(p.8 ; Johannes Koder, oOLatinoi: The I mage of the
Bisanzio, Venezia e il mondo frangeeco (Xl XV secolo): Atti del Colloquio Internazionale organizzato nel

centenario della nascita di Raymoddseph Loenertz o.p., Ve, I 2 decembre 20Q@d. by Chryssa

Maltezou and Peter Schreiner (Venice: Istituto Ellenico di Studi Bizantini e Postbizantini di Venezia; Centro

Tedesco di Studi Veneziani, 2002), ppi 29 (p. 30).

4 Koder,6 L atbi, n@i. 3 9.

“2Koder,6Lat p.Bni 0,

“B. 1. Chibisov, 6Termin ¢latinianeé v vizantiiskikh i
Xl'l I Dvey®i,aia Rusd: Vo vr emn@0l4),7898 (pl86)c hnosti akh, v ide
44 Discussing the appointment of a new Holy Roman Emgenor 1125, Ger man princes say:

worl d hangs on our deci si ond, OrhedEcciesastical Historybfot a | at i ni
Orderic Vitalis, Volume VI: Books XI, Xll, and Xlgd. & trans. by Marjorie Chibnall (Oxford: Claigam

Press, 2002), p. 364.

45 Robert BartlettThe Making of Europe: Conquest, Colonization and Cultural Changels&D(London:

Penguin, 1994), p. 19.
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hisaccount of his travels to the Holy Land, Hegum
ecclesiastics, rites etc. -ecddsiastichl ingimtioiéOutside t o r ef €
of polemic, where OLat i n séetdcoruptdaidfsiandeustornsytheteh e i r
is generally little to suggethatthis use of the term is anything other than neutral.

The term ¢ Llbausédmodre raadly ineaORlE avoni c, as what B. I . Chi
ethnic ¥lonbkbitsucade, O6Latinsod are anybody from a
sway. In treaties between Novgorod and its trading partners made between the late twelfth and early
fourteenth century, a common f or ththdnamtsgbtoadtyes t hat
6Germanic6] sons, and with the Goths [6&A Gotl and
Smolensk treaty of 1229 uses a similar formula, and goes on to refer to the inhabitants of Riga and

Gotland as Latindatine (singdar latinin).**Her e, t he r el evanspeakinati nsdo ar
merchants, and the term O6Latind evidently has nc
gens latingan extremely broad concept which united people of different languagesitethind

cultures.

However, this thesis does not restrict itself to considering passages of text which employ the specific

t er m ddtirmAaiinim/tatingky). Instead, | consider all references to people, places and objects

that might be considerqmhrt of thegens latina Old Slavonic uses a multitude of terms for these

people and things. Soneoad terms | i k¥  édndsf réfento members of various linguistic

and ethnic group®Nemtsiare generally, but not consistentpeakers of Geramic languages;

sometimes theiethnic and linguistb ac kgr ound i s not oémassantbythes i n t h
Poped who attempt to convert Vliadimir to®°their f
The ter m 6Varllaougof saafter thenelftle dentufy arefers specifically to

Scandinavians (who could alsohemtsj.>*!6 Fr ankd i s often used to refer

46 See p93.

TEzOH L Is dzdOug dgi§ €[tz Clh i bi sov, O6Termin ¢latinianeéd, p. 86.
B Ml e MWR] dzwdz' ySr &3d fmr dzr, d i 9N ValkGrarfoty Velikpgods:  dzOls d d
Novgoroda i Pskov@Moscow, Leningrad: Akademiia nauk SSSR, 1949), pp. 55, 57, 58; also pp. 62/ &dd 63

for a similar formula.

4 Smolenskie gramoty XiIXIV vekoy ed. by R.I. Avanesov (Moscow: Akademiia nauk SSSR, 1963), p. 21.
VoWt yd [ ... ] fsmdzOddd X §0O0fjiy06. PSRL 1, col. 85.
®John H. Lind, oé6Christianity on the Move:Byz@initen Rol e of
and the Viking Worlged. by Fedir Androshchuk, Jonathan Shepard and Monica White (Uppsala: Uppsala

Universitet, 2016), pp. 4090 (p. 410).
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Romancespeakers? Old Slavonic texts also use a plethora of narrower terms to refer to Latins of
particular ethnicity or provenance, from O0Pol esé
60 Got | an dad of thése terms in Appendix Thregll could be the object of further study to

determine their sphere of reference, but it is evident that their connotations are largely neutral: these

are not marked terms.

Wh a't is a o6Latino6, i n the sense ionginawds froommla | use t
region under the religious control of the Latin church. But which areas were under the control of the

Latin church? Perhaps all of the areas where Latin was the language of thé libutgven this

seemingly uncontroversial definitionlits of exceptions. As Julia Verkholantsev notes, the Roman

curia could make exceptions to its language policy, as in the case of the Croatian communities who

were permitted to use Slavonic rather than Latin in the liturgy from the tenth century rightilupe

eighteenth centurS? There were similar exceptions made in other parts of the Slavonic world, within

certain Czech and Polish monastic communftiégtempting to define the Latin church as the branch

of the Church under the religious jurisdictiof the Pope is equally problematic. Discussing the

outcome of Danilo of Gal i ci a-hideentheenury,ihiadhrionclers wi t
makes it clear that Danilo expected to receive a crown from the Pope whilst remaining part of the
@rthodox ®Cbheek $wabmhdsi on to the Popwlymamake Dani l

6Latind | and, even though there is no suggesti on

Indeed, the Slavonispeaking regions to the west of Rus pose somgtbifi a problem for the concept

of the o6Latin peoplebdb. Certain Rusian sources ma
and owe allegiance to the Pope: Nikifor, the early twaléthtury metropolitan of Rus, notes that the

Pol es, iRyuhsbéosurésnbe, have joined t he **amDanilobofc hur ch a
Gallicia is pressed to submit to the Pope by his Polish &lligswever, certain sources seem relatta

to categori e t he me asnlugyTolatdvikibbereikistaimed at the

E. lu. Zubareva, O6Etnoni m f fVesnik MoskovskogokuniveSiteta. Sexilho gi c he s
19: Li ngvi s tnaililklommunikaesiia3n(2007), B112G. r
BJulia Verkholantsev, 06St. Jer ome, ASpecslum8®(2012), t he Sl a

3761 (p. 37).

“Verkhol antsev, 1@St. Jeromed6, pp. 48

®The Pope is said to condemn 6those who slander the o
ftcOoso Wicgza Iz ® @ v s k edi bg A.A. Shaldipaitos, ®olnoe sobranie russkikh letopisei, 2

( Moscow: l azyki russkoiefokhuPSRLt2u 1 vy , 1998), col . 827. H e

%6Posl anie larosl avu kni az iTwrelaumit@poktekNikiforaedoby 8.Br e | at i ns
Polianskii (Moscow: Nauka, 2006), pp. 15D (p. 153).
57PSRL 2, col. 826.
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6denunciation of Pol es and Latins©o, as i f the Po
Latin 58
Not only is the term 6éLatindé har genstlatnandefdri ne, it s

from a homogenaiunity, in ethnic, political, cultural and even religious terms. The idea of Latin
Christendom as an institution with geographical borders and unified policies was only beginning to

emerge in the period this thesissaers, and there remain Latrthodox border phenomena, such

as the Eastern Catholic churches, to this day. The Latin world may have come to constitute a more
cohesive and coherent entity between the eleventh and fourteenth céhturtésremained a

flexible construct, not amenableiof m def i ni ti on. Still, I use the
or OLatin Christendombé) because it seems to me t
Rusian and Latin, evidently had a conception of the Latin church and the geograpgadakovered

as a sort of unitygven if this uity was more theoretical than actual.

The term 60Orthodoxd is perhaps even more probl en
Christian community of which Rus was a part, the rites of which werariye inorigin and which

looked to Byzantium in ecclesiastical mattenstheory if not always in practic&his community was

multiethnic and multicultural, like Latin Christendom; but, unlike the vast majority of the Latin world,
itwas also liturgica | y mul tilingual. Whatdéds more, while Lat
Latins, the situation in Early Rus was more complicated. Early Rusian writers might have called
themsel ves o6orthodoxo6, but it i s ,withdsl eadi ng to c
implications of confessional belonging rather than simply religious correctness. Yet there was a sense

of ecclesiastical community between Rus and Byzantium: Early Rusian writers were well aware that

Rus had accepted and maintained whattheymos f t en cal l ed the O0Greek fa
finding a term to designate this community. Cal/l
least anachronistic option, but sounds absurd (adopting the Greek faith did not make the Rus

lingui stically or cul tur akrliyt eGrCeherki!s)t;i atnhd@Weseercnh etaBy z
l eft with the traditional, if imperfect, designa
community of which Byzantium and Rus, but not tharLatorld, considered themselves to be part. |

use 6orthodoxé (not O6Orthodox6) when discussing

B alz@ ts fytc © d3dzy Batf e[dctgidzO s ' @O d3iA n d r bstprikoRiterptarnyj,obzor drevnausskich

pol emi ] eskich sol iXVe.(London:p/ariortm Reprihtg 1972), p.455.: X|

59 Bartlett, The Making of Europepp. 243 44, 254.

See the forthcoming article byws¥YuapwdA¥Eaakemav ChoéWss
Cambridge History of Reformation Theology, ¢.1500675 ed. by Kenneth Appold and Nelson Minnich

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, forthcoming).
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To make a final point about nomencl atur e, I pref
to the gegraphical, political and cultural extent of Latin Christendom. In recent times, scholarly use

of the term 6medi eval Europed (sometimes wunder st
OEuropeani sationdé (as a resul tdeswmdad'Theideapf t he Bal t
Europe as a political unity with clearly defined borders is modern, and | do not believe its use is

helpful in a medieval conteXtalthough | am sympathetic to attempts to write Rus back into the

history of what was to become Europee i t her do | employ the term 6th
as separate from 6Rusd is both ideologically que
world |l ay to the north and south of Rurs as well

Christendomé as distinct from an O00Orthodox Chri s
the 6LatOrndoama 6 wo rahddmaybeveyvan eppased graities and that they

conceived of each other as such. | attempt to countdiadmplication by taking every chance to

discuss representations of the Latin world as fundamentally similar to Rus as well as different from it.
Indeed, this thesis demonstrates the flexibility and mutability of the conceptual borders between the

two.

The scope of the thesis

Unli ke previous studies, this thesis examines th
Early Rusian narratives about Latins, aiming to

section explains and jués the inclusion and exclusion of particular classes of text.

Time

All the sources for this study are texts believed to have been circulating between 988 and 1330 in Rus.
The first of these dates, 988, is symbolic: this is the date given in thédPYHe conversion of

Vladimir and the entry of Rus into the Christian world. It seems unlikely that any of the texts |

consider might actually date from the tenth century, but it is at least possible that the PVL and

51 Examples are Raffensperg®eimagining Euroge J ohn H.Colnicredp,t 6TheiEur opeani sa
Baltic Rim as Sé&Reiturdpean Fnontieh Elastes and @ompramises in the Middle Ages:
International Symposium of the Culture Clash or Compromise (CCC) Project and the Department of

Archaeology, Lund biversity, Held in Lund, October 135 2000 ed. by Jorn Staecker (Lund: Almgvist &

Wiksell International, 2004), pp. #44.
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Novgorod First chronicleontain remnats of very early historiograpty.The second date, 1330,

does not have the symbolic significance of 988. Indeed, it might seem odd for a study of Early Rus
not to stop at the convenient date of 1299, when Metropolitan Maksim moved the seat of the
metropoitanate from Kiev to Viadimir.

However, this is a study of texts and ideas rather than of historical events. First of all, and most
importantly, continuing into the early fourteenth century rather than stopping short at 1299 should
bringinto sharper focsithe changes in representations of Latins which took place towards the end of
the Early Rusian period. One of the arguments this study will make is that it is only in the early
fourteenth century (not the thirteenth century, as is often argued) thaiaepaf Latins undergo
significant changes. Considering these later changes should shed light on convictions and depictions
in the earlier period too. Secondly, the chronicles of Early Rus are among the richest sources for this
study, and all come to sorsert of end in the late thirteenth or early fourteenth century: the last entry
in the GaliciarVolynian chronicle is s.a. 1292, the last entry in the VladBuizdalian chronicle is

s.a. 1305, and the only extant copy of the OMigvgorod First chronicleomes to a halt in the

1330s% 1330 is the date of the final continuous yearly entry in the Synodal copy Nbthlymrod

First chronicle the only witness to the Older version of the chronicle. Pushing on into the fourteenth
century thus allows therincipal chronicles of Early Rus to be considered in full.

The majority of texts believed to be Early Rusian are extant only in manuscripts which postdate the

Early Rusian period. This is a major factor contributing to the problem of dating Early Rudin t

of ten, the date of extant manuscript witnesses i
while a textobés dates of creation, compilation or
is not primarily textological, I largely el y on ot her schol ars6é6 judgement

composition and redaction of the texts | consider, bearing in mind that many of these dates are
conjectural. | incorporate scholarship on the textual history of my sources when this has adpearing

my argument.

2See e.g. A.A. Gippius, 6Do i posle Nachal odonogo svoda
tekstologicheskoi rekonstrukti i R u s & XwekdkbX Arkheologicheskaia panoraned. by N.A. Makarov

(Moscow, Vologda: Drevnosti severa, 2012), pd.6%.

63 Admittedly, the Novgorodian annals on which the Older Novgorod First chronicle is based continue to be

updated throughownd after the 1330s, giving rise to what is known as the Younger Novgorod First chronicle.

However, the Younger Novgorod First chronicle includes some newer readings which the Older version does

not have, taken from the Novgor&bfia compilation. For inance, the Younger Novgorod First chronicle

includes extracts from thEale of the Life of Aleksandr Nevskiihereas the Older Novgorod First chronicle

bears no traces of thiamle of the Life A. A. Gi ppius, 6K istorii slozheniia
Novgorodskii istoricheskii sbornilé (16) (1997), B72.
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Place

My focus in this study is on representations of Latins in texts composed either by Rusians or for

Rusians. In other words, this is not a studglbthe writing about Latins which circulated in Rus,

whether Rusian or Byzantine inigin, but of Rusian contributions to this writid@galthough any

convincing analysis of the latter will necessarily take the former into account, as much indigenous

Rusian writing borrows themes, structures, formulae and content from Late Antique andrigyzanti

model s. The vast majority of this study6s source
are texts composed either by a Rusian or, in a few cases, by a Byzantine resident in Rus who was

involved in Rusian political and ecclesiastical lif@d they circulated in Old Slavonic. | make only

one exception to this rule, for a text which was not composed in or for Rus, but which circulated in

Rus at the behest of a prominent Rusian figure. Chapter One discusses this exceickiestice

ques i on of O6indigenousdé ver®%us o6transl atedd texts

Texts

Aside from the temporal and geographical criteria outlined above, there are two more criteria for texts
included in this study. Firstly, they must contain some reference either ts tlaimselves or to

Latin objects, ideas or institutions. This might seem obvious, but it is important to bear in mind that
many indigenous Rusian texts contain no such references and are entirely unconcerned with Latins.
Secondlythis studyincludes onlytexts which take positions on the spiritual or moral qualities of the
Latin world and of Latins, or which include Latins in their narratives. | therefore exdipkenatic

and commercialocumentsdramoty from considerationA number ofgramotycontainng treaties

between Rus and Latins survive, and are in some wearny valuable sources for Rlstin relations,
testifying to the ingnsity of contacts betweentheih at 6 s mor e, in certain tre
mentioned in almost every claSddowever, he content oframotywas agreed laeen the two

parties involvedthey do not reflect Rusian norms alone. Nming neither narratives nor dogmatic

texts,do they reflect Rusian attitudes to Lat{bgyond a willingness to do business, perhaps).

One ofthe aims of this thesis is to explore the extent to which the genre or theme of an Early Rusian
norrdocumentary text influgces its depictions of Latins. Much of this thebisrefore organisand
interpres sources in groups according to their genreubjext matter, beginning with aritatin

polemic (Chapter One) and chronicles (Chapter Two). However, while scholars routinely classify

texts by their time and place of composition, methods of cat@up@d Slavonic texts into genres

64 See p27and pp.30i 35.
55 See e.gSmolenskie gramoted. by Avanesopp. 20 25.
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or other similar ceegories remain contentious. There was no rigid taxonomy of genres in Early Rus.

Stylistic conventions and topoi migrated between different géhvasat appear toédogeneric

designations in Ol&lavonic sometimes overlap (what distinguishesacheniei st r ucti ond, f
slovg 6di al oguefbanodr wohsaetr mmoen 6n?0)wy, desi gnate as a sin
components which seem to belong to various genres (chronicles being the most obvious example of

s uc h ag ednneurl it @Nevgrihaelesshe concept of genre retains its value for scholarly

purposes$?® As Mary FranklinBrown puts it in her book on thirteeathe nt ury encycl opaedi
Linaean system of genres is still indispensable, for it provides the terminology needed for any

nuanced compr i son of texts [€é] but it is purely heuri

valf@e. o

Besides genres, | also recognise overarching categories which might include texts of various genres,

but which are unified by their broad theme: dr#tin polemic, say, or hagiography. The importance

of a workoés t heme h @setikh drevmerussioitliteraturd. & Eikhacleev |1 n hi s
suggests that it is generally subject matter and not genre which motivates the use of particular topoi

%Ri ccardo Picchio, O6Models and Patterns in the Liter a
American Contributions to the Seventh International CongreSéawvists, Volume II: Literature and Folklgre

ed. by Victor Terras (The Hague: Mouton, 1973), ppi439

Nor man W. Il ngham, 6Genre Characteristics of the Kiev
P e r s p e cAmericam Eqgntributions to the Ninthternational Congress of Slavists, Volume 2: Literature,

Poetics, Historyed. by Paul Debreczeny (Columbus, OH: Slavica, 1983), pf3Z2For Ingham, admitting

that O6apparently generic words in ti tolcenseivevoddtheen not u s €
as referring to established typesd is O6tantamount to
68 See D.S. Likhachewoetika drevnerusskoi literatuj.eningrad: Nauka, 1967), p. 61, for the distinction

betweerpervichnye 6 p r i droabr 6ydde, d iampi adi uunsi hf cyhiineg 6 , genr es.
69 prefer to speak of genres and not protogenres, Gai
concept of genre in Early Rus is compelling, but 1 an

system can fully account for its vetlzmnventions. Monks may have had the importance of humility pressed

upon them, but this does not explain their use of an
text (Lives, for example) but not in others (chronicles). | prefer Rotert) auss és model , i n whic
SitzimLebet 6basis in |Iifed) have a reciprocal relationshi
Protogenres in Me Riussan&dvieRu(:084),3154 L eHars sBRobert Jauss,
Genremnd Medi ev alModerntGenrealheared liy David Buff (Harlow: Longman, 2000), pp.

127 47 (p. 138).

7 Mary FranklinBrown, Reading the World: Encyclopedic Writing in the Scholastic (@jgcago: University

of Chicago Press, 2012), p. 10.
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and formula€! In his discussion of writing on the subject of the holy prince, Norman Ingham

similarly argues that the theme of the holy prince created its own set of topoi and verbal conventions
whi ch 6t r an ss’@imtdisstudyt! bneploygbeth thesconcebtgenre and the concept of
theme (or subject matter), on the basis that either can affect representations of Latins. At times,
subject matteis more relevant than gentexts of various genres (lists, epistles, erotapokriseis, etc.)
approach the errof the Latins in similar way<€lsewhere, genre plays a great#e: both paterica

and thelives of individual saintconcern the doings of holy men and women, but their treatment of
Latins is quite different. This study therefore examines the patterioh efmerge when

representations of Latirage considereds a function both of genres and/or of thematic categories.

Themes

The principal concern of this thesis is Rusian conceptions and representations of Latins, and the extent

to which ideas of religioaidifference do or do not figure in these conceptions and representktions.
considering religious differencedo not restrict myself to examining grpassages which discuss the

Latin faith in terms of doctrine, liturgy or ecclesiolodieligious diffaence cannot be reduced to
doctrinal and | iturgical di fference. I n the PVLE
eventual conversiomractices surrounding marriage and fqdaly at least as important a role in

defining a faith as do doctrinabnsiderations; antiatin polemic containgehement condemnations

of priestsd vest ment s edyside witbacdusations ofiheatoficalmmeon 6 s b e a
and liturgical malpractice. In Rusian texts, religious differencevarat a modern aer might

categorise asultural difference are rarely disaggregat&étihe medieval religious Other is a cultural

Other, and perhaps also an ethnic and political Other.

My focus is therefore on religiobyoadly conceivedas one factor which both unitesd

distinguishes Rus and the Latin worlaijt | do not neglect the broader conceptions of difference by

which religious difference is often framed (or i
bi ographyd of Al ek s aenanyprindeewha defended nartkesterntRus r t eent h
against successive attacks by Swedes and Teutoni

their teachings. However, he also excoriates the Latins for overstepping the boundaries of their

o1 d N Odete fesdLojHjddw SftjHjdvjl M2 o' Bt o' 8Oy j d
dHjls ®Glity'i  not the genre of a work which dictates th
subject under diPsetikap.85.0n. 6 Li khachev,

2l ngham, 6Genre Characteristicsoé6, p. 234.

B“This is a prominent strand of TiThe BMantinKldstshEadysssob s ar gun
the Latins(Urbana, Chicago: University of lllinois Press, 2000).
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divinely-allottedland, and for their desi rélerd esiseancdtdthee t he 6
Latins has not only religious, but also politica
particularly the chronicles of Kiev and Galie¥lynia, Latin difference is in fact presented more as a

question of ethnicity and political belonging than of fditfhis thesis might concentrate on questions

of religious belonging, but | do not wish to overemphasise the importance of faith as a factor dividing

or unifyingRus and Latins when other factors are equally, or more, significant.

Neither do | focus on representations of difference between Rus and Latins at the expense of
similarities. The tendency of a study which (artificially) contrasts Rus and Latin Christemitidoe

to emphasise difference, but | aim to resist this tendency as much as possible. In practice, this means
analysing rhetorics of similarity as well as rhetorics of difference; looking, for instance, for examples
of Latins portrayed as pious Chrestis as well as depictions of Latins as heterodox or indeed pagan.
The recognition of the existence, and indeed the predominance, of these rhetorics of similarity casts
those relatively few texts which insist on Latiifferencein a new light: they beconmexceptions to be
explained rather than simply instances of a rule or cultural norm. The coexistence within the literary
culture of Rus of these multiple and apparently opposing conceptions of Latins and the Latin world is
the problem at the heart of thisekis.

Outline of the thesis

This study will begin by considering the class of texts containing the most explicit and vituperative
pronouncements about Latins: pol ed+naticpoldm@cinounci ng
Rus as a Byzantine irrelance, mechanically reproduced by Slavonic copyists, others consider it to

have been actively propagated and reworked in Rus, as either the consequence of or the stimulus for
Rusian antlLatin sentiment. Chapter One negotiates between these positiongecimgsine

evidencé relatively slight, but nonetheless significarfor the adaptation of Byzantine ahtatin

polemic in Rus. If antLatin polemic was adopted and adapted in Rusian, and not just Byzantine,

7When citing from th& ale of the Lifeof Aleksandr Nevskil refer to the redaction found in the Vladimir

Suzdal chronicle where possible (only part of Tiade is extant in the Laurentian codex). If the relevant passage

i s not extant in the Laur enttiomafthectaxtbetke baslsofthePskor t o Be g
Second chronicleds version. I do not refer to the ver
thesis considers only the Ol der version. diher t he pass
Popeds offer, see O0Zhitie Al eRamiatmkiusskoilteeatuy Kibveka: ( per v ai
«Slovo o pogibeli russkoi zemlied. by lu.K. Begunov (Moscow, Leningrad: Nauka, 1965), pp. 169,7675

for the expansionist tendenciekthe Latins, see PSRL 1, col. 478.

5 See pp70i 72.
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culture, what was its relevance within Rus? Theqity of evidence for engagement with the terms

and concepts of anrtiatin polemic outside of polemical texts suggests that polemic was never
intended as a guide to everyday dealings with Latins. Instead, this chapter focuses on the circulation
of antiLatin polemic within canon law compendia, arguing for its real (but restricted) significance as
part of the edifice of orthodoxy within Early Rus.

The other major source for representations of Latins is the chronicles of Early Rus. Chapter Two

provides a @se analysis of the Early Rusian chronicles as a (complex) whole, focusing on issues of
rhetoric and representation (Latins as Opagans?®d
conceptions of the differences between Rus and Latins). Itlhdslenges the still current conviction

that chroniclers deliberately avoided mentidrLatins in matters such as Rusitin marriages and

other political and cultural ties. The bulk of this chapter is devoted to an exploration of the ways in

which chroniters manipulated Latin ambigudlythe notquite-Otherness of Latirds for rhetorical

and political ends.

Chapter Three opens by considering the distribution of references to aeniiss the entirety of the
textual landscape of Early R(excluding the feweceptions noted above, p9). Such references are
relatively few, and they pattern according to the genre or thematic categoeytektizontaining

them. There are some surprises here, most notably concerning the assumption that texts discussing
6eccl esiastical 6 or 0 mo n a-katin thadtexts tohcagrned withwi | | be n
O6princely6 cul t ur egenreswhich ard particularl\Efarthcorging Rbowg Lating

are the patericon and the travel narrative. In this chapter, | re®dtdeconof the Kievan Caves
monastery in the light of the Late Antique paterica which are its principal models, drawinglparall
between the treatment of religious difference in the former and the latter, in order to explain both the
prominence of Latins in the Kievan Caweatericonand the ambiguities inherent in their roles in the
narrative. The final section of this chaptensiders two Early Rusian travel narratives, reading their

subtle representations of Latins as shaped by the demands of the travel narrative as a genre.

Chapters One to Three are thus concerned with the influence of the inner workings of texts on their
representations of Latins. Chapters Four and Five change focus to examine the external circumstances
which also affect these representations, concentrating orofiommpositiorand place of

composition. A consensus has emerged that time is the most inidadir determining the tone of

portrayals of (and actual dealings with) Latins, and that it was the thirteenth century which saw the

most dramatic deterioration in these relations and representations. Chapter Four questions both of

these hypothesesHen turn to the question of the impact ¢
depiction of Latins. Representations of Latins, and of the relationship between Rus and the Latin

world, differ markedly in texts from the nor#tast, northwest, south andosithhwest of Rus. As |

show, texts from different regions of Rus have quite disparate traditions of representing the
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connections and exchange betweendRuaditions which can either reveal or obscure the

complexities of relations 6on the ground?©d.
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Chapter One: The Place ofAnti-Latin Polemic in the Writing of Early Rus

At the turn of the twentjirst century, the study of heresiological texts was undergoing something of

a renaissance. The pioneering work of AlairBalluec in 1985 had made the case for reading texts

about heresies and heretics less as sources for reconstructing heresiesraggoumrealities than

as sources for conceptions and representations of HeFagge conceptions and representations
functioned to construct 6orthodoxd identdities by
often an Other which in actAiPelioudymeglectedassiulldndot [ é]
unenlightening, by the early 2000s, heresiologylhade n pr onounced Ot he Cinder

and Byzantine | iteratured.

This wave of interest prompted Tia Kolbabare-examine dittle-studied class of heresiological

texts: Byzantine |ists of Latin .dohefistsbadsdé, whi ch
previously been dismissed as trivial, combining theological and liturgical objections with equally
emphatic denunciations of the |l ength of priests?é
their own uriné'. Yet by taking theireligious content seriously and considering it in the context of

Byzantine culture and society, Kolbaba convincingly demonstrated the relevance of these apparently

intractable texts within the Byzantine world.

In the light of these developments in the stofiheresiology and of antiatin texts in particular, a
reassessment of the ahttin polemic of Rus is surely overdue. The textual history of Rusian anti

Latin polemic continues to be studied: the past couple of decades have seen the appearance of A.V.
Bar mi nés mo n-loainrtextpih Byzantiunaamd Rus from the ninth to the twelfth

LAlain Le BoulluecL a noti on doh®r ®si e diHlesi®cldsavols (Paris: Btudast ur e gr ec
augustiniennes, 1985),

2Kwame Anthony AppiahThe Ethis of Identity quot ed in Eduard Ilricinschi and
Selves and Marking Others: | d eHeresy ang Idemtitydn Lat@AngquitAnt i g u e
ed. by Eduard Iricinschi and Holger M. Zellentin (Tubingen: Mohr &#&b2008), pp. 1127 (p. 1). This edited

volume includes a number of excellent studies which employ the concept of idmmistiruction to interpret

heresiological texts.

SAveril Camer on, 06 HoJaurnal of MRdkeaatandEany &ederoubies §3/(2003), 4711

92 (p. 471).

4 Kolbaba,The Byzantine Listpp. 3 4.
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centuries, editions and analyses of two previously ligkeidied antlLatin texts® and a number of

articles of relevance to the togié great deal of progressab been made since the publication of the
excellent but inevitably dated nineteegmtury monographs on attatin polemic in Rus by A.N.
Popov and A.S. Pavlid\/Given the improvement both in our knowledge of the textual history of
originally Byzantine ati-Latin works and in the theoretical frameworks available for examining them,

there is scope for a reevaluation of the history and role eLatiti polemic in Rus.

This study is not textological, al hisgtooyargth it dr av
relationships of the texts it considers. Instead, it investigates the function-b&tintpolemic in Rus,

arguing that this polemic possessed real signifiaanast not the kinds of significance with which

scholars have tended to investdbntemporary approaches to heresiology point towards new answers

to this question of significance, and are a particularly good fit forLaith polemic: after all, these

texts clearly have more to tell us about their composers and audience than@batitth

themselves. Perhaps it is the double difficulty of studyinglaatin polemic in Rus that has so far

militated against this endeavour: if it is hard to discern the role and reception-ba@mgpolemic in

its culture of origin, it is even moxéfficult to define its function in the context of Rus, where it is

received in translation.

Nevertheless, the attempt is worth making. Despite its Byzantine origingadintpolemic did not

exist in isolation from the rest of the written culture obRas a type of writing cultivated only by a

distant Greelspeaking elite. One of the most ideologically significant sections of the PVL, the tale of
VIiadi mirdéds conversion, c 0 n {Lain polemichFeddosia one oftheit t wo

first hegumens of the Kievan Caves Monastery, is believed by many scholars to be the composer of

5 A.V. Barmin,Polemika i skhizma: Istoriia grekéatinskikh sporov IXXII vekov(Moscow: Institut filosofii,

teologii i istorii sv. Fomy, 2006).

5l gor Lilurov,hedrEiTnr aaknttaitl adteesi nKiisecFamtes MiherestOd1®%8), i t en Ephr
31956 ; Angel Ni kolov, OAA Useful Tale About the Latins
Anti-Latin Text of the Endof 11thEar | y 1 2 tSeriptd & BScnipt,  2003), 99119.

"E. g. I . S. Chichurov, 6Skhizma 1054agh.i Radsgia ivl 3t0i, ns k a
Mediaevalis9.1 (1997),485 3; G. S. Barankova, O0OTekstologicheskie i
apokrificheskogo pamait ni ka ¢Skazanie o dvenadtsatVestikpost ol akh, ¢

Pravoslavnogo sviattikhonovskogo gumanitarnogo universiteta, I: Bogoslovie. Filosdtita(2009), 6i792.

8 Popov,Istoriko-literaturnyj obzor A. Pavlov,Kriticheskie opytyo istorii drevneishei grekausskoi polemiki
protiv latinian (Saint Petersburg: Imperatorskaia akademiia nauk, 1878).

9PSRL 1, cols 8687, 114 16.
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one of the most vicious artatin tracts circulating in Ru$.No study of representations of Latins in

Early Rus could avoid discussion of these texts.

In this chapter, after a brief discussion of the types of-hatin polemic circulating in Early Rus, |

begin by considering the desirability and indeed
pol emicd and éByzanti ne Ipeothan mepeatifdg pieviousRultimatelyl s u g ge
fruitl ess, attempts to discover Onatived Rusi an
specifically Rusian (not Byzantine) aihtatin accusations, it is more productive to examine the

changes which originallByzantine polemic undergoes in translation and transmission within Rus.

The first half of this chapter thus presents evidence for the active adaptationlaftamgolemic in

the cultural context of Rus; the second half asks why this adaptation acdadirat was the relevance

of antiLatin polemic to the culture of Rus?

Sources

This chapter discusses ahtitin polemical texts othreegenres | i st s of Latin O6erro
erotapokriseigcanonical questions and answers). Texts likeTtle of the Life of Aleksandr Nevskii
and thePatericon which betray some aritiatin sentment but are neither lists, epistles nor
erotapokriseisare considered elsewhere. Outto$ set of polemicakxts, | include only works
which fall within the scopef this thesis as defined in the Introduction: that is, texts which were
composed between 988 and 1330, circulated in Old Slavonic, arccemposed or compiled by
someone with aonnection to Rus, whether a native of Rus or a Byzantine resident in &asl H
make an exception for the Serbi@rmchaia(nomocanon)probably compiled in Serbia in the early
thirteenth century and copied in Rus in the +hai thirteenth centurd. Thekormchaiaincludes anti
Latin texts composed by Byzantines with no linkRus; | do not consider these individual texts in
any detail. However, theormchaiaentered into circulation in Rus on the orders of Metropolitan

Kirill 1l of Kiev, and is thus of real importance for the study of the diffusion of polemic in Rus.

These dteria for inclusion are not entirely objective. One might argue over what it means to have a
6connection to Rus 6-speakingByzantine éceesiasec whowmappenea toBa e e k
Metropolitan of Kiev but did not speak any Slavonic languagest | y 6connectedd to R
meaningful way? At least for the purposes of this chapter, he was. The corpus as defined above also

excludes some texts which played an important role in the history dfatittipolemic, such as ¢h

10 see p31for a discussion of the identity of Feodosii.
11a.N. Shchapowizantiiskoe i iuzhnoslavianskoe pravovoe nasledie na RugiXiIXvv. (Moscow: Nauka,
1978), pp. 12023, 135 39, 146 52.
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first substantial antiLatin list, composed in 1054 by the Patriarch of Constantinople Michael

Keroularios (who had no connection to Rus, although his list was translated into Slavonic at some

point before the fourteenth centd) What 6 s mor e, it umsifotistences o me ver
botheraapokriseis and listnclude antiLatin elements, but they have quite different formats,

histories, models and contents. Appendix One provides information on the authorship, dates and

content of all the primary sources for thisapker; this section restricts itself to providing a brief

introduction to the genres of text the chapter considers.

Lists and pistles

Themost common format for antiatin polemic in Russ the antLatin list. In Rus as in Byzantium,

lists generally cosist of a number of short accusations about Latin wrongdoing, not accompanied by

any detailed refutations. These accusations rang
of thefilioque to the Creed, to condemnations of Latin customs, ssitheafact that their priests wear

rings or the time at which the Eucharist is celebrated. Kolbaba notes that classifying these errors into
doctrinal, Iliturgical or 6éethnicd objections is
multiple.®* The accusation that Latins use unleavened bread, for example, is a liturgical question with
doctrinal significance (can unl eavetbtiddbnoté6i ncompl
focus on interpreting the content of particular accusatiottsisrstudy, although | do provide a cross

referenced list of accusations found in tharses | consider (see Appendix Tw®he accusations

contained in Rusian lists are almost always borrowed from Byzantine lists, which have been studied

in detail elsewhre!®

Many antiLatin lists circulating in Rus form part of epistles and tracts attributed to ecclesiastics
active in Rus. These include epistles by Metropolitan loann Il, who remonstrated with antipope
Clement IIl in the 1080% Metropolitan Nikifor, whowarned princes Vladimir Monomakh of Kiev

and larslav Sviatopolchich of Volodiméan-Volynia against Latin teachings some three decades

12 popov,Istoriko-literaturnyj obzoy pp. 47, 5051.

B Kolbaba,The Byzantine Listgpp. 88 99.

YFor the reference to azymes as Oincompleted or o6éi mpe
|l arosl avud, ed. by Polianskii, p. 160.

15 Kolbaba,The Byzantine Listpp. 23 171.

¥9Posl ani e mik rroipmd k d mu | pamd@psilainoe easledie Dievndi Busi:DIlh

Issledovaniia, teksty, perevadd. by N.V. Ponyrko (Saint Petersburg: Nauka, 1992), gi873R0
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later}” and Feodosii, hegumen of the Caves, who rails against Latin infamies and the foolishness of

the Orthodox who ausort with thent® Anti-Latin lists also exist outside of epistles, devoid of the

salutations and more discursive passages which characterise epistles. A list knovidismiteevith

the Latinsis now generally attributed to Georgii, Metropolitan of Kiethe 1060s and 1076%The

PVL adopts variousantiat i n 6errorsdé often included in | ists
Latin teachings, s.a. 986 and $88exclude from consideration the Greek tract on azymes attributed

to Lev, the migelevenh century metropolitan of Pereiaslavl, because there is no firm evidence it was

ever translated into Slavonitthe same goes for the Greek tract which Igbichurovattributes to

the Efrem who was Metropolitan of Kiev in the 105%0s.

Erotapokriseis

Erotapokritic texts originate in a much earlier period than-katin lists and epistles, and were

known in Rus from an early date. A Slavonic translation of the erotapokriseis attributed to Timothy of
Alexandria is included in the earlidgstrmchaiato havecirculated in Rus, while thizbornikof 1073
includes a great deal of material from the erotapokriseis of ps&unastasios of Sina? Unlike antk

Latin lists, erotapokriseis are not polemical texts. Rather, they contain questions about orthodoxy and

"6Posl anie VIadimiru MoTvoreniaknhropolita Nikifazar egl. by Poltamskiispp.oi 6, i n
12451; O6Poslanie |l aroslavudé, ed. by Polianskii. | ar os |
epistle only in one, no longer extant, manuscript; other manuscripts give laroslav Sviatoslavich of Murom as

Niki foréds correspondent. The question has no bearing o
attribution: Nikifor tells laroslav that his land neighbours Poland, which is true of Volodimérlynia but

only in the loosest sense of Murom.

B9Posl ani e o Emstolarnde agslediesl.koyRodyrko, ppnIi&0.

19 popov,Istoriko-literaturnyj obzor pp. 83 90 contains the content of the accusations but is not strictly an

edition of the text. See A. Pavldriticheskie opytyp. 50for the argument that the text is a later reworking of

Ni ki fords epistl e t o Pvlénmekadpp.i86138, iafensahmattkblution t@Metrapaélitan

Georgii, but al so c afldun dPeadvd .o vA.sA .o bTj vemittépobian,s Qe et vy G
Kievskogo, na voprosy igumena Ger nBamianskindrekelbynei shee r u
Floria, pp.2116 2 (p. 213), considers the list to be Metropol

20PSRL 1, cols 8637, 114 16.

AAndr ® Popp esazyhméseU ot srelabilhy @ * @& elsFaigpul sl 0 d aQuanddou et par qui
ati | ®t @yz@&nton 35t(1B6D), 50427.

2 ilJurov, OEin antilateinischer Traktato.

23V.N. BeneshevichDrevneslavianskaia kormchaia XIV titulov bez tolkovai@aint Petersburg: Otdelenie
russkogo iazyka i slovesnosti imperatorskoi akademii nauk, 1906), pipd&44bornik Sviatoslava 1073 goda
ed. by B.A. Rybakov (Moscow: Kniga, 1983).
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(more often) orthopraxy, answered by authoritative ecclesiastical figures who provide a series of
prescriptions for correct belief and behaviour, and sometimes also penances for incorrect behaviour.
Interestingly, all of the extant erotapokriseis composdRius contain questions concerning Latins.
These texts are the questions posed by Hegumen GerrtensameVetropolitan Georgii who may

have composed tHaispute with the Latinghe set of canonical answers attributed/etropolitan

loann Il (1076/71089, alsothe composer of one of the epistles mentioned alfame] the twelfth

century Novgorodian work known as tQeiestions of Kirik?® The latter contains a number of

guestions posed by the Novgorodian clerics Kirik, Savva and llia, most of whichsarerad by the

then archishop of Novgorod, Nifont (113Q156).

Byzantine polemic or Rusian polemic? The problem of@horship

The vast majority of anliatin texts circulating in Rus were originally composed by Byzantines. Even

my corpus, chosenlargetyn t he basi s of a connection between
this. loann Il, Nikifor, Georgd all were Byzantine ecclesiastics, and the forms and content of the

anti-Latin polemic they perpetuated were of Byzantine origin. By contrastadiely Early Rusian

names are associated with the composition oflattn polemicin Old Slavoni¢ and most of them

only tenuousl y: Feodosii of the Caves (perhaps);
conversion (perhaps); and Nifont and KiokNovgorod, who do not compose extended-hatin

polemic but do include two questions about the status of Latins in their canonical questions and
answers. What-lbast imorpeqgl drhiec aintn it he PVL adod Feodos
Byzanine polemical listsand both texts share almost all their dstiin accusations with Byzantine

polemical texts.

If this is the case, is justifiablet 0 s peak olfatoiRmspahemine®? Schol ar s
insist that it is, although theirdefi t i ons of what might constitute 0
Pavlov, any ecclesiastic who is based in Rus writes Rusian polemic, including Byzantine
metropolitans of Ki ev. Yet in Pavlovds view, Feo
bemause its comp-skémM< d3 cd (Rireh terisl maidaf its contents might
therefore btekzmhfasifpls o jodsdpte?eM.Id. Nebaskiil makedRaudsfeseinta n 6 ) .

6Kanonicheskie ot ve tPamiarikidrevmgrusskdgd kanonicheskogo areeth. byd , i n

A.S. Pavlov, Russkaia istoricheskaia biblioteka, 6 (Saint Petersburg: Arkheograficheskaia komissiia, 1880), cols

1i 20.

BV, V. Mil okov akidr iRk AN o \Sg amom ert, @MoscourckKhug, 2041)pp.i358my s |1 i t el 0
412.

26 A, Pavlov,Kriticheskie opytypp. 45, 47.
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di stinction. He di st i nguipsohleesmibce t weietnh O6H yozcaanltdi naen
work counting as translated rather than I6¢é&lo wever , once a o6transl ated?d
reworking by a Slav, even if this reworking consisted simply in combining two translated texts into

one, itbecomes@l ocal 6 text, despite the fact that its
translatio®®Pavl ov and Neborskii draw the |Iine between
or 6transl ateddé polemic in di fidesethaethete shpdldbeaes. Yet
line, and that it is the ethnic and political identity of those who composed or compiled the text which
should define a textb6s position on one side of t

approach?

As textologicalwork on antiLatin polemic continues, the perennial problem of establishing the
authorship of polemical texts seems to become more, rather than less, prominent. In recent decades,
attributions which were previously taken for granted have been brouglouiestion. Barmin, for

instance, casts doubt upon the attribution of two laautin epistles to Metropolitan Nikifoquite

reasonably questioninghy Nikifor would write two quite different epistles on the same subject,
seemingly composing the second withoonsulting the first? Along with other scholars, he has also
raised once again the question of whether Metropolitan Georgii actually compogasiphie with

the Latind a question which Pavlov appeared to have settled definitely in the nineteently &ent

I n the search for pol emic 6 n datintiagsbacquire paRmeant t wo p
importance. The fgtis Feodosii.Bspi t e over a centuryébés debate, 1t
remains uncertain. Sosnee hteol ibeev eF etohdeo sti e x todosf ct ohnep
hegumen of the Caves between 1057 and 1074. Others believe that the tract is in fact the work of a
mid-twelfth-c ent ury Byzantine hegumen of t*E. E€nirves, knc
who stongly favours Feodosii of the Caves as the most likely candidate, suggests between 1069 and

ZIM. | u. Neborskii, ¢6Traditsii vizantii s KmdhaleXvti | ati nsk
vekabBrhevmi ai a Rus©6: ,Peerde.s ebcyh eVh.iVe. tMial doilQ®syipp(3¥l64s c o w: Sk
(p. 373).

28 Neborskii,6 Tr a dp.382.i i 6

29 Barmin,Polemika pp. 293 95.

30See n19, p.29.

31 For references to previous work on the subject, see Gerhard PodsKaiskgianstvo i bogoslovskaia

literatura v Kievskoi Rusi (988237 gg.)trans. by A.V. Nazarenko (Saint Petersburg: Vizantinorossika, 1996),

pp. 2959 6 ; I . P. E r e mi-rosskoi @ublisistikis<k veka: iP@slanie-eodosiia Pecherskogo k

kniaziu | ziasl avu ITadyotddlaarevinarusskoiditatury (RQDRL), 2 €985),k2h38

(pp. 26 27); Barmin,Polemikapp. 2232 5; Konstantin Kostromin, O&6Probl ema

i gumena Pecherskogo, o x» &hrigtiankkoeeckteni@6.h(R041, 6917 (pp.657). | at ynod s
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1074 as a likely period of compositiéh. f t hi s were the case, Feodosi i
the very earliest polemical works to circulate in Rus andgperhe only extant ardiatin listto be

composed by a native of Early Rus. In contrast, if Feodosii the Greek were the composer, the tract

would be simply another example of translated Byzantine polemic circulating in Early Rus. The

history of antiLatin polemic in Rus looks quite different depending on the attribution one favours.

The manuscript evidence, studied most extensively by Eremin, points to Feodosii of the Caves as the
composer of the tract. Most manuscripts identify the composer simply asstebdt one relatively

|l ate manuscript (Ereminas Asubgroup Ca) unambi gu
Caves’® However, three main considerations militate against this conclusion. Firstly, Feodosii would
have had to know Greek, a fact whiis nowhere mentioned or implied in lige: there is no

evidence that multiple antiatin tracts were translated into Slavonic in the fewades immediately
following the £hism. Secondly, in some redactions, Feodosii mentions that his parentshiautgt

reject Latin ways. If the composer is Feodosii of the Caves, then his parents would have to have held
anti-Latin views even before the Schism, which seems unlidiirdly, Feodosii would have to

have been more virulently asitatin than his contaporaries: some of the more outlandish

accusations in the tracteashared only with Constanti®et i | b e s a * Atfriuting tbeftracfit@ 0 4 .

Feodosii the Greek removes the first two of these objections, but the third remains.

Recent worlon the text has not solved theoblemof authorshipBarmin has made some significant

textological advances in his study of the tract, but he comes to no definite conclusions about the

identity of its composet On balance, he prefers to attribute asléa one redaction (Ere
redaction 6bdé) to Feodosii of the Caves, but ack
questions in its wak&.Barring any new discoveries, three attributions will remain plausible. The tract

may indeed be the wio of Feodosii of the Caves (but a Gremdeaking, violently ardiatin Feodosii

guite different to the gent Lifeof Fdodosiibt may bdtleeo d o si i o
work of Feodosii the Greek; or it may even constitute another caseadrtiraon medieval

phenomenon of false attribution to an authoritative figure, in this case, Feodosii of the Caves.

The publication by Chialrov in 1998 of a previously unpublished duditin list bearing the name of
OEfrem of Rumngonshkgsestionhofpademiaconpesad by natives of Rifs

®2Eremi n, 61z istoriio6, p. 33.
BEremin, Al 24 storiia, pp. 23
34 Barmin,Polemika p. 225.

35 Kolbaba, The Byzantine List9p. 178.

36 Barmin,Polemika pp. 222 35.

37 Barmin,Polemika pp. 234 35.

%L ilurov, OEin antilateinischer Traktatoo.
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According toChichuroy the composer of this Greek text is most likely Efrenatigpolitan of Kiev

from 1054/5 tal065, in which case this @other (early) examplaf antiLatin polemic composed by

a Byzartine. However, Barmin prefers to attribute the text to Efrem, Metropolitan of Pereiaslavl in the
late eleventh and early twelfth century. Barmin believes Efrem to have been a Rusian who acquired
his Greek in Constantinopf Scholars are by no means in agment about the origins of Efresh
PereiaslavID.G. Khrustalev, for instance, believes him to have been Gt¥aik.the intriguing

possibility remains that Efrem of Pereiaslavl, like Feodosii, might have been a Rusianvtwiter

composed ardiatin polemic (although apparently in Greek and not Slavonic).

There are just two more texts, or parts of texts, which might suggest the involvement of natives of Rus
in the composition of antiatin polemic. The first is the antiatin sections of the PVL, included
under 986 and 988 but praily composednhuchlater, after the &ism of 1054. One of these sections

is included in the Philosopheroés Speech, the acc
VI adimir by a 6Greek phit osolphatertthe That phmif @isolph
di fferent from our faithdéd, but warns VI a%i mir th

A longer list of errors is included in and after an account of the ecumenical councils s.a. 988. This list
includes accusations about Latin disrespect for the cross and icons, polygamy among priests, and
indulgences. This section of the chronicle also includes the tédlPoé t er t h.gheSt ammer er 0
|l egendary fal se Pope and Ccinculated vdelpamong the nedievali n6 er

Slavs®

Popov was certain thatthe ahtiat i n secti ons of the chronicle wer
came from another sourtEThe source for the chronicleds versi
Sy n c e On the Orthedox Faittt* but no exact source for the ahitin accusations has yet been

found. Most of the accusations, including the condemnation of azymes, Latin disrespect for icons and

the cross, and priestly concubinage are found in various?ists,ore is unigue to the PVL: the odd

39 Barmin,Polemika pp. 264 65.
40D.G. KhrustalevRazyskaniia o Efreme Pereiaslavsk®aint Petersburg: Evraziia, 2002), ppi 23.

NOoBOIsd3! f dzOdRd tOLI 9ate®Oh jdzO®6; | iterally, o6slightly di
who have dewvibatfead tthrom®SRdu 1, col . 86.

“2PSRL1,cols1151 6; see Agnes Kriza, 6Petr Gugnivyi i Papess
pol emi cheskaia | it er 8tudiaiSlavica Acddsngae ScieatiardmHungari&s r o p e 0,

(2008), 397405, for amanalysis of the Peter the Stammerer topos in Slavonid.atiti polemic.

43 Popov,Istoriko-literaturnyj obzor p. 5.

“M. 1. Sukhomlinov, 60 drevnei r usSbkokikotdelerdidrasgkogei , kak p
iazkya i slovesnosti Imperatési akademii nauk85 (1908), 1238 (pp. 7077).

45 See Appendix Two; also KolbabEhe Byzantine Listpp. 190, 193, 194, 191.
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accusation that Lat i A®®opdvcandideredithisa@ccusaionttotbe almosti r mo t
certainly of Rusian provenance, partly because of its resemblance to Slave@luigtan ideas of

the earth as mothéflt maywell bethe case that this accusation is Rosn origin; it isalsopossible

that this is another Byzantine accusation which has simply not survived in other sources. There is

much more that could be said dilaiopassagbeseandlwii m and
return to them below. For now, suffice it to say that, while there may be hints of Rusian composition

of antiLatin accusations in the PVL, the evidence is once again inconclusive.

There is just one more text which could shighit on the question of Rusian composition of duatiin

texts: theQuestions of Kirik TheQuestionsare not polemical as such. They have therefore received

little attention from those interested in ah#tin polemic in Rus. However, although only twitttoe

more than one hundred questions they contain concern Latins, they are some of the best evidence we
have that natives of Rus were thinking and legislating about Latins as a group different to the
Orthodox. The evidence they provide for Rusian undedgtas of Latin Christianity is both

extremely useful and difficult to interpret. Neither their condemnation of mothers bringing their sick
children to 6Varangian priestsd nor their discus
Latins into thechurch is straightforward, as | will discuss in the following sectidwor are the
Questionsstraightforwardly hostile to Latins: after all, t@restionsare not a work of polemic, but
erotapokriseis. They may testify to the acceptance, at least antopgRasian ecclesiastics, of the

notion of Latin difference, but they have little in common with the virulentlaatin lists, or indeed

with Feodosiibs tract or the PVL6s pol emical pas
The fundament al i ssue her e, tbedaid tb existras aocategoryotd be 6 Ru s i
treated separately from 6Byzantine polemicd, is

guestion of whether or not any natives of Rus composed their own polemic is simply not productive.

One cannot be c&in whether the tracts attributed to Feodosii and Efrem are the work of natives of

Rus or Byzantines; the accusation unique to the PVL may or may not have been composed by the
chronicler himself, a native of Rauisanopgoel &€mincd aw
Byzantine forms and content, and O6Byzantined pol
of its very translation into Old Slavonic. In short, attempting to maintain a dichotomy between

Byzantine and Rusian polemiconthebasis t heir composersod identities
counterproductive endeavour. The remainder of this chapter therefore takes a different approach,

focusing |l ess on composersod identities than on t

484 | dgced leea PSRL 1, col. 114,
47 Popov,Istoriko-literaturnyj obzoy p. 17.
“BMi | 6k ov a rkiik ®vgaradetspp. 410, 363.
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Latin texts undergo as a result of the translation of their forms, styles and content from Byzantine

culture to the culture of Rus.

Adapting anti-Latin lists, epistles and eotapokriseis in Rus

What evidence is there for the uptake and development of Biyegolemical content and forms in
thecultureof RusAs f ar as content i s concungque®&ysian ooki ng
texts is only slightly more worthwhile than looking for native Rusian composers of polereic. Th
content of Byzantinelistisadopt ed whol esale in Rus. Al most eve
here is found in other Byzantine lists (see Appendix Two). There are one major and two minor
exceptions to this rule. The major dnseeopgdli on i s
the earth their mother. There are also two cases in which Rusian lists expand on a point made in

Byzantine lists. Firstly, Georgii notes that, not only do Latimksathemselves eat mettey also

accuse Orthodox monks of eating uncleanydaioducts and pig fét.Secondly, Georgii, Feodosii

and Nikifor all extend the accusentirydracfPthdtound i n
Latin children are not given saintsd names at th
parents choose a name, while Nikifor complains that children are given the names of &nimals.
Chichurovmay be correct to see in this a reflection of Rusian naming prattishgh Byzantine

ecclesiastics might conceivably have understood as-lrdtuenced. However, given the paucity of
obviously ORusian6é accusations, l ooking for spec
not Byzantium, is not the most productive way forward. The rest of this chapter looks atstesad

way in whichRusian texts employ polemic, adapting it to a new literary and cultural context.

The PVLdoes something quite unusual with the format of thelattn list. Rather than simply

reproducing a list of errors, the chronicle intersperses errors with two epacaunts of the first

seven ecumenical councils. This section of the chronicle recounts the instruction Vladimir received at

his conversion, beginning with the Creed. The version of the Creed contained in the chronicle is

presented as orthodox, butisfact Arian: it refers to Christ using a Slavonic term equivalent to

homoiousios 6 of simil ar essendenofusics Hbé Barthespbénceal

F a t hP¥The]cldranicle then lists the ecumenical councils, noting their locatiansyer of

49 See Appendix Two, @53and p.157.

50 Kolbaba,The Byzantine Listpp. 177, 198paceChi chur ov, o6Skhi zmadé, p. 48, who
accusation is not found in any Byzantine lists.

51 See Appendix Two, {54

52 Chichurov,6 Sk hi ®48a 0 ,

The term as found in the chronicle is 6fsHtBjd fMmkhj
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participants and the heresies they condenihidmediately after the account of the seventh council,

which écondemned t hos é thethmnicteowarnseagainst thecerruptt € i c on s
teachings of the Latins and introduces the firstiweot i n 6err or s 6 : Latinso ref
their custom of drawing crosses on the floor which they kiss before rubbing away. There follows a
short and rather confused defence of iconodul i a,
introduced: Latins call the earth their mother, and yet they spit on the earth and so defile their

omot her 6. Both of the errors noted here relate t
veneration and, conversely, their veneration of objects whichareoly. By placing these

accusations after his account of the seventh ecumenical council, the chronicler implicitly equates

Latin practices with the practices of the iconoclasts, who also refuse to venerate holy objects.

The chronicler then writesthdte 6 Romansd® used to be orthodox; in
participants in the ecclesiastical council s ¢ ame
pat r i ®Therdfsllpwd another list of the ecumenical councils, this time listing the names of
eachcounci |l 6s most authoritative participants. Aft
Peter the Stammererho seized Rome and corrupted the faith by introducing his own tea€hings.

Two more examples of Latin wrongdoing follow: prieststaking many as seven Owi ve
granting of indulgences in return for money. Thi
orthodoxy and the importance of authoritative orthodox figures as bearers of Christian tr2diton.

the Stammeremho illicitly introduces his own teaching, departs from the tradition established by the

fathers of the church and so paves the way for the appearance of corrupt ecclesiastics, who indulge in

practices such as polygamy and the granting of indulgences.

This section of the chronicle containing the Creed, accounts of the councils and warnings against
Latin errors might seem rather chaotic at first sight, but is in fact quite tightly structured. It links all
the Latin errors it mentions to its accounts of thenodls and to the tale éfeter the Stammerer
highlighting Latin devotional malpractice (related to iconoclasm) and corruption among ecclesiastics
(initiated byPeter the Stammenein this respect, it is nothing like a typical ahétin list, which

includes only antlLatin accusations, generally in no particular ofievith little historical

54PSRL 1, cols 11i216.

S tots C def P fRdzf 56 dztsofifr tsdzOalsi PLSCRIL114.

SNt o dgfXe MWekm&d PSRL 1, col. 115.
SGskzyjfmégj PSRL 1, col . 116.

58 Kolbaba,The Byzantine Listp. 33.
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background and few attempts to relate the Latins to other heretics condemned at the ecumenical

councils®*Wh at 6 s mor e, it menakingiban susually shertlistour error s

Nor is this section of the PVL very similar to other texts which set Latin errors in their ecclesiastical

and historical context. Various athtatin tracts, includig the epistles of Metropolitadikifor, take

this approach, but the rsbrelevant text in this case is the originally Byzantine work known as the

Useful Tale About the Latif8TheUseful Talgpai nt s a detailed picture of
fall from grace, and includes a list of Latin errors. While there are ndfisgamints of convergence

between thé&Jseful Taleand the relevant PVL entry, théseful Taleis perhaps its closest known

parallel. Both the PVL and tHdseful Taleset their analysis of Latin errors in the context of

ecclesiastical history, and specd#ily the struggle against iconoclasm. However, the contexts they

describe are quite different: for instance, theeful Talemakes no mention deter the Stammerer
instead blaming Charl emagne and Pope Foe mosus f o
unlike the PVL, thaJseful Taledoes not draw a parallel between the attitudes of Latins to holy

images and the attitudes of iconoclasts. The PVL also integrates specific Latin errors into the

historical narrative to a greater extent thanlilseful Tale, in which the vast majority of Latin errors

are set apart in a discrete section of the text with the format of a list.

Angel Nikolov recently argued that thiseful Talewas one of the sources for the introductory section

of the PVL, to which it possess some textual paralléfsvarious scholars have since cast doubt

upon this argument. lvan Biliarsky and Dmitry I. Polyvyanyy note thatUdeful Tale dated by

Nikolov to the late eleventhcentuwoul d have had to exerttingi nfl uenc
spe®Bdrrmin has urged scholars not t o UddfusTale unt Sh
did not directly influence the introduction to the PVL, but shared a common source8tithany

case, there are no textual parallels betweet/tigful Taleand the antLatin sections of the PVL, and

®Latin practices are often condemned as 6Judai zingbo,
and Jewish mactices (fasting on the Sabbath, for example) is logical; at other times, it is not (as in the case of

the consumption of pig fat and strangled meats).

80 Angel Nikolov,Me zhdu Rim i Konstantinopol : | zsladgamgkiak at ol i che
pravoslaven sviat (XXVIIv.)( Sofi a: Fondatsiia ¢BOIl garskoi66 storiches
5 Ni kol ov, O6A Useful Taledé, p. 108.

52 Although cf. BarminPolemikapp. 1181 9, who consi ders Ni kol ovéte ar gumen

provisionally date th&Jseful Taleto the thirteenth century.

53 lvan Biliarsky, The Tale of the Prophet Isaiah: The Destiny and Meanings of an Apocryphdl &ieben:

Brill, 2013), pp. 5556 ; Dmitry | . Polyvyannyy, eGdfedsignalStifan Pol emi c
bet ween Rome an8l €oIAXe6p 37076 (p.BTR). e 0,

64 Barmin,Polemika p. 118.
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S0 no reason to suspect that thseful Talemight be a source for these sections in particular. It is of
course possible that this section of the PVL is based on a different Byzantine source which itself
interspersed an anitiatin list with accounts of the councils; no such source has yet been fowary

case, this extract from the chronicle is remarkable among Rusian polemic for its close integration of a
discussion of Latin errors into a broader account of ecclesiastical history.

This is not the only way in which Rusian texts modify the cordadtstyle of Byzantine antiatin

pol emi c. Both Feodosii s and Nikiforb6s epistles
written for a Rusian audience. In his epistle to laroslav Sviatopolchich, Nikifor mentions that

| ar os | av 6 s hedPolesj hgve hcoeptedd dtin teachings and begun to use &zyimes.

Pol esd transgressions serve as a pr eatmhstand or Ni Kk
a description of how Rome fell away from orthodoxy. In most redactions, Feoflosi t r act has n
that would suggest its connection to Rus. In the version included in the Second Cassian redaction of
thePatericon however, the spread of Pdtenthe Stammerentheé her esy
nemtsj but specificallyonth¥ ar angi ans: o6They defiled the whol e
heresy, because ther e a° Thisoddaxmanagdn afthe origid of Latmv e r t h
errors appears quite independent of Byzantine explanations, reflecting the cutiugabgraphical
proximity of Rus to Scandinavia and its o6Latiné

impart local significancetoantiat i n pol emi c, emphasising Rusb6s ptr

That Ni ki f or 6s awverdadtressedto grincesissalsoesigriifisanBlyzargium and

sometimes in Rus, artiatin epistles were generally composed by highking ecclesiastical figures

and sent to other ecclesiastics of similar standoann I, for example, composedrepectful epistle

to the angpope Clement Ill in the 1080s. Howeveertain Rusian texts adopt the format of the epistle
(including salutations, using the second person of the verb, etc.), but address themselves not to
ecclesiastics but to princes. Nikifarites to Vladimir Monomakh and laroslav Sviatopolchich, while
Feodosiibs epistle, at Il east in some redactions,
restricted to the political and ecclesiastical context of Rus, in which princes and ecctesiastic

cooperated in the business of ruling the land and defending the faith.

%6Posl anie laroslavudé, ed. by Polianskii, p. 153.

®6f desy j Msotsdy jto md dr oMme L jdi3dze tsdzj uj MiKgewo ON O, G tsdzj ¥
pecher s d,led. by Dmiga Abramokich (Kiev: Chas, 1991), p. 191. The Second Cassian redaction dates

to 1462, but we cannot exclude the possibility that this version of the tract might have been circulating as part of
certain redactions of theatericonat an earlier date. | refer to the Abramovich edition here because the edition

by Ol shevskaia and Travni kov does not contain Feodosi
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The extremely valuable testimony of erotapokriseis to the adoption of Byzantisi@tantihought in

Rus has been largely overlooked: neither Popov, Pavlov nor Barmin discuss #ighe Yery

appearance of questions about Latins within Rusian erotapokriseis is an unmistakeable reflection of

the period and cultural context in which they were writiére answers of Georgii, loammd Nifont

of Novgorod bet r ay rittwitethemgene of erptapskeseis, Both inahmi fdrm a

and in their content: th@uestions of Kirikfor instance, cite canonical answers given by Timothy of
Alexandria and Basil the Great, among oti#éiet the erotapokriseis which serve as sourcés an

models for these Rusian erotapokriseis were composed in the Late Antique period and so make no
reference to Latins. The very fact that Rusian erotapokriseis include questions about Latins is thus a
departure from their models. Earlier erotapokritic teitshowever, include guestions about the

treat ment of groups considered to be heretical
erotapokriseis, for example, reads: O6ls it right
other hereticp r e s®&Tina ePotapkriseis of Georgii and loarnsnd theQuestions of Kirikare

therefore not introducing an entirely new type of question: practical questions abpeitrtiesibility

ofdeal i ngs wOtthhe rrsedl iwgeiroceu sn 060 nsdheiefoctisyn Latvhirmt i s nove
particular.

All three Rusian texts warn against religsadealings with Latins. loarstates that it is unacceptable

for Orthodox Christian princes to marry their dae
useazymeand do not r ej®%hcet duonecsl enaont ffooordbsiéd, eat i ng wit
and eat meat in Cheesefare Week, and [eat] blood and sttanglen i mal s 6, bunightsuggest
be avoided o6for t he infrmitkc®AntifLatippolemictinformd ro atnencdasu s e o f
answershis Latins are defineby their use of azymes and consumption of unclean or inappropriate

food, two of the accusations most often made inlaatin lists. The same is true of Georgii, who is

similarly preoccupied with the danger of pollution from unclean substances. In one answer, he warns

that it is not fitting to accept food or drink from Latins, or to drink from the same vessel as them, or to

offer thempanagia(bread dedicated to the Mother of God); elsewhere, he advises that anyone who

%l van &ogekaja Kniga: Studi es on tOriental@&tChristttnaCode of Ru
Analecta, 168 (Rome: Pont. Institutum Orientalium Studiorum, 1964), pj.3635

8@ h jf sH tsB Oazdstc fifimeias b ts totfftiscffh ' H | Otgjdde) dafsogf] dzWikis j Is d. SOts O
BeneshevichDrevneslavianskaia kormchajg. 543.

O H gz st Windeg € € o | to dzsifdiVils @ s0ls ! fdjrKk anoni cheski e otvetyd
Pavlov, col. 7.

Py tftWhdsSC sditc! el HOdesMGr BE Gsjoeddd € totsfa 08 tzj dzd dalz 6 ;
@hEIsssh g 6tk WaQ lodflssWy d s ts G 1 dlzdzj d3ts R g WG 1 . dialsohicheskie

otvetyd, ed. by A.S. Pavlov, <col . 3.
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drinks out of a vessel belonging to a Latin should first offer a prayeiother answerdyoth Georgii
and loann wartthe Orthodoxagainst eating the meat wficleanor strangled animals, a reproach often
directed against Latins in astatin lists’2 The antiLatin slant of these texts is the result of interplay
between an overarching concern for ritual purity, common to all three erotapokriseis, and the
convictions of L&n impurity conveyedn antiLatin lists. The concepts set out in andtin lists find

their way into a quite different genre, the erotapokriseis.

Georgii loann andNifont also note the dangers of Orthodox involvement in the liturgical and pastoral

life of the Latin church. Georgii warns against receiving a prayer froma batingt hat &éi t i s n
fitting to stand in a L a#®whieloarmwarrs hgaiasonimurding st en t o
with Latins orcelebrating the liturgy with thent In a statement which clearly reflects the cultural

context of twelfthcentury Novgorod, Nifont condemns women who bring their children to a
6Varangian pri est 6 -weekpengneceasitsesvhotgoto sotcéd¢idssasme s i x
not to imply that Nfont sees Latins as equivalent to pagans: in another answer, unlike some later

Muscovite clerics, he recommends not rebaptism but simply chrismation for Latins wishing to join the
Orthodox church’f Once again, what is interesting here is the appeardnce@L at i nsd and
6Varangiansé in what are otherwise relatively st
of contact with heretics. Late Antique erotapokriseis may have had nothing to say about Latins, but
guestions about contact with heretioailld be adapted by Rusian ecclesiastics more concerned about

contact with Latins than contact with, say, Arians.

Like Rusian antLatin lists and epistlefRusian erotapokrisetsstify to the existence of haliae

anti-Latin thought amongst men connetttto Rus. There may be little evidence for native Rusian
involvement in the composition of polemic or in debate on the nature of Latin errors, but this does not
mean that ardiiatin polemic was simply mechanically copied in Rus as an obscure Byzantiee gen

On the contrary, antiatin polemic in its various formats was not only circulating in Rus, but was

being employed in Rusian texts and adapted to the cultural context of Rus. The results of this

adaptation varied, fr om nti-baénlifR With aceountsoficlsurcla |  mer gi n
hi story, to Nikiforés and Feodosii 6s references
“Turilov, O60Otvety Georgiiad, p. 240.

2?Turilov, O0Otvety Georgiiab, p. 250; O6Kanonicheskie o

Pq § Hohlstsdls: &eddO It dfn Wbz’ O Turoy, OftyeisrSiedrg@ets i 241.

“"ofmstseh Olsdmr f ded 3 d dzch Kfipdztosnd lech edzjk | ets o @<t ly'6§. ed. by
“Mi | 6 kov a rkitik Ndvgaredetspyv410.

®"Mi | 6 kov arKiik Ndvgaradet® vp. 363; Kallistos Ware, O0The Reba
Ort hodox Can on Hearesy andTthre Making af Euro@ean Cultare: Medieval and Modern

Perspectivesed. by Andrew P. Roach and James R. Simpson (Farnham: Ashgate, 2013)5pdp3#4).
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Varangians, to #away in which Georgii, loanand Nifont employ the format of erotapokriseis to
warn clerics against atact with Latins. These texts testify not simply to an acceptance dfatiti
polemical thought in Rus, but to a degree of engagement with it.

The relevance of plemic in Rus

Anti-Latin polemic was not only circulating in Rus, then; it was also undeggelatively minor yet
significant transformations at the hands of men working within the geographical and cultural space of
Rus. This very fact demonstrates that, for at least some elements of Rusian socieafirapblemic
wasmeaningfu]j it was worth copying, adapting, and including in texts like the PVL. The question of
why and how polemic was significant in Rus, of the role it played within the culture of Rus, is a
problem that has exercised most who have worked on the topic. Thetatidind causal links

between extrdextual events and attitudes and these arcane texts has so far dominated the scholarship
on antiLatin polemic in Rus. The rhetorical workings of the texts themselves, and the significance of
their circulationwithin canon law compendjdave provoked much less interest. Yet, as this chapter

will demonstrate, our understanding of the relevance ofLatith polemic in Rus cannot be complete
without an appreciation not just of the soepiglitical context in which thesexts were transmitted,

but also of their textual context (the texts with which they were transmitted) and their rhetorical aims.

Why did polemic circulate in Rus? Some previagsiiaments

Hypotheses about the relevance of polemic in Rus are many, butsf@ntiely convincing. For
example, for K. Viskovaf, the existence of antiatin polemic in preMongol Rus is evidence for
nothing less than a sustained campaign on the part of Byzato indoctrinatdRus against the Latins
by fl oodi ngpri dp avd’#onevardas reimekous scholars have since objected, there
is no evidence whatsoever that Byzantine metropolitans consistently promotedtansientiment in
Early Rus’® Indeed, given that thec8ism of 1054 was by no means the final nathia coffin of
Christian unity, there is little reason even to hypothesise that they might have dddelso.

K. Viskovatyi, 6K voprosu ob avtore iSlavigal6Me38) napi sa
53567 (p. 538).

8 John MeyendorffByzantium and the Rise of Russia: A Study of Byzdmimesian Relations in the

Fourteenth CenturyCambidge: Cambridge University Press, 1981), pd.28 John Fennell History of the

Russian Church to 1488ondon: Routledge, 1995), p. 100.

®But c¢cf. A.M. Lidov, 6Obrazy Khrista v khramovoi deko

g.iMDrevnerusskoe i skusstvo: -leYiuAndreiatNikolagvicha Giabaea(1886ai a Ru s
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Meyendorffés notion of a dédcreeping estrangement @
twelfth centuries is more true to what we knofithe facts than the idea of a dramatic break in 1054
followed by organised propaganda campafns.

Others have interpreted the continued circulation, reworking and composition of polemical texts in

Rus as a series of reactions to political and ecclesahstvents which created tensions between Rus

and the Latin world! There is nothing inherently unbelievable about this hypothesis, and | consider it

in detail in Chapter Four. For now, however, it is worth noting that there are long stretches of time in

the thirteenth to fifteenth centuries in which drdtin polemicmighthave appeared as a reaction to

political or ecclesiastical tensions, but did not. For example, despite the sack of Constantinople in

1204, VIiadimir Riuri kowircomd sKiexp ulnsildm 3o f G@&xd micn i
negotiations with the Pope, and thadiag of a papal embassy to Aleksahgkvskii, new or

reworked polemic in Rus in the first sixty years of the thirteenth century is conspicuous by its

absencé? There maybe some relationship between increased tensions between Rus and the Latin

world and increased circulation of polemic, but it is evidently not mechanistic.

Other scholars take a quite different view, insisting on the Byzantine nature of the phenomenon of

arti-Latin polemic in Rus. JohRennell, for example, insists that it was largely Byzantines, not Rus,

who promoted ardiLatin polemic. In his opinion, antiatin polemic existed in Rus simply because all

but two of Early Rus 06s same ¢f whomp oatuially ook partine r e By zant
intellectual debates of interest in Byzantium. Since Byzantines were at the top of the ecclesiastical

hi erarchy in Rus, -Latdémerdteiln ng@mountghaf hawvtei tri cl
and monks, butennell considers it doubtful that it reached any of the laity, who, he suggests, would
neither have believed the lurid accusations of F
argumentation of antiatin polemic® Fennell thus conceives of atatin polemic as fundamentally

a Byzantine concern, of interest to only a very few indigenous Rusian ecclesiastics. This sober view

has its merits. Fennell does not pretend thatlagtit i n pol emi c i s Byzantine 0
hard to disagree with hisotion that antLatin polemic was primarily a concern of certain elite

ecclesiastics.

1990) ed. by E.S. Smirnova (Saint Petersburg: Dmitrii Bulanin, 1999), pp.775%or the possibility that the
events of 1054 might have had some iefloe on church decoration.

80 Meyendorff,Byzantiump. 27.

81 Neborskii,6 Tr adi t si i 0
82 Neborskii,6 Tr a dpi. 37% i i
83 Fennell A History, pp. 96, 10102.

o
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Neverthel ess, Fennell 6ds position fails to provio
and texts whicldid play a role in the indigenous culture of Rus. Even if one attributes all the anti

Latin polemic in the PVL to a Byzantine composer
take an interest in polemic), the fact of its presence within one ofdbeimportant texts of Early

Rus remains. So does the fact of its influence on later texts likeatbef the Life of Aleksandr

NevskKij in which Al eksandr, Il i ke VI adi mir, rejects
polemic had any real levance in Rus, as Fennell does, leaves one with an awkward mass of

apparently irrelevant, insignificant texts, which were nevertheless copied, modified and composed on

Rusian soil.

Canon law: Defining thodoxy

As the previous section demonstrated, antboge interested in Rusian ahtitin polemic there is a

general unwillingness to accept that polemical texts are significant in the way that they claim to be
significant. Polemical texts might purport to concern religious beliefs and practices, butédmmo

scholarly accounts, these texts are always something other than what they seem to be, whether Greek
propaganda, reactions to Latin incursions into Rus, or the intellectual pastime of a distant Byzantine
elite. Polemical texts might be all of thesentis, to some extent. Fundamentally, however;laatin

texts are quite transparently concerned with questioradigfousimport: specifically, the definition

and condemnation of heterodox thought and practices.

They have this in common with much of tenon law which circulated in Rus. Adtatin lists,

epistles and erotapokriseigre not necessarily compossgukcifically for inclusion in canon law
collections, but the manuscript evidence demonstrates that, at least by the thirteenth century, lists,
epistles and erotapokriseis were largely circulatinitnin compendia of canon lawhe Serbian
kormchaiaincludes antlLatin lists and epistles, while the Ruskaermchaiaalso includes
erotapokriseigind, in some of its redactions, additib lists ancepistles (see [1.04).8* Some anti

Latin texts are also included in other compendia such as monastic floribgraik) and chronicles,
whether monastic (theatericonof the Caves) or princely (the PVL). However, they are very rarely
included in collections intended for active liturgical use, sudhedmiki. Popov includes one
fifteenth-centurytrebnikin his seminal account of afitatin material in Rus, but Pavlov dismisses it

as extremely unusuél.

84 Shchapovyizantiiskoe i iuzhnoslavianskoe pravovoe naslgujie 118, 163.
85 Popov,Istoriko-literaturnyj obzoy pp. 134 54; A. PavlovKriticheskie opytypp. 73 74.
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This is important for an understanding of the role of-hatin polemic in Rus. Canon law collections
were not used in the liturgical life of the church. Aloéitin polemic, then, was ngenerallyvisible: it
was not being pi@aimed in the churches, but tended tdhlmlen away in canon law compendia and

florilegia. Whatodos more, Rusian ecclesiastics ca
more arcane material containedmoson | aw col |l ecti ons. l oanni s M. |
with canon | aw in Byzantium concludes that o6in t

| aw was a r &ihereis noeasan tbibaligvéthatitas any better known in Ru

Nevertheless, canon law possessed vital significance as a record of previous authoritative judgements
which prescribed orthodox actions and attitudes and proscribed acts and ideas unworthy of the
orthodox. Its significance was definitional and strudtutastablished and maintained the totality of

correct belief and practice. Plenty of texts circulating in &esmnplifiedorthodox belief and practice.

Canon law, however, contributed to definition of orthodoxy, rather than simply providing

examplesf what orthodoxy might look like. Of course, in practice, this definition was sprawling,
shapeless and sometimesselb nt r adi ct ory. Whatodés mor e, not al l
when Kirik shares a dubious canonical ruling he found in acgaosp nomocanon, Nifont tells him,

6That kind of b §tnkhesyhhoweled caboa lavbeastabtisked evér more

precisely the boundaries of orthodoxy and orthopraxy.

While the existence of canon law was vital, it was never expected tha alithodox would behave

in a manner consistent with canonical prescriptions at all times. Human fallibility was acknowledged

and mistakes expected. TRaestions of Kirikfor example, follows a lorgstablished tradition of

specifying penances for faikeito follow the prescriptions it establishes, in the manner of a penitential.

Nifont might rule that his parishioners should not turn to Varangian priests, but he recognises that

some will do so all the same, imposing awiek penanc® Moreover, canottaw rulings did not

have to be consistently applied by clerics. Koni
relative validity but absolute powerd, canon | av
p o w &Thé substance of canaaw rulings is unchangeable, but interpretations of these rulings can

vary, and the concept ofkonomiapermits flexibility in their application. ArdiLatin polemical

8| oannis M. Konidaris, O6Lawmand SobidtyqniBiyzangumoNinfiv@elith on Lawd, i
Centuries ed. by Angeliki E. Laiou and Dieter Simon (Washington, DC: barton Oaks Research Library and

Collection, 1994), pp. 1350 (p. 140).

@ Is'¢rC A sHF IsaM | fipykjowd .a rKidik N®vgonadetspyv386.

8Mi | 6kov a rkiik N®vgaradetspyv410.

89 Konidaris,6 The Ubpi.ipaui tyo,
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injunctions could be absolutely and eternally valid, and yet not consistently appiedhy

metropolitans and bishops.

Polemic beyond lists, epistles and erotapokrizeis

Is there any evidence, then, that the strict injunctions and violent accusationslaftemgiolemic

influenced the actions and attitudes of the Rus? Did poleminatesat all outside of texts intended to

maintain and uphold orthodoRyludging by some of the more recent work on Rus and the Latin

world, the short answer to this question is that there is very little evidence tHaat@mipolemic was

heeded by any Ruapart from perhaps some higinking ecclesiastics. Fennell, for instance, admits

that some native priests and monks might have subscribed-aatintviews under the influence of

their Byzantine superiorb,ut r het or i cowimlcl of thie preaicad liseraturé fittered

down to the people themselves? And, if it did, how intelligible to them was the significance of even

the simplest differences i n p%Raffehspecgersimityween t he
argues that antiatin feeling was widespread among monks but not among princes, noting that loann

I'1 6s condemnation of princely marriages to Latin

to marry Latins despit® loannds pol emical i njunc

As Fennell and Raffenspergaffirm, it is clear that few Rus followed the more fanatical injunctions
inanttLat i n polemic | i ke Feodosii6s tract, which wa
from the same vessel a Latin has used. In this respect, the influence of polemnideaty limited.

However, the distinction that Fennell and Raffensperger draw between the convictions of (some)

monks and clergy on one hand and of laypeople (princes and the rest of the laity) on the other is
guestionable. Both Fennell and Raffenspesgggest that many ecclesiastics subscribed td_atiti

views, while the laity did not. Yet there is evidence that -magking ecclesiastical figures could be

both outspoken defenders of orthodoxy and no strangers to dealings with Aatifisatin opinions

need not have dictated ahthtin actions?

Take, for instance, Metropolitan Kirill.IKirill is often supposed to have been involved in the
composition or circulation of two works with atiatin elements, the Serbi&oermchaiaand theTale

of the Life of Aleksandr Nevsklie is also the composer of tReavilo Kirilla, a set of canonical
injunctions intended for circulation in Rus. One might therefore be tempted to attribute to him anti

Latin sentiment and a desire to propagate-laaiin texts,especially given his proven commitment to

% Fennell A Hisfory, pp. 10102.

91 RaffenspergerReimagining Europep. 8, 174.

92 PaceFloria, among others, whose ecclesiastics are paragons of consistency in thought, word and deed. Floria,
U istokoy pp. 12 14.
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canon law and the enduring scholarly assumption that he abandoned Danilo of Galicia in protest at

Danil obés negotiations with the Pope, t®&king refu

Yet despite his clasinvolvement with canon law, according to the entry s.a. 1250 in the Galician

Volynian chronicle, it is none other thanrili who began the negotiations which resulted in the
marriage of Danilobs son to the W Kiilbohst earc toifo ntsh e
here run counter to loann |116s strict injunction
more, thee is no evidence that Kiriparticularly promoted antiatin writing, let alone insisted upon
upholdng itin practice. IfKiril di d move nort hwards as a reaction t
to negotiate with the Pope, he must have been disappointed: Aleksandr Nevskii too was in

communication with the Pope, responding to a papal epistle in a manner sufficiently addial

encouraging to merit a friendly respofi¥éMari Isoaho has also convincingly demonstrated that the

very idea that Kirillwas involved in the composition of tiiale of the Life of Aleksandr Nevskiian

assumption without a great deal of evidendeim#it®® Mor eover , Ki Prhalild 6s own \
has nothing to say about Latins, even though a number of its accusations corChristign,

6 p agan o ¥pimallycalthougretise Serbidtormchaiadoes indeed include astatin articles, it

seens extremely unlikely that Kirill would have acquired the riewmchaiasimply for its few anti

Latin texts.

The conclusion to be drawn here is not Kiaifl was a covert Latin sympathiser, but rather that most
dealings with Latins did not trigger athtatin rhetoric. Rusian ecclesiastics might well have been
aware of and indeed approved of dmdtin polemic without feeling the need to reproduce it at every
possible moment. IndeeKjrill was a political actor as well as a religious one, and had political
dealings with prominent Latins. Constant denunciation of Latins would hardly have been politically

expedient foKirill and his colleagues, whether they firmly believed in Latin sinfgloesot. It was

®Fennell calls Kirill &éa man who had every reason to
We s Jobn.FennellThe Crisis of Medieval Russia, 120304 (London: Longman, 1983), p. 103. See also

Sl ovar 6 kni zhni k ousi: Xl pkrvaia polovina XIV v.ed. Dy DeSy lrikhaichevR(Leningrad:

Nauka, 1987), pp. 2226.

94 PSRL 2, col. 809.

SA. A. Gorskii, o6Dva ¢neudobnykhe AleksandaNevskiiiftariagr af i i A
Rossii: Materialy nauchngrakticheskoi konferentsii 2&8 sentiabria 1995 godad. by V.A. Kuchkin, A.N.
Kirpichnikov, and V. L. Egorov (Novgor od-zapoNemnky or ods ki i
1996), pp. 6475 (pp. 6469).

9 Mari Isoaho,The Image of Aleksandr Nevskiy indival Russia: Warrior and Sailiteiden: Brill, 2006),

pp. 103 23.

“6Pravil o Kiuril a, Pamiathiki edpby A.$. Pavlgwols 83d®ago 6, i n
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not only princes who did not always heed the accusations and prescriptions contained in canon law.
Again, this does not mean that Rusian ecclesiastics did not considea@miolemic to be
significant.Otherwise, why should polemic habeen employed and elaborated upon by Rusian

writers, and integrated into Rusian texts?

There is one exception to the rule that accusations ifLatiti lists tended tbe ignored outside of

lists, epistles androtapokriseigand texts influenced by oraf thesegenres | i ke t he PVLOS

of the teaching Vladimir received on his conversion s.a. 988). Azymes are mentioned and condemned

in two Ealy Rusian texts which are not primarily concerned with the definition and maintenance of
orthodoxy and orthpraxy Dani i | 6s tr avel account and the PVL
that the Latins with whom he travels are anything less than good Christians. However, when he visits

the cave of Melchizedek and describes the bread and wine offered byzdeé&thin the presence of
Abraham, he notes: O0OAnd that was the beginning o
wine, and not azymes®in the PVL too, azymes are the only aspect of Latin difference that is
mentioned outside of the sectonoh di mi r 6s instruction. The compo:
is similar to that of the Orthodox, but that they use azymes, which are not part of Orthodox ttadition.

Why the focus omzymes specifially? On one level, the prominencetbe question ohzyme usds
unsurprising: the Eucharistic bread was the body of Christ, no less, and at the very ceatre of th
liturgy. The debate over the acceptability of azymestivaefore hugely consequential for the
Church However, as éocus of antiLatin polenic, the question of azymes was relatively recent.
Passed over in silence BYotiosin the ninth centurygebate ormazymes had come tbe forein the
events surrounding the Schism of 18%4After the Schism, many Byzangrecclesiastics saw the
problemof azymes as the single weightiest isdivéding the churche¥! There are traces of this
attitude in the ecclesiastical culture of Rus. Nikifor and Id&nariting for Rusian princesoth

make the use of azymes the defining feature of a Latin (alongheittonsumpon of unclean food,

BOGR Ists BT fls! dzOYOIsCi dAf Isdzjte cffOzi stz hedieigunies d3,

Daniila v Sviatuiu Zemliu v nachale Xlbv. ed. by O. A. Bel obrova and others (
Olega Abyshko, 2007), pp. 1102.

% PSRL 1, cols 8687.

100 outh, Greek Eastp. 311.

MlGeorgij Avvakumov, ¢ Di-endKontoeegegedstansd: ZBriTypolagiedel s St r ei t
Kulturkonflikte zwischen dem lateinischen Westen und dem byzantisisgfischen Osten im Mittelalter und

i n der NReligipns untd Bujturgeschichte in Ostmittaeind Sudsteuropa, vol. 2: Kirchenund
Kulturgeschichtsschreibung in Nordesind Ostmitteleuropa: Initiativen, Methoden, Theoried. by Rainer

Bendel (Berlin: Lit, 2006), pp. 19233 (pp. 20708).
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inloan® s ¢ an o ni ¥and it ia possible thas certain of the elevecehtury frescoes of St.
Sophia in Kiev were conceived as a restatement of the Byzantine position on the azym¥&debate.

The prominencefaazymes in Early Rusian writirgeems likely to be, at least in part, a reflection of

the privileging of this issue in the higher echelons of ecclesiastical culture in Byzantium and Rus.
However, this is perhaps not the whole story. In Rusian writing, twosvd s ar e u®ed for 6:
opresnokandoplatki (from Latinoblatum). At least to the composer of the PVL entry for 986, the

second term is apparently more comprehensible: he glopsesnokasoplatki.l® It is the term

derived from Latin and most likgladopted into Slavonic via Poland that seems to him to be the more
natural designation, not the term used in mostlaatin polemic. This suggests that Rusian awareness

of azymes might have derived not from drdiin polemical texts alone, but from theltural

proximity of Rus to the Latin world. After all, the issue of azyme use was both easily comprehensible
(at least on a basic level) and immediately visible to any Rus who might be present at services at Latin
churches. In any case, azymes are th logtin error to be expounded batiside and outside of

lists, epistles and erotapokrisdlis the vast majoritpf cases, polemic expressed in these three genres
appears not to have resonated at atide them.

Polemic and orthodoxy: Credo, rego

As | discussed abovantiLatin polemic tended to circulate within canon law compendia. rble of

canon law was important, but restricted. Canon law texts set out orthodox ideals, thereby contributing
to the definition of orthodoxyyet these ideals wereitteer consistently followed nor consistently
enforced This renders more comprehensible the fact thatLanin polemic was composed and
transmitted yet apparently rarely applied in daily life in Rus. Like canon law in generdlatinti

polemic had tost; this did not mean it had to be widely known or consistently heeded.

What does it mean for artiatin polemic to function as part of the definition of orthodoxy?
Orthodoxy implies a single set of correct beliefs and a single set of correct practiseapparently
trivial errors, then, can possess real significance as a departure from orthodoxy. Many Rusian anti
Latin texts makes this abundantly clear. The PVL states that Latins have deviated Hiahoxyrt

onl y 0,%%ard gehdevotgsimore sgaim them than to any other religious group. Nikifor
repeatedly stresses that the Latins, despite their geographical (and, implicitly, cultural) proximity to

g Kanonicheskie otvetydé, ed. by A.S. Pigwlsdv, cols 3,
3L i d®Ob,r a@dy .Khristab

Wi dzlz YO § e Wintlzes € §ff dzQIsscE JPSRL 1, col . 86.

WSEEE&BB PSRL 1, col. 86.



49

the | and of Rus, have 06di st anateodox anthgostdie | ves fr on
chuc h*8Many ot her epistles also stress Romebds prev
state as the result of deviation from tradition, or combinelain accusations with accounts of the
ecumeni cal council s, si mecéntfal froengnace bryg implicittyh | i ght i ng
comparing Latins to the heretics condemned at the councils. Errors which distance a group from

ecumenical tradition cannot be trivial. A single deviation from orthodoxy leads to heterodoxy.

When it comes to defining drddoxy in the chronicle, it is Latins who matter. The orthodox teaching

Vladimir receives is composed of three elements: the Creed, the rulings of the councils and the
denunciation of the rival teachings of the Latins. Jews and Muslims, who might seemméoeb

obvious targets for polemic, have only walik parts in the Tale of the Choosing of the Faiths s.a.

986; their faiths are quickly dismiss&dPaganism is not condemned at all as a system of beliefs

rather than simply the absence of belief. In thé Rdthodoxy is defined against incorrect belief

rather than | ack of belief. Latinso6 incorrect be
orthodoxy; without them, orthodoxy would lose its meaning.

The entire sect i oonhasthe tendr kesh bf mjoyfubadfirmatiorsof arthodokyi

than of a dire warning against her enepftheThe Cr eecdc
heretics cause you to si HThelCreeadisbheslfigjuedpeimarigaayi ng t
a safeguard against heresy. The accounts of the councils, too, are less about what to believe than about
what not to believe, lessedo( 61 bel negof éd) diohamt bel i eve, Il reje
the antiLatin list which follows. The cataguing of (apparently) minor errors of the sort made by

heretics and Latins allows for the construction of an ever more precise definition of orthodoxy, as the
kernel of belief that is | eft when all iofhoét er odoxX

heresy is thus simultaneously an affirmation of orthodoxy.

In their edited volume on heresy and identity in Late Antiquity, Eduard Iricinschi and Holger M.

Zell entin suggest t hat G&raadsimilarityas diiferenatey turded gi c a | d
religious formations akin to t H%niRusasiwthelLatet o ut t e
Antique world, minor deviations can b&ore troubling than major onesnbsolute Other can be

less threatening than an almbstt-not-quite Other; Latins can pose more of a thrisin pagans,

MuslimsorJewsCer t ai n Rusi an text sredadwseivmirl, ardiot yn oa s sd il

Wen fils rfnts B A telfdts @ o 5o B lpderyON MtE 0@ Pos | anie |l arosl avubé, ed.
153.

107PSRL1, cols84i 86.
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simultaneously dwell on the troubling similarities between Latins and Orthodox. Numerous Rusian

antiLatin texts exemplify this: takéhe PVL, which devotes so much attention to Ladind yet

admits that theyave deviated only slightly from orthodoxy. The Sertkarmchaiacontains a short

extract from a tract by the elevertbntury archbishop Leo oft@id; it includes a denunciation of

those who 6call themselves Christians6é and yet U
which is neither ¥Lea, adingtheotopos®fratyine uselayJewidhort e . 0
Judaizing, considersazymite t o be a worrying hybri d'!Thérsiei t her

is their very hybridity as well as their mendacity: they call themselves Christians, but are not (quite).

In certain Rusian polemical texts, however, the heart of the problemlistiot themselves so much

as their influence on the Orthodox. Towards the end of his tract, Feodosii begins to denounce not only
Latins but even those who maintain that it is po
think that Godisadileb el i ever 26, he i n$%Theuract atackshatonlgtheé nce t
existence of the Latin heresy, but also the existence of Onthkigstians who are themselves
insufficiently orthodox. Nifont oldbeNoivegfodr.o dHe ocoa se
the women who bring their chibédt e d¥Tedtollyr angi an
6dothblelle ef 6 was t ho u-pdgdnsynaetisménfRast buttStella Rdck finds verya n

little evidence for this défition in medieval Slavonic sourcé¥.In this case, it seems likely that the

two 6faiths6é involved are the é6Latindé or &édVar ang
tract!®>Thi s use of -tehlei efed nt o0d didbeurbd tefaitheyseemstobenag b et we e
Slavonic innovation: none of the originally Greek texts which Rock examines in their Slavonic

translations use the term in this waY.

The spectre of a failure to maintain the boundary between the Latin and Orthodox churches (and
between Latins and Orthodox themselves) also motivates the inclusion-ba@mtanswers in the
erotakriseis of Georgii and loanboth metropolitans forbid @xpress concern abowmarriage to
Latins, eating and drinking with Latins, andrshippng dongside Latins. Given their focus on

06 f sHcazfzp BoMdd e .. .] vd 3j fj odst! defopr@éenz® v fls! dzd N
literaturnyj obzor, p. 125.

16 dzad 3 d H s @ jdzj dady HintsfgPiépby,Istoriko-literaturnyj obzor p. 125.

2aRdzd daff s@®tso WsdzOPosl anie o vere |l atinskoido, ed. by P«
o OCr HotoWieydo. Mirik Nokgorodetgpn4d0. Si mono v,

14 stella RockPopularRe | i gi on in Russia: O6Doubl e Be(Abingdod and t he
Routledge, 2007), p. 86.

WRock favours this interpretation, claiming that &t he
Varangianher e i s used t o isiogn PdiyarcRelyompard. Cat hol

116 Rock, Popular Religionp. 61.
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proscribing actions unworthy of the orthodox and on preventing ritual impurity, erotapokriseis are a
particularly suitable venue for the expression of fears about uncleanliness resulting from the practice

of Oddubelfed. Wi thin all three er themoblenkisnotsei s, an
muchLatin corruption itsels the way thdtatins corrupthe Orthodox. Latins are a kind of hybrid

in themselves, neither entirely Christian nor entirelyQlmmistian, but they can also lead the Orthodox

astray into a different kind of hybridity which the sources call dotiiéef.

z

This framework for understanding the significance of-aatin texts in Rus has focused on

interpreting texts and their formah@ conceptual relationships to other texts. The broader, much more
difficult, question of what readers and writers personally madeeoficcusations containedanti

Latin polemic remains to be answered. It evidently matteregdtamic againstatinsexisted in

Rus, for the reasons | have presented above. But this does not prove that any inhabitants of Rus had
strong personal opinions about Latins, or even understood the details of the debate. It is worth
remembering that t heiskhYttArgn, arathesdramatic avdrsighttvlech Cr e e d
no composer or copier of the Laurentian version of the PVL seems to have caught. Somebody
involved in the composition of the PVL thought it worthwhile to include passages on Latins, just as
they includedhe Creed but did they understand the detail of what they were writngvhy it was
important? Perhaps not.

This is not to imply that antiatin polemic was simply mechanically copied in Rus. The above

examples of adaptation of athatin polemicdemonstrate that this was not (always) the case. Rusian
composers did not simply reproduce Byzantine polemical forms and concepts, but engaged with them,
altered them (often in such a way as to reflect the sociocultural context of Rus), and included them i
genres in which ardiatin content was traditionally absent (erotapokriseis). Yet thelatiti

polemic composed and copied by inhabitants of Rus never functioned as a guiddifeodealings

with actual Latins. AntlLatin polemic clearly mattered tsome composers and copyists in & bsit

its significance was more symbolic than intellectual, more structural than pefBoasimple act of
preaching against Latins seems to have been more important than ensuring the people of-Rus (high

ranking ecclesistics included) practised what was preached.

In other words, ardiLatin polemic was significant because it was part of the edifice of orthodoxy on

which the written culture of Rus was founded. The apparently trivial and exaggeratedly censorious
accusato s made against Latins in |ists and epistles
faithdé to orthodoxy. Affirmation of the differer
Orthodox constituted an affirmation of orthodoxy itself. Cdesof the sphere of canon law and texts

concerned with defining orthodoxy, there was simply not the same impetus to portray Latins as

religiously Other. This study will therefore now turn to Latins represented as culturally and religiously
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different, certanly, but not as the deceitful, corrupt yet worryingly familiar heretics of Rusian anti

Latin polemic.
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Chapter Two: ConceptualisingLatins in the Chronicles of Early Rus

In his 2012 book on relations between Early Rus and the Latid viRgimagining Europe: Kievan
Rusd i n t he, Rdffedspeegeradmitsvifmtrttle dhronicles have posed him something of a
problem. Composed and compiled by monks, they reflect (Raffensperger suggests).atimanti

worldview which was not widely sined outside the Rusian church. He continues:

060This problem surfaces in every chapter of t|
schism between the Latin and Orthodox churches, which the monastic authors of the Rusian
chronicles are much moremeerned about than the rulers of Rus seem to be from their

actions. The monks also, | believe, deliberately avoided mention of the West and Western
contacts of Rus 6lLatindeelingh(as seerbirtbeaunereus-adliin a n t i

polemics includedh thePVL), or because of a narrow parochial attitude focused on church
affairs and | ocal Rusian affairs, probably i:

For Raffensperger, t hen, chroniclers and their c
their frustrating retience on contacts between Rus and the Latin world is largely the result of a

deliberate policy of silence on Latins, symptomatic of-aatin feeling.

There is something to be said for this view. It is true that chronicle statements about contacts with
Latins tend to be short and not especially frequent. It is also true that the single explicit statement
about the Latins as a religious group in the chronicles is a virulent condemnation included in perhaps
the most ideologically significant passage in angiBu chronicle, the tale of the conversion of

Vladimir to Christianity. This chapter does not deny any of this. Neither does it aim to minimise the
significance of the (rare) andtiatin passages in the chronicles. It does, howehal|engemany of

the asumptions traditionally made about the chronicles as broadhatiti sources, about their
ideologicallymotivated silence on the subject of Latins, and about the prevalence-batmti

polemic within them The polemic included in the conversion navehas its own significance, as |
argued in the previous chapter, but it should not be used as a prism through which to read the rest of

the chronicles.

Increasingly subtle analyses of chronicle representations of Latins have begun to emerge in the past
few decades. Raffensperger himself notes that although monks tenkisdsiew, to be antiatind
or at least to produce astatin work€d they did not explicitly denounce princes who spent time

among the LatindBoth Selart and Kappeler have questioned auanced the idea, elaborated by

! RaffenspergeriReimagining Europep. 8.
2 RaffenspergeiReimagining Europep. 169.
3 RaffenspergeiReimagining Europep. 8.
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Noonan in an article from 197%hat antiLatin hostility was the norm in chronicles from an early
date® In both cases, however, this is onlgnanor componenof a much broader argument; neither
treasthe question igreat detailFloria and Plokhy have also contributed a number of counter
examples to the prevailing assumption that chronicles tended to portray Latins negatively, in which
Latins are accepted &dlow Christians or praised as good men rather than deeduss schismatics

or pagans.

This chapter takes a critical stance on both the majority position (that chronicles tended to be anti

Latin) and the minority view (thatatin difference is largely overlooked in the chronicles). The first

half of thischapter assesses the evidence behind some of the scholarly claims that have been made

about Latins in the chronicles; the second half moves beyond binary statements about the chronicles

as | ardalty n®awotri o, oi nv e st itgriaat maniglatorhofteeni cl er sdé r
ambiguous religious and political status of Latins.

The chronicles of Early Rus

The chronicles of Early Rus are the product of compilation. They unite passages of text composed

over centuries in various regions of Rus and Byimam They include extremely diverse types of text,

from short annalistic records to extended tales, from hagiography to trade treaties. Small wonder,

then, that chronicles are not ideologically consistent in every respect, just as they are not Btylistical
consistent or consistent in thentent they include.d®ne chronicles aradmittedlymore consistent

than others. The Novgorod First chronicle, for instance, contains mostly relatively short entries

composed in Novgorod, while the Kiev chronicle corgainmerous lengthy entries which

amal gamate brief records, tales and ot her mat er i
form of compilation can produce seemingly odd results: Andrei Bogoliubskii is arrogant and

overbearing in 1174, but a vidhus martyred prince the very next yéiet despite the great diversity

and occasional i ncoherence of chronicl es, t her e
patterns of representation, patterns of lexical usage, topoi. That chronicles @veays

ideologically consistent makes the existence of such patterns particularly significant.

Of course, portrayals of Latins can also differ substantially from one chronicle (or part of a chronicle)

to the next. The geographical provenance of a chienicpartchronicle isone of the principal

4Noonand Me di ev al Russi abd

5SelartLivonia,pp. 2122 ; Kappeler, OEthni3%che Abgrenzungdo, pp. 1
8 Floria, U istokoy pp. 13031, 199 207; Plokhy,The Origins p. 63.

"PSRL 2, cols 565.
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factorsinfluencingits representations of LatinasChapter Five will demonstrat€he northeast of

Rus (VladimirSuzdal) lay almost a thousand miles from the soeht of Rus (Galiciv/olynia) as
thecrowf i e s, and this shows. It shows not so much i
Latins, but in their frequencyheVladimir-Suzdal chronicle has next to nothing to say abotiha
whereas th&alicianVolynian chronicle discusses Latins ast more frequently than other ®u

There is no need to assume that the north was therefore more hostile to Latins than the south: the
southwestof Rus was simply closer to the Latin world than the neght, making political exchange
more viable and merlikely. In the same way, southern Rusian chronicles have little to say about the
Volga Bulgars, while the VladimiBuzdal chronicle mentions them quite frequently. This is surely the
result of a lesser degree of familiarity with the Volga Bulgars irstheeh of Rus, rather than the
conseqguence of a deliberate southexlicg of contemptuous silence abdhbevery existence of the
Volga BulgarsIn what follows, | pay more attention to chronicles which have more to say about

Latins, a bia which | will carect in Chapter Five

The Laurentia, Hypatian and Novgorod Firsheonicles

This chapter analyses three chronicles of Early Rus, the Laurentian, Hypatian and Novgorod First
chronicles Scholars conventionally divide each of these three chroniclesaintor three smaller
chronicles, often representing chronigléting from a particular time and place. The Laurentian,
Hypatian and Novgorod First chronicles all begin with an account of Christian history from the
creation of the world, followed by an@munt of the earliest history of Rus and its first rulers. All
come to some sort of end in the late thirteenth or early fourteenth century. All have the same
chronological structure, with entries organised under yeadihgs. They ughe same language,
although with some regional linguistic variation, and share numerous topoi. They also occasionally

share whole entries, with the same entry appearing in multiple chronicles.

The Laurentian chronicle takes its name from the Laurentian codex of 1377. Tkatlaauchronicle
consists of two chronicles, the PVL and the VladiBirzdal chronicle. The PVL is a piece of early
Kievan chroniclewriting, also found in the Hypatian codex aratious other manuscripts.rilates

the early history of Rus in the conteftChristian history, covering its creation, its first rulers, its
conversion to Christianity and the events of the century after the conversion. It contains a particular
variety of types of text, including numerous long narratives about episodes arltbstéistory of

Rus. The VladimiSuzdal chronicle begins s.a. 1111, where the PVL leaves off, and continues to

1305. Its conventional title is something of a misnomer. In the first half of the twelfth century, its

8PSRL1;PSRL2Novgorodskaia pervaia | et gedibyAN.8dsanovs hego i ml
Polnoesobranie russkikh letopisei, 3 (Moscow: Akademiia hauk SSSR, 1950), henceforth PSRL 3.
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focus is not on the region of Vladiru z d a | but on Kiev.-Rusn armmd s peri
chronicle, incorporating material from various areas of Rus. In the later twelfth century, its focus

switches to the northast of Rus.

The oldest manuscript of the Hypatian chronicle dates to. I#&5Hypatian chronicle incorporates

three chronicles: the PVL, in a version slightly
Kiev chronicle; and the Galiciaviolynian chronicle. The Hypatian version of the PVL continues to

1117, where the ke chronicle begins. The Kiev chronicle is an expansivRiadlian chronicle

which continues to 1199. Its continuation, the Galidiahynian chronicle, is a piece of regional

historiography focusing on souttestern Rus from 1200 to 1299. It has the a@ggton of having

started life not as a chronicle, maintained annalistically with entries for each year, but as a history, a
continuous piece of historiography without year headings. The chronological framework it possesses

in the Hypatian chronicle (but him all its manuscript exemplars) was added lates style is

colourful, with unusually elaborate synt#x.

The final chronicle | consider, the Novgorod First chronicle, exists in two versions, the Older and the
Younger. The Older version comes thalt in the 1330s, and is the version to which | will principally
refer. It is extant in only one manuscript, the oldest manuscript of any Rusian chronicle, dating partly
to c. 1234 and partly to c. 1330, with some sporadic additions for the 1340s asd'1350

Unfortunately, this manuscript is missing a number of folia, so that it begins only with the entry for
1016 and is missing the years 127398. It is almost certain that it contained a text very similar to

t he Y oun gstextfovleefore 1066nadP73 12982 and | therefore refer to the Younger

Version for entries within those periods. The Younger Version is extant in numerous manuscripts and
continues into the fifteenth century. As the Older Version mostly likely did, the Younger version
begins vith an account of Christian history and the-pigtory of Rus. This account is not identical to
the PVLOS account, although it covers much of t&h
related piece of early Kievan historiography with Novgorodidditions!® Both versions of the

Al exei P. Tolochko, O0Pr oi skhozhdevoiley nkshkrooi n ol I ect goipii slipda,
Palaeoslavical3 (2005), 81108 (p. 81).

D, Tschi §eidek Galizischd @ luynn iS¢ ¢ h eStidosForscbungerkl? (1953), 70109.

UT. V. Gimon, OPripiski na dopolnitel dnykh Normasit akh v S
i stochnika sudéby: Sborni k s tkevdi(®ascow: Indrik, 2301),(pp. EB0e ny Al ek
(p- 54).

A, A. Gippius, 6K istoriio, p. 54.

1B The problem of the soallednachalnyisvod 6 1 ni t i al Compilation6), a Kievan
Shakhmatov believed to be reflected in the Novgorod First aflepmemains contentious, as does the

relationship between the PVL and the early sections of the Novgorod First chronicle. For a clear discussion of
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Novgorod First chronicle are based on the archiepiscopal chronicle of Novgorod, which was

maintained as annals by Novgorodian cletcs.

The Laurentian, Hypatian and Novgorod First chronicles might be thdubash chroniocks of Early

Rus, but they are not the only chronicles of Early Rus. Many Rusian and Muscovite chronicles
contain entries about the period this thesis coversFirseand SeconBskov chronicles, for

instance, contain original Pskovian entries on eveniBskov from 1238, according to A.N.

NasonoWt® My reasons for not including the Pskov chronicles and other chronicles with entries on
Early Rus are twofold. Firstly, there is a great deal of material in the Laurentian, Hypatian and
Novgorod First chronickealone; including all chronicles with entries on Early Rus would be almost
unworkable. Secondly, there is the problem of later editing. One cannot be sure even that the Early
Rusian chronicles which | do consider in this chapter have not undergone depedatsions which
considerably altered their original content. Thea
First chronicle has demonstrated that this is very unlikely to be the case, at least for the Novgorod
First chronicle between the twelfémd fourteenth centurié$The Laurentian and Hypatian

chronicles still await similar studies, but the sheer heterogeneity of their content and style suggests
that they were not subject to thorougbing rewriting with the aim of rendering them formally o
ideologically uniform. The=irst and SeconBskov chronicles, however, were evidently heavily
redacted at a date later than 1330, the end point for #8isthboth begin with a synopsis

noteworthy events and characters of Early Rusian and Pskastanyhincluding parts of the early

mid fourteentkhcenturyTale of Dovmont’

The Laurentian, Hypatian and Novgorod First chronicles are the closest we can get to the chronicle

writing of Early Rus, but we cannot be sure quite how close this is. Howexegmassume that

the role of early Kievan historiography in the formation of the Novgorod First chronicle, see A.A. GippibiK
istoriid; on the debate about the |inks between the F
Gi ppi us, 6ReconstrBovesgot he A Contibgtiprktdthel DebbdeRiudsian
Linguistics 38 (2014), 34066, inwhich Gi ppi us argues that the text of the
protograph which is more ancient than the archetype o
references on the evolution of the debate.

YA, A. Gippi us, noévioroskoga viadytheogo letopisakii@dXll V v Weliki Novgorod

v istorii srednevekovoi Evropy: k40e t i i u Val ent i n a(Mtseow:Resskie 8lavarij1899)a | ani n a
pp. 345 64.

15 pskovskie letopisied. by A.N. Nasonov, Polnoe sobranieskilh letopisei, 5, 2 vols (Moscow: lazyki

russkoi kul 6tury, 2000), Il 37. Henceforth PSRL 5a an
A, A. Gippius, 6K kbth.arakteristikedo, pp. 351

" PSRL 5b, pp. 1618; for the dating of th&ale, see V.l. OkhotnikovlRovest 6 o Dovmbnt e: I ss|

teksty(Leningrad: Nauka, 1985), pp. 456.
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most of the entries in Early Rusian chronicles were composed not long after the events they discuss,

even if potentially redacted at a later date. In this study, | therefore assume that an entry for, say, the

early thirteenth century wasmposed in or soon after the early thirteenth century, unless there is

reason to believe otherwise. There are some notable exceptions to this general rule. | consider the

PVL to be an early twelftgentury text, most likely with some sections composedrbdhe twelfth

century*® Another exception is th€ale of the Life of Aleksandr Nevskiihich is included (in part)

under the year of Al eks an d%TaeTaledottlzetLifenust havetbhee L a ur e
composed after Ancladedsirachrdnicléssretraspeatitely. a n d

Polemic against Latins?

Raffensperger supports his contention that chronicles and chroniclers tended te_b&rantith the
argument that the PMlatdontpail eami &rswmdkawveysrt emdt iagal
he does not list these supposedly numerous polemical passages, or discuss the polemical content of

ot her chronicles. While the definition of what n
three chronicles this chapter consideratain only three passages which condemn Latins as a

religious group. Two of these are the passages s.a. 986 and 988 discussed in the previous chapter, in
which Vladimir rejects theemtsifrom Rome who introduce him to their form of Christianity, is then
warned that the Latins 6differ slightlyd from Or
introduced t o 2?sThetterd idtkekale of thé Léfe of Aleksardr. Nevskii which

Al eksandr rejects t hwo upnasppaelc iefnveody s taenadc hri enpgeslds otf
the Roman |l and?#® lit. 6Roman parto].

There is a small number of other episodes which treat Latins as a single political and religious unity
under the religious leadership of the Pope, but do not conttemmas such. Chief among these is the
account of the Fourth Crusade in tlievgorod First chronicleknown as th& ale of the Taking of

Constantinople by the FrankThe composer of this account is ada

18 The question of the early history of the PVL is, of course, extremely difficult and contentious. A.A. Gippius,

6Do i posl ed, provides both a persuasi vethetopict ri buti on
19 0nly the first half of thale of the Life of Aleksandr Nevskiiextant in the Laurentian Codex; the folia on

which the second half was written are missing. PSRL 1, cols8477

20 RaffenspergerReimagining Europep. 8.

21pPSRL 1, col84i 87, 112 16.

2& tsto g @fiflsffdz' HSSPSRL 1, col . 478.

2 PSRL 3, pp. 4649.
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Constantinopleii 204 were renegades who o6f ofHetherebyhe ¢ o mm;:
places the blame squarely on the crusaders and not on their nominal political and religious overlords,

t he O0Ts ar 6®Eansde whheer eP, 0o pnemtsiand dll hisland o &r e hen fact | au
Christian martyrs for their part in the Third Crus&t€here are just a couple of other passages which

suggest a political and religious relationship between Latins and the Pope. First is the entry s.a. 1300

in theNovgorod First bronicle in which Swedes attack Novgorod,
Rome, f r o AllfthéehPepe Bral pieflock are condemned at all here, it is only indirectly, as
associates of the Swedes. Secondly and finally, there is the complex senigesfie the Galician

Vol ynian chronicle which describe Danilo of Gali
which his Polish allies bring to bear on him to accept coronation. | consider this section in depth later

in the chapter.

Beyond theséew condemnatory or acclamatory mentions, references to Latins as a single religious

and political group are few and far between. Me r
more common than redmst entTesmsvedbatt nps®t or &da L a
their derivativesl@tina, latinin, etc.) appear dnfivet i mes i n t he three chronic
(latina) occurs s.a. 1174 in the Kiev chronicle and 1175 in the Vladduidal chronicle, when
Iziaslavimposesapunt i ve tax on o6all of Kiev, the hegumens
Latins and the hermitages &bd atldti@npoocursthieeant s and
times: once in the account of VI aapilalintedtlngss onver s
once s. a. 1175 in the Kiev chronicl e, when 6a La
might marvel at its splendid architecture; and once iTtie of the Taking of Constantinoplghen

Baldwin, Count of Flanders,descr i bed®as 6éa Latino.

Nemtsiand its derivatives appeanore often, although it is frequently unclear whether these terms
possess religious connotations. Most ofteemtsiappears to be simply a geopolitical designation, as
in the entry for 1285 in th&alicianVolynian chronicle, which notes that floods damaged 111 stone
churches in the territory of theemtsi*® There are just a few entries in whisemtsirefers explicitly

to a religious group as well as a group defined by political belonging andagbazal location: the

%oyj MO j &z O df @ § dzO P3PRAB.

25 Seepp. 107 109

®oymte’ ¢ dfisCo M v dBRLE, col Goelsdzj ¥ 0 .

6L o) dzd ¢ s¢ s PERLGBEIIsIs f OFf r 6.

®ofsftesH O ol delzdsjfiasyj tdz' yd. d uj tededyd) cftsAdsd dzlz.d b MWDk
s dz. BSRL 1, col. 367; PSRL 2, col. 579.

2PSRL 1, col. 114; PSRL 2, col. 591; PSRL 3, p. 49.

V@) Wdsyd 5§ P2ScRIL896.
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PVL entry fremts{i9%86 ,sevhhee nPpéped presentithePvei r faith
entry for 1075, wheambassadors from tlmemtsicondemn Sviatoslav with references to Scripture
for vaunting his earthly wealtf;and perhaps the account of the Third Crusade, which praises the
nemtsi Tsard and his | an#®# for their Christian valou

Unspeakable Latins?

I will return to many of these passages. They provide important testimonies to a Rusian conception of

the Latin world as a religious entity as well as a geopolitical one. For now, however, what is

significant is that such passages are few and far between. Chronicles simply do not have a great deal

to say about Latin Christianity or about Latins as Christians. Sonadass go further than this,

arguing that the chronicles are largely silent not only on the topic of Latin Christendom as a religious

entity, but abouall contacts and links between Rus and the various ethnic and political units of the

Latin world. Accordng to this view, marriages, political diplomacy and religious exchange between

Rus and its Latin neighbours all tend to be passed over in silence because they contradict the anti
Latin prescriptions cont ai ne dnwordthasdbecome | aw. Rus &

unspeakble

Two exponents of this view are Stokl and, more recently, Raffensperger. Stokl argues that Rusian
chronicles deliberately conceal relations with Latins, particularly in the tenth and eleventh centuries.
Asfarasheisconcede O6anyone interested in Old Russian r
to simply recording t hé& Tdsappdrthi®daimdSsokl naes thadlbaen c o n c e
Il had condemned marriages between Rus and Latins, and implies thatdhreni s 6 r esponse t
obvious disjunction between theory and practice was silence. Raffensperger resurrects this idea in his

work to explain why the chronicles remain stubbornly silent on questions of interest to him. In a

formul ati on dieminlodare st: 0 69th%k Imosn,k s al s o, | bel i ev
the West and Western contacts of Ruslatnd Raf f ensryg
feelingd, exemplified in édmany pol emwpaséhial or as

atti®tuded.

31 See n50, p.14.

32PSRL 1, cols 19899.

33PSRL 2, col. 667.

¥6]...]1] wem es um die altrussischen Vorstellungen von
absichtlichen VerschibasBilgpis registrieren.d St°okl,

35 RaffenspergeiReimagining Europep. 8.
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Rusian textsd silence on apparently awkward i ssu
trope among scholars of Rus. Raffenspergero6s anoa
on questions of contact withatins recalls an argument first made by Charles Halperin. Halperin
suggested that chronicles testify to an o0ideol og
di scussing the political ties and cullogyaofal exchesea
silenceb6 is a o6resolution of the tension betweer
the conflict betwee theoretical hatred and praétcm g t ol er ancedé empl oyed i n n
frontier societie$® Commenting on and critidisng Hal peri nds wor k, Donal d C
what we oBerve in representations of R¥ongol relations is less an ideology than a-hidwn
conspiracy of silenc€.St ° k1 6 s and Raffenspergerdéds argument s
deliberateand conscious avoidance of mention&kaf Latin contacts as a means of tackling (or not)

the gap between artiatin theory and everyday practice. When faced with delicate issues concerning
religious belief and practice, these scholars suggest, chrordel@rsvith Mongols and Latins in the

same way: by avoiding the issues altogether.

But just how silent are the chronicleBffe chronicles of Early Rus as a whole might not be

consistently forthcoming about political contacts between Rus and Latin Christelmglioif their aim

was to avoid all mention of Latins, their success was patchy at best: Appendix Three lists hundreds of
chronicle references to Latins. Both Stokl and Raffensperger singheaotibgeto Latins & one of

the topics which chroniclers aidb Yet, as Appendix Three demstrates, there are at least fifteen

records of marriages between Rus and Latins in the chronicles of Early Rus, making up around a fifth

of the total number of recorded marriages. This is indeed a smaller fraction thaimgbhexpect:

Raffensperger has established that, of 52 known Rusian marriages between the late tenth and early

twelfth century, 40 were to Latif& However, this finding does suggest that chronicle mentions of

Rug Latin marriages were neither exceptionaln t aboo. What 6s more, when ¢
Rug Latin marriages, their reports use the same topoi and are generally given the same prominence as
reports of marriages to Orthodox Christians, as an entry for 1104 in the PVL neatly demonstrates:
6Voamwmas daughter was |l ed to Constantino'mfe to [n
July. In the same year, Peredslava, the daughter of Sviatopolk, was led to the Hungarians to [marry]

%Charles J. Halperin, &éThe I deology of Silence: Preju
Comparative Studies in Society and Hist&§ (1984), 44066 (p. 443).

37 Donald OstrowskiMuscovy and the Mongols: Cre&uiltural Influences onhte Steppe Frontier, 1304589

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), p. 146.

38 RaffenspergeiReimagining Europep. 71.
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the prince, onthe 2 f A u*YThesetis.ndhintthat hr oni cl er s are having to

in order to reporRus Latin marriages?

Familial and diplomatic links between Rus and Latins too are quite frequently discussed in the

chronicles. Th&iev chronicles.a. 1149 reports that Iziaslav Mstislavich sent messengers to plead for

aid from his relatives by marriage among the Hungarians, the Poles and the*‘€rechsthe
chronicler makes no attempt whatsoegwtheltatthm hi de t
world. The topos of the defeated or threatened prince turning to Latin allies for aid is also very

common. The VladimiSuzdal chronicle entry for 1119 provides a typical example, noting simply

t hat 0 | Sviatopsldhiahvledtfrem Voldimer t o t H/An 1®bdntey$rém the Kiev
chronicle descri bes how anemtsdoifia mwhighhdreceivesaaad ks t he
relative of Vsevol od 0Bi gneitei%hed the T&qr diseovered that ] t o t
hewas the nephew of Grand Prince Vsevolod of Suzdal, he received him with love and great

h o n d*™WNeithed the fact that Rusian princes had dealings with the Holy Roman Emperor nor the

fact that the chronicler recorded this should surprise us.

Not all chroricles are equally forthcoming about marriage and diplomacy with Latins. From the

twelfth century, chronicles which focus on events in the south of Rus report dynastic and political

contacts with the Latin world much more often than chronicles which coatepn the north of Rus.

For instance, there are no reports of marriages to Latins in the taelfthry entries in the Viadimir

Suzdal chronicle, but seven such reports in the Kneenicle. (The PVL contains three mentions of

marriages between Chriati Rus andlatins, but it is much less forthcoming about marriages in

general than later chronicle3.his fact is not consistent with the assumption of a\Ride

6i deol ogical silenced on Latins. Firasgiformy, an i de
across the entirety of Réisyet from thetwelfth century, some regions were far more silent than

others. Secondly, one would expect it to be observed more strictly as relations between the Latin and

¥d jHHEA sdzsH Qg dzj ¢ M d.dftes ¢ sdgfiswyds z dadi.C. B s df'dzWis

9 jH]dg®jHI MdfbPsdy@teL © tstets dzjCode ey 6@Hdz> 6 PSRL 1, col. 280
40 One wonders whether marriage would in fact have been ideologically significant enough to warrant a
6conspiracybo. Marriage was, after &dught Pethapagesdarct i onal ,
also figures here: it was largely women who left Rus for Latin Christendom, not the male princes to whom the
chroniclers devoted most of their attention.

41PSRL 2, col. 384.

2a Wy G s iy dzGudaptfyts dzgfdl us dzts H dadz jr 516 R.3,Rol. 292.

BE s WhWy S.giglhdsz o WiQ g imEB ) Mistcd jidzd S Sdgisizfj o sdzsH Iz

stskyHOd MCs@Es. d diffeddo iy [o j dzdPSRLE2, cal.ig&S! ¢ . O



63

Orthodox churches worsened over time, when ihtfeere is no clear Ruside decrease in mentions

of dealings with Lating?

What s more, the very assumption that chronicler
host of problems in its wake. The chronicles are concerned with a limitgel ohevents, and so omit

a great deal of information of interest to scholars. How are we to decide which of these omissions are
conscious and premeditated, especially as much of what we believe we know about the culture of Rus

is extrapolated from thesery texts which omit so muchfow could the existence of a conspiracy of
silence ever be proved or disproved, save by a c
mentioning Latins? Indeed, what evidemroelld there béo support these conspiracy thesiisave

negative evidence?

Positing deliberate concealment also means making a host of assumptions about the audience for the
chronicles and the process of chronicle composition and compilation. Who needed to have Rusian
contacts with the Latin world coealed from them? Who was insisting that no chronicler mention

Latins, and how would this have been enforced? Raffensperger solves this problem by conjuring up
proByzantine Osupervisors6 wh oBydantisd amdse,dtlebsh at chr o
Raffensper ger 0s-Latiddide? The chphicles themselyes,anrwhich alnditin

polemics are found sidey-side with (far more frequent) discussions of marriages and diplomacy with

the Latins, offer no justification for such suppasits, nor for any single hypothetical chronicle

6policyd towards Latins.

Latins as pagans?

The chronicles might not be silent on the topic of the Latin world, but neither do they have a great

deal to say about Latiren masseAs for individual Latins, bronicles rarely suggest thiieyare

defined by their religion. When Mstislavds inebr
|l osing catastrophically to Volodi merko6s* men in
When the Polekill Roman of Galich in battle in 1205, the chroniclealas no attempt to brand them

evil heretics’I n t he vast majority of cases, Latinsdé rel

relevant. Most often, a Pole is just a Pole.

44 See Chapters Four and Five for more examples of the relative insignificance of variation over time compared
to geographical variation.

45 RaffenspergerReimagining Europep. 66.

46 PSRL 2, cols 441142; PSRL 1, cols 3336.

4TPSRL 1, col. 425.
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However, this is signi€ant in itself. Other groups of ndRusare defined, at least in part, by their

religion (or lack of it). The Cumans, for example, can be simply Curpalmvytsj but in all the Early

Rusian chronicles, they ar e pagngmlowwsf t en dgsdl e e d
C u ma ieztibzhnii polovtsiThe same goes for the Mongols, the Lithuanians, and other less
prominent groups such as the Berendei, al | of wh
Laurentian version ofthe PVL aloe , t h e tpegamyjisduged 3P dimeB.Six occurrences

refer to the Rus themselves before the conversion in 988. The remaining 24 refeCturistan

groups, most often Cumans. In his article ovgdiod and the Baltic from 1100 1350, Nooan

argues thatthe Ger mans 6 ( hnestsjt rtaonos Iweetrieo nd paafgansd i n Orth

060The fact that pagans aOrtdodoR edrldhnoaly éxgplasn whyedhe o n g e d
Novgorod and Pskov chroniclers use the same adjectivéisef@umans, Mongols,

Lithuanians, and Ger mans. Al l *f our are refer:i

He goes on to advocate making the assumption tha
fundamental distinction between their Orthodox society and thheafdrOr t hod o West . 6

Noonanés claims are misleading, but if we admit
that chroniclers calhemtsié p a g ahere Buhdodbtedlya relgious component to the Oflavonic

meaning ofpoganyiInthe PV, t he Rus are 6pagans6é until the co
However, the religious meaning of O6pagandé cannot
Poganyic an al so signify ©&éuncl Questions af Kirkéhemituntragk® , as i
Kirik if he thinks a woman ipogana 6 u nPtWheaa n66s. mor e, even the religi
term is far from cleacut. Generally, the term is applied to groups who are neither Christians, Jews

nor Muslims, yet the Muslim Volga Bulgars ane tilongols after their conversion to Islam are also
sometimes called 6pagansé by Early Rusian chroni
c hr oni c | ppgasyils matisated, atieast in part, by a sense of religious (and so also cultural)

differ ence, it is worth keeping i n clearlyddfined telagibpus d pagan
label Norcould it be paganisd i a religiontbuta marked term denotirgck of religian,

employedby nonrpagandor rhetorical effect.

It is therefore all the more striking that, in t

and only rarely 6godlessé. The chronicles cont ai

“®Asasealc for the | emma §tcOdz d i n ltpse/nestor.uitmetréesddyd ver si c
[accesse®7/02/18 demonstrates.
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6godl es s &ievchranileentry fot 10482 which describes how a group of Rarsprinces

join together with O6godl ess Pol evslyniaracgraeniclea,st Vs evo
where it is Galici &WPagpans WwWohweare ,0gsdhnheved. U:
theconveran) or for Latins. All but one of Noonanos
chronicles of Pskov, with the final example taken from the Novgorod Fourth and Sofia First
chronicles, bot hRUaitamd Nadvgated abavic @an57)dvaile the

Pskov chronicles do include some older chronicle material, they are less reliable withesses to earlier
traditions of chroniclevriting. TheNovgorod First chronicleon the other hand, does not seem to

have been repeatedly redacted and is extant in an early manuscript. It reports on many of the same
events as Noonands exampl es fr om nenasip@tagpnistt r oni c | €

as O6pagansbo.

Later Rusian chronickeriting about Latins looks very different. Writing from later than 1330 is

outside of my purview in this thesis, but a brief examination of later changes in chronicle depictions

of Latins should demonstrate thhaete is nothing inevitable about earlier portrayals of Latins. In the

Younger version, the Novgorod First chronicle continues seamlessly on into the fourteenth and

fifteenth centuries, when its representations of Latins begin to change quite dramatisatlytning

point is the migfourteenth century, when Novgorodian chroniclers begin to speak of the faith of the

Latins as a different faith to that of the Rus. When Magnus of Sweden invades/astéinin Rus in

t he Younger Novgor ofar 1388, hesattemptsit riommp ocsl ee 6éshniten torwn f a
Izhera>* Not only has the Latin faith become distinct from the Orthodox faith, it is now the object of

overt hostility: in 1349, the king of Krakow introducesthé at i n | i t ur dgnoRusianat e f ul

lands®®

By the early fifteenth century, it has become possible for Novgorodian chroniclers to routinely speak

of Latins as Opagansd. I n the Younger Novgorod F
af forded di vi nennanitsii® Ghapten Threetconsiders thie rhetodcal shift as a

development presaged by the halgiographicalTalesof Aleksandr Nevsikand Dovmont of Pskov;

Chapter Four interprets it in the context of a broader literary (and perhaps historical) shift in attitudes
towards Latins in the fourteenth century. For now, it is important simply to recognise that these later
developments in cbnicle rhetoric about Latins are quite foreign to the period on which this thesis

focuses. Certain isolated passages may call the purity of the Latin faith into question, but chroniclers

$2PSRL 2, col. 314.
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do not claim that this faith is fundamentally different fromtheinov The ter m O6paganb i

in Early Rusian chronicles, but never applied to Latins.

Explicit references to Latins @&hristians on the other hand, are numerous, particularly in the

southern chronicles. Vasilko encourages Danilo of Galicia to rhigrson to the daughter of the
Hungarian king Bel a |V 0 b%teeRalishandkungafiaBallleh | V] i s
Iziaslav Mstislavich attempt to reconcile Iziaslav Mstislavich lamiid Dolgorukii by appealig to the

faith they all shareas wellastot hei r kinship ties: O6We are al/l Chr
br ot h e%Elsewhede, chroniclers rhetorically align Latins not with pagans, but with Christian

Rus. The Novgorod First chronicle s.a. 1237 reports on an alliance betw@emtisethe Rus and

the Chud. While it does not explicitly call themtsiChristians, it does refer to their common enemy,

the Lithuanians, as 06godless paganso, newmtst h t he i
and Chud is a Christian one.

Indeed, Latins can be not simply raakdfile Christians, but saints, martyrs and wise men. Under the

year 1207, the Galiciavolynian chronicle records that the niece of the late Holy Roman Emperor is

a pious woman who sezd God and whom the people nowiéee to be a sair?f The Kiev chronicle

s.a. 1190 likens the crusaders of the Third Crusade to the holy martyrs, explaining that those of them

who die in this Christian campaign again®%t the 6
Finally, in the PVL s.a. 107%iemtsia mbas sador s arrive at Sviatosl avb
flaunts his great wealth. Unimpressed, the Christian ambassadors rebuke him, tedlin m, 6Thi s
counts for nothing; t j ust | PL&he chtohicter evidentlgdgeeasdwithdtheir assessment,

concluding this episode with a reference to Hezekiah, who boasted of his riches and was left with

not hing, and adding that Sviatoslavds riches tooc

Manipulating Latin similarity and d ifference

Latin religious anbiguity

Chroniclers might acknowledge Latins to be Christians, but this need not prevent them from
portraying the Christian faith of the Latins as subtly (or not so subtly) different from their own faith.
Chroniclers can perfectly well erhasise religious similarity without denying that there are
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differences between the faith of the Rus and that of the Latins, or emphasise difference without

denying similarity. Unfortunately, chronicles are not forthcoming about the precise nature of either

the affinities or the disparities between the faith(s) of the Rus and their Latin neighbours. Still, an
analysisot hr oni cl er sd6 careful bal efthese affigitie;samdd occasi on
disparities should help us move beyond oversimplistcatterisations of the chronicles as amiti

pro-Latin.

The Novgorod First chronicle provides a curious
Latin similarity and difference. Three times, the chronicle incorporates similar reports offiagela

to Novgorodian churches. These reports are all in the same format, desptedparated by many
decade§’The entry for 1152 is the first to use the |
ninth, a VaPimgiamt cihees cho® 1275 (6Seven wooden
stone churches, and a fifth, a church ofrtbentsd®¥and 1311 (6Si x stone [é] ¢
down and aseventh\dar a n g i a%follovhsuitr aitHowgh in 1275 the church is stidelong

to thenemtsiand not to the Varangians.

TheOldS| avoni¢c term used for 6churchd can vary dep
churchds congregation. By the fifteenlumextentury,
Florencemakes an entirely consistent distinction between an Orthtsgokovand a Latin

bozhnits#® The Early Rusian chronicles are not so consistent: as | will disc@sajoter Fivethere

are examples of chronicle references to Latin churches asseolovand bozhnitse” What is

interesting here is that the chronicler (or the original composer of the reports on damage to churches)
chooses neither of these terms. Instead, he compromises, referring to the chusehnkastzut

simultaneously insistingonitsi f f er ence as a 6Varangiandé church.

in the list oftserkvi and distinguishes it from the other items on the list.

A weightier example of chroniclersd careful bal s

by theGalicianVol yni an chronicleds entry on Danilo of G

62 A fact which is interesting in itselfvere separate records kept of the state of Novgorodian buildings or the
money spent repairing them, some of which were then incorporated into the chronicle, topoi and all?
BoyjteCodd fW cls@igw BSRISO . 0
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the year 12558 For some, this passage constitutes a surprising departure from chronicle tradition: the
chronicler is quite happy to discuss the political andji@lis alliance between Danilo and the Pope,

while the roughly contemporaneous hagio ogr apher of Al eksandr Nevski.i
to even begin to discuss the possibility of cooperafitemfact, the episode is certainly more

ambiguous than th assessment would suggest.

Danilo does not take the decision to accept a crown from the Pope lightly. He rejects the offer once.

Even when promised military aid, he entertains the possibility of rejecting it a second time. Only after

a great deal of psuasion from his mother and the Poles, and after acquiring a promise of papal
support against the Mongols, does he agree to ac
coronation equally seriously as an event with both religious and political ramifisaHe explains

that I nnocent |V 6would condemn t“amdsvantedtho sl ande
convene a council to discuss orthodoxy #relunification of the Church thereby casting Innocent

as a defender of the orthodox faith. Aftesder i bi ng how Danil o received a
the Pope, and from 6God, the chur @hegaesontohe hol y
consistently refer to Danilo&®rol, o6 ki ngdé, rather t hlknaz emmptogced t |
Danil obés coronation thus has |l asting political S
Christian unity.

Yet the chroniclerds portrayal of the Pope and t
crown is highly equivocal. On thene hand, the Pope is a powerful Christian ally against pagans. He

is part of the ecumenical O6church of the holy ap
both supportecclesiasticaluntp nd def ends t he O6or t hposkiblkobj&t eek 6 f
to Danilo receiving a crown from him? On the other hand, the chronicler makes it quite clear that

thereisan 6orthodox Greek6 faith and ertsipefectlytavage Pope i
that the @urch stands in need ofifination and that not all Christians are Christians in the same way.

I n the chroni cl e ra®€burclaancnuultiptetbranches of theeChurch, whiah halve

diverged significantly enough that they are now in need of reunification.

Eventually,political considerations seem to trump religious ones. Once the Pope has agreed to

provide aid against the Mongols on the conditi on

58 PSRL 2, cols 82127.
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an offer Danilo cannot really refuse. The chronicler is aware of tkevand religious implications of

an alliance between an O0orthodox Greekd prince &
manages to allay these difficulties by casting L
the tantalising possility of the unification of the Gurch, which the Pope is said to desire. This is an

interesting move. The chronicler does not simply insist that the Pope is a perfectly good Christian,

turning a blind eye to Latin difference. He recognises the ambiguatus sif Latins, and represents

Danilo and the Pope as wishing to overcome their differences in the service of Christi@n unity
although his insistence that the Pope supported

chronicl er 6 s wratyvwwildlook ratHer likeumiviersat GrezknOrthodoxy.

In the chronicles, invoking current or potential Christian unity is generally a rhetorical manoeuvre
intended to add weight to political decersions. T
had already portrayed Danilo as adopting the trope of Christian unity to whip up support for a military
campaign: his cry of &é&dNow is the ®dastseRufandd Chr i st
Poles as natural allies against their sharedtielous enemy, the O0paganso. Ho\
note that just three years | ater, Danil obds insis
ears: the Poles inform him that they will fight alongside him against the pagans onlgithas a

crown from the Pope, an implicit challenge to the concept of a single Christian identity shared by

Poles and Ru¥.Declarations of either Christian unity or confessional difference are not neutral

descriptors. Rather, chronicle protagonists wikkin as political tools.

It is the very fact that the status @fedatdwomnlIChr
slightly differentoasrtometdempos dodox e tthal e o
it)”® that allows for he many and varied depictions of Latin in the chronicles: as brother Christians, as
Christians but not quite Orthodox Christians, as deluded followers of the Pope, and even as

descendants of the immoral schism&@ter the Stammereihen a chronicler wires to defend a

military alliance between Rus and Latins, Latins can be brothers and fellow Christians; when a
chronicler wishes to explain what it means for F

Latins can be ignorant innovators who haukefeaway from the true orthodox faith.

The difference between representations of Latins in canon law and chronicles, then, is not that Latins
are heretics in canon law but simply Christians in chronicles. In both canon law and chronicles, Latins

represensomething of a grey area: as | mentioned in Chapter One, Leo of Ohrid compared Latins to a

B o] RIS d idse @ s QdPWW SRL 2, col . 815.
74 PSRL 2, col. 827.
>See n41, p.33.
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l ynxdés coat, 60t he fur of wHHowdver,iwbereaseanondaevr bl ac k
portrays the ambiguous nature of Latins as a threat, chronintksoti@ccept and manipulate this

ambiguity, often emphasising either similarity or (rarely) difference according to the political situation

they are recording. Latin religious indeterminacy is repellent in canon law, but generally not in

chronicles, wheréhis same indeterminacy allows for great flexibility in portrayals of Latins.

Ethnic and politicaldifference

This chapter has so far focused on chronicle depictioradigfous similarity and difference between

Rus and Latins, highlighting the variadfrhetorical possibilities permitted by the indeterminate

status of Latins as Christians, but not quite the same Christians as the Rus. In some respects, this
approach involves reading against the grain of the chronicles, which are resolutely uninterested

guestions of doctrinal difference between Rus and Latins: the very notion that Latirspécifie
6teachingsd appdanvd adnimy ribs tclhevtealsé on and t he
of theTale of the Life of Aleksandr NevsRfiet chronicles do in fact address the question of how the
Latins are different from the Rus. There is no ¢
those who believe in the prevalence of -Amtiin religious hostilityin Rus, their answers have litthe

nothing to do with religion.

Rather, chroniclers tend to reach for ideas of political identity and dynastic belonging when they wish

to emphasise the division between Latins and Rus. One particular statement of Rusian separateness

from the Latin worlds common enough, at least in the Kiev chronicle, that it constitutes a topos. It

occurs in two slightly different forms with similar content, and is always put in the mouths of Rusian

princes. The entries for 1150 in both the Vladiirzdal and the Kieghronicles contain the first

for m, empl oyed by | ziaslav Mstislavich, who wish
Hungary or Poland [lit. o6éwith the HuUMngheKiégvans or
chronicl ebs atoslav\sevblamavichl ahghydthat laBoglav Iziaslavich has taken the

Kievan throndor himself r ebukes hi m u dliam| geitherraldungaramn rmomPble;f or m:
rather, we argrandchildrero f t h e s a mé& largsiaa\rsevblalavicheand¢h®lgovichi of

Chernigov use the samerpke when negotiatingith thar erstwhile enemies, theostislavichjin

11957° In each of theseases, princes emphasise their genealogical ties to Rus, simultaneously

6 See n110 p.50.
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acknowledging the close political link&tween Rus, Poland and Hungary and representing Rus as the

dynastc possession of Rusian princes.

These expressions of distinctively Rusian (not Polish, Hungarian, etc.) identity always serve a

political purpose. Rusian princes only rhapsodise aboutdhgiat r i mony é or t heir Ru
when they are hoping to gain land out of it. For example, when Danilo of Galicia and his brother
Vasil ko arrive in Berestia (now Brest, i n Bel ar u
Knights Templar, wh ar e call ed Solomonés [ knigh¥Whén, to ha
it is more expedient to forget about the political and cultural borders of the fatherland, princes are
guite capable of this: a few yresgMdislabMstistavichk Dani | o
had been persuaded to give both Peremyshl and Galich away to a Hungarian, only expressing remorse
about his deal i (ngpemennikt h ia edrfaorleyi gonodrerede tolightanot her
alongside Danilo of Galicianwe moré Borders such as the political border between Rus and Poland

mean very |ittle until they are summoned into si
arsenal.
El sewhere, 6foreignersé are cal |l eRusianprinces.lexi st enc

1189, Sviatoslav Vsevolodovich and Riurik Rostislavichrwers of Kiev, are in conflict over
Sviatoslavds decision to send his son to the Hur
Metropolitan attempts to reconcile them byning their attention to Galicia, which is in political

tur moi | . He tells the princes: 0 L%Here, rhetbricat ei gner s
necessity dictates that Galicia is no longer a frontier land with shifting political allegiantag, bu
inalienable part of a Rusian rulerds O6patri mony?ad
chronicles, boundaries and cultural difference 8

carries more subjective than objectivegin.

When politically expedient, the Latin world might be represented as exterior to the Rusian land and
dynasty; as inhabited by politically and et hnica
as culturally di fghaeddythe Ruswheteriry ford1bZin toermdmirn o t

Suzdal chronicle notes that, unlike the Rusian troops, the Hungarian king would not make war on
Sundays, 06acc o r¥etthgchroniclesprodde little svidenoedf. a significant

confessinalas wel | as political and cultur al di vi de b
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of the Latin world. When Latin difference is at is8uehich it is only rarel@ this difference isnore

political than religious.

Latins as Other: The Tale of theLife of Aleksandr Nevskii

Chronicles allow for many and varied representations of Latins. Yet there is generally a limit to this
representational flexibility. No matter what the context, Latins are not entirely Other, either as a

religious group or as a ltural and political one. However, there is a partial exception even to this

rule: theTale of the Life of Aleksandr NevsHKihis work of hagiebiography depicts Aleksandr as a

brave warrior, a just prince and a saint, drawing on elements of variouofyRasian text, from the
military tale to princely panegyric to hagiograp
nemtsiand his refusal to enter into negotiations with the Pope are the basis for a new form of anti

Latin polemic with littleconnet i on t o the esoteric |ists of Lati.

TheTale of the Lifes found under the year 1263 in the Vladi8uzdal chronicle (Laurentian

codex), but only in part: the folia which originally contained the latter half of éhearemissing®

Neither the GaliciatVolynian chroniclenor theOlder Novgorod First chronicliacludesit, although

the Younger Novgorod First chronicle inserts sections of ties.a.1240, 1242, 1246 and 1251.

The text itself was most likely composed in the 128@sit we do not know for certain when thale

was first included in a chronicle. lu.K. Begunov maintains thai t i sthabtipeTatewas bnly e 6
included in the VladimiSuzdal chronicle in 137y Lavrentii himself’ If this were the cage and
Begunovds argument on the basis o®thenhtheTale ext ual h
could safely be excluded from a discussion of the Early Rusian chronicles. However, as both the date
of conposition of theTaleand the date of its inclusion in chronicles remain hypothetical, | consider
theTalein this chapter, on the grounds thanidyhave found its way into a chronicle as early as the
thirteenth centur{®

Perhaps the most significant polical section of th&ale of the Life of Aleksandr Nevskiithe

passage in which Aleksandr dismisses two cardinals sent by the Pope, telling them that he is in no

84PSRL 1, cols 47781.

85 PSRL 3, pp. 284, 29597, 303 04, 305 07.
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8] u. K. Begunov, O6Kogda Zhitie Al eksandsriaRiéNvelvderk ogo v os
Slaven 16 (1971), 11020 (p. 120).

88 See e.g. M.D. Priselkovstoriia russkogo letopisaniia XXV vv.(Leningrad: Leningradskii gosudarstvennyi

universitet, 1940), pp. 989.



73

need of instruction from them. This passage is not extant in the partial versiorT eletioé the Life

in the Laurentian codex, but there is every reas
explicit refusal to accept RYLpassaghinwhgis\Gadimiriom t he
warned not t o adftbelptins The lerief SummarycohGhristas fistory which

Al eksandr then gives may have no direct textual
Vladimir before his conversion (it is taken from thpisets vskorghe Slavonic translatioof the
ninth-centurychronicon syntomoaf Patriarch NikephorQ¥; but it nevertheless demonstrates that

Aleksandr has assimilated the knowledge of Christian history which Vladimir obtained during his
conversionThere are evident parallels between \aidiand Aleksandr Nevskii as Christian rulers

and defenders of the Orthodox faith.

However, Latin difference inthtalei s not only, or even principally.
affiliation is only one element of a total Otherness, like the Othesmgsstimes attributed to pagan

groups such as the Mongols and the Cumans. Within the chronicles of Early Rus, the Mongols and the
Cumans are two of the principal groups who are represented not only as religiously different but also

as ethnically and politally different: they arenotmipl v Opagans6, dutt Wepagan f
Mongols) and 6godl ess ¥Before thedle of tiselhifaloatnk @re neverh e Cu ma
represented as entirely Other in this way. As | discussed at the beginnirgyatfapier, the concept

of Latin Christendom as a single entity was not entirely foreign to Rusian chronicles, Daletlud

the Lifetakes this concept further, juxtaposing it with ideas of ethnicity, political belonging and

power.

The language of ethritg, and of collective identity and difference more broadly conceived, figures
prominently in theTale of the LifeAccording to Oleksiy P. Tolochko, the polysemantic teanyk

(very broadly, O6tongued or Opeopled) emphasi ses
strong implication of a people being heathen (héamgchnik a  p*argua, mlhdugh the

implications and semantic nuances of the term can of emarry according to context, it generally

suggests both cultural and linguistic differenegykis used repeatedly within tii@le of the Lifd¢o

refer to botmemtsiand RusMost memorably, theemtsiopponents of Aleksandrr y 6L et us

¥6Zhitied, ed. 106yPSBlelgcolniddv, pp. 175

®D. S. Likhachev, 6Galitskaia |iter dODRL M(4%7, 36856 adi t si i a
(pp- 3842).

Noddetstf dzj dBj dz' ded yd § scOdeddo; BSREI, pps7h,@2. v M dz¥ RL BOJ dztso T
20l eksiy P. Tolochko, 6TheoPRéewmasiyt €droBiavsedandEVaAna
Dni eper Region and t hdraBs, Nogthmen, andl Slavd ldentes andl St&t¢ at ed, i n

(@))

Formation in Early Medieval Europe e d . by Il dar H. Garipzanov, kPatrick
(Turnhout: Brepols, 2008), pp. 1688 (p. 171).
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conquer the Slapgeople [azyH !**#lere, the bellicoseemtso ppose t hemsel ves to a
peopled conceived of as a unified, alien entity.
liber ate Pskov o6fr om tbrguwepeapldi &justsas H helpad®avial Hefest thé ot h e r
6f orePAheksandr 6 s bat hemtsiare natisimgly pStywomder sonflets; they

are clashes between fundamentally distinct and mutually opposed cultures.

TheTale oftheLif6 s concemdnisiandof hehRBus as two distinct 0
Talebs portrayal of the Laitcianl [|wahnod seb, a strhacd Riovamasdt eenr eno
Al eksandrés enemy, the Swedish kutngi,s i &a nlkitn ¢ i oy
Romanland | i t 0*®lpearlteddder of t he Teutpavarultomkhei ght s t o
westernland®’”Swedes and Teutonic Knights are thus not

hostile representatives of the same, Talei®ast er nd
single political and cul tur al 6emtnidtey ddmap addd maf
authority of the Pope, who sends his envoys to Aleksandr.

The scale of th@ale of the Lifés vision of two separate and powerful lands pitted against each other

may well be connected to its portrayal of Aleksandr himself as a fulgroiestioned power and

authority, whose rule is likened to the rule of Old Testament monarehg ds | as sAl eksandr o
namesake, Alexander the Great. For instance, the Teutonictknighn dr eas hds i sit to
courts | i kened t o taudiend® with Salomonf AndBdash bexléres that despite

having o6traversed | ands and peolHersandelséwherdhas nev
protagonists in th@ale of the Lifearedescribed as and likenedo t he r ul er se of gr eat
portrayal of the Latinworldasasig | e 061 and & rdRusahd ruled gver Ay varioussa nd r 6
powerful rulers under the aegis of the Pope in Rome imparts a sense of epic scalal® dh¢he

Life, and an Old Testament dignity to Aleksandr. Afteal | , a massed army of OR

6western | andd makes a more formidable foe than

Perhaps surprisingly, despite all this, Latins inTh& of the Lifeare not fundamentallgeligiously
Other. Theonpassage in the tale which deals with reliq
Popedbs envoys, certainly portrays the Latinsd at

not pretend the Latins are entirely different to the Christiafusf Alelsandr tells the envoys that he

BouvCsteddsi wdztso jdg MG roXZ hwi wtri Ceio , decedj. fipjye jBee.gunov, p. 169.
“Uos e detsw L roy.dzd&2hi ti ed6, ed. by Begunov, p. 172.

S dets f dzj dzjodzs' dagghri t i ed6, ed. by Begunov, p. 172.

%o N f szl deifedBdz 6 S Bt dz Yy CASRL, cql. 478 NS s 6 .

T4 WS s fd dzj ddnls ® ® RARY10el.dE77.

Boftetsh j H diils & @BSRLIL, col. 478.
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already knowsverything they could tell him about Christian history, not thay have it entirely

wrong®® He insists on Rus Christian independence from the Latin world, but recognises a degree of
religious similar t y bet ween Latins and Rus. Whatds mor e
nemtsiar e descri bed asobat tnl s medaethessntsisdematgrdm t h e
6 g o d 1°@risssdvorth remembering given that thale of Dovmonta similar but later hagio
biography of a prince of notve st ern Rus, does not hesitate to
L at #rsedale of Dovmontakes théTale of the Life of Aleksandr Nevékis t endency t o
Latins as Other to it®bical conclusion, insisting not only on their political and cultural alterity, but

also on their religious alterity?

Even if its depiction of the Latin faith is not as radical as we might expect given its insistence on Latin
alterity, theTale of the L& of Aleksandr Nevska still a significant departure from previous
chronicle representations of Latins. Yet within the chronicles of Early Rus, it remains an isolated

r

r

anomaly. It has no immediate rhetorical effect on subsequent chronicle entriesrabontpe s 6 bat t |

with nemtsj either in the Novgorod First chronicle or in the Vladi@uzdal chronicle: outside of the

Tale of the Lifenemtsiar e never explicitly depicted as agent

though theTale of the Lifé s  d e pfiLatirts soa cultural and political Other might be, @ Very

little rhetorical influence on chronicheriting until centuries after its composition.

z

The chronicles of Early Rus do not adhere to a sifmgimula when it comes fortrayals of Latins
and their faith. They are too diverse and too complex for that, amalgamating a great variety of types

of text written at different times and in different places. Subsequent chapters will analyse the

influence of time and locationotma oni cl er s6 depictions of Latins

general conclusions can be drawn which go beyond simply noting the evident diversity of
representations. For one thing, we should be wary of assuming a general ideology of silence
preventing choniclers from discussing Latins. Not only does the presumption of imposed chronicle

silence involve some problematic assumptions about censorship and rely entirely on negative

®omdd efmw HBBGXIhIMt baVB Ojekd 6. by Begunov, p. 176.

100This episode is not extant in the Vladiffiuzdal chronicle. The Younger Novgorod First chronicle uses

1

neither the term 6godlessdéd nor the term 6paganbd. Many

6godl ess 6 nemtsjchaveverrincldieg the heesions in the Pskov First and Second chronicles. See
e.g. 0Zhitied, ed. by Begunov, p. 1609.
101QkhotnikovaPov e st 6 oppddl®2nont e

1025ee pp95i 97 for more on hagidiography.
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evidence, the evidence is in fact not all that negative: there are many esxantgles in which

chroniclers do discuss Latins, both as individuals and (less often) as a group.

When chroniclers do bring up Latins, what do they say? What they do not say, even for rhetorical
effect, is that Latins gaesa@aoodor ChengtngnshatCat he
later development, a fact which scholars rarely make t&&wen in theTale of the Life of Aleksandr

Nevskij where Latins are Other for the first time, theiigiousalterity is not absolute: Aleksandr

News K i i di smi sses the Popebs envoys with the mess
him, rot that their faith is entirely corrupft*He i s suspici ous of their oOtes

that Rus and Latins share the same essential undengtaidChristian history.

TheTale of the Life of Aleksandr Nevskiicertainly not alone in implying that Latins are different to

some degree. Latins in the chronicles can fall anywhere on the spectrum from good Christians to

heretical Christians. At ties, Latin difference is noted and condemned. More often, however, it is

either simply not at issue, or else it is played up or down for rhetorical ends. In general, chroniclers

invoke a shared Christian faith when they wish to emphasise the ties betveeendRn d Rus 6s L at |
allies; when they wish to emphasise difference, they tend to assert not the existence of a confessional
boundary, but rather political or ethnic difference. In other words, in the chronicles of Early Rus,

religion more often unites Rusé@hatins than it divides them.

103Noonand Me d i e v a p. 33R;walsosRocaPopular Religionp. 14.
046zZhitied6, ed76. by Begunov, p.
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Chapter Three: Genre and Theme in Early Rusian Depictions of Latins

By this point in the thesis, it should be evident that Rusian writers did not toe a single line when it
came to writing about Latins. €fprescriptive nature of canon law dictated the uncompromising
approach to Latin differenagharacteristic ofnti-Latin polemic, while the voluminous and only

loosely unified chronicles permitted the expression of a range of attitudes to Latins, \eithrdiff
themesand rhetorical priorities allowing for different approaches. However, some representational
constants have emerged. First of all, Latins are never straightforward religious Others in Early Rusian
writing. Evenin antiLatin polenic, when Latirs are construed délsreateningit is because they are

not quite Other enough, not because of their fundamental religious alterity. Secondly, and relatedly,
Latins as seen from Orthodox Rus are an ambiguous cafegatywhile polemicists attack this

ambiguty as a source of impurity, chronicles either ignore it or capitalise upon it, at times praising

Latins as Christians and brothers, at timesdemning them as foreignemsschismatics.

The present chapter builds on these observations, looking at depiofiLatins outside of chronicles

and canon law. | begin by analysing where these other references are found, and what this might tell

us about how genre and theme influence not onlyaéhereof representadns of Latins, but whether
Latinsappear atla | then consider the pressure which specific Early Rusian genres and themes exert

on Early Rusian writersdé approaches to the ambig
chapter therebynakes explicit the question underlying Chapters One and Two: how do the generic

and thematic conventions of Early Rusian writing shape depictions of Latins, leading writers to

choose certain rhetorical possibilities for writing about Latins over others?

Locating Latins

Aside from canon law and chronicles, which other classes of Early Rusian text irefkréaces to
Latins? In fact, only a small number of other extant Early Rusian narrative texts accord Latins so
much as a mentioMwo of thesdextsaretravel narratives: Latins are a frequent presence in the
twelfth-century Holy Land as described by Hegumen Daniil, and Archbishop Antonii of Novgorod
(also known as Dobrynia ladreikovich) mentions Latin liturgical customs in his account of his time in
Constantinople. Two are hagiebiographies: Latins are the principal enemies of Aleksandr Nevskii
and Dovmont of Pskov in thEale of the Life of Aleksandr Nevskiid theTale of Dovmont The

I «Khozhenieped. by Belobrova and others 6 Khozheni e v Tsar 6grAatdogidedr yni | a
by Maleto, pp. 22035 (p. 226). Maletobs edition of Antoniids ne
of 1899. The more recent eidit by O.A. Belobrova is of a heavily edited and shortened redaction of the text.
26Zhitied, ed. by PBegsnhdv oppOBiRomit kov a,
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Tal e of | g ecaontéiss a Sirglmefarengerto tremtsiand a few references to Latinade
weaponry? TheTale and Passion and Praisé Boris and Gleb contains a single mention of Georgii,
Borisés f ait hf;uno eléventrogrduryiseanmonssaleortouch iort the Latin woérld
Finally, the complex andnique source that is thi&atericonof the Kievan Caves monastery includes
a number of tales in which Latins feature prominently.

Latins inthe liturgy,hagiographyandsermons: A conspicuous absence

Where else might we have expected to find Latins? Nibtarstable parts of the liturggntiLatin

polemic in Byzantine Christian culture was a relatively late development, so it is small wonder that

the comparatively conservative liturgy failed to reflg. Hagiography might seem a more likely

vehicle for antiLatin polemic. If we believe the dictum that monastic culture tended to beaint}®

we might expect to find antiatin polemic in Rusian Lives of monks or former monks such as

Feodosii of theCaves or Avramii of Smolensk. Y.af we discount thdaleand Passion and Praise

of Boris and Gletand thePatericon which are works of hagiography but not Livsre are no

Latins at all in Early Rusian hagiography. Byzantine hagiography was nbtcievior antiLatin

pol emic either: as Martin Hint er -hatimhggograpdyeimonst r a
the sense of hagiographical texts promoting saints who had struggled against the Latins, virtually does
not exist. In most texts inhich Latins do appear, they are merely mentioned and are not really the
centr e ofWehdve teorfew iextant Rdsian Lives to be in a position to make firm

conclusions about typic&usianhagiographical representations of Latins, but the few Lives we do

have imitate theiByzantine models in eschewing ahétin polemic.

As works of hagiography (broadly understood as writing about holy men and womerglehad
Passion and Praisef Boris and Gleband thePatericonare thereforanomalous irtheir treatment of

31u.V. Podlipchuk«Slovo o polku Igoreve»: Nauchnyi perevod i kommen(siiscow: Nauka, 2004),m 21,

26, 27.

4 Georgii the Hungarian is mentioned in fhigle and Passion and Praised in the chronicle account of Boris

and Glebds martyrdom, but goes unnamedadingthteni@e ot her e
about Borisand Gleb,lep pe ar s s i mp [Zhitia aviatykh enuckeaikow Botisa idleba i sluzhby im

ed. by D.I. Abramovich, Pamiatniki drevnerusskoi literatury, 2 (Petrograd: Otdelenie russkogo iazyka i

slovesnosti imperatorskoi akademii nauk, 1916), pp. 35, 11.

SDrevnerusskie pateriki ed. by L. A. Ol 6shevskaia and $8N. Travnik
8 RaffenspergeReimagining Europe p. 8 ; DMed \dmii &po26GRu s 6

Martin Hinterberger, O0A Negl ect edthelLatioslin Bgzéntin®r t hodox P
Hagi ogr &mdky Batins and Intellectual History 1204600 ed. by Martin Hinterberger and Chris

Schabel (Leuven: Peeters, 2011), pp.i¥29(p. 131).
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Latins Aspects of both texts are more reminiscent of historiography thHaagaigraphy: indeed,

both an account of the martyrdom of Boris and Gleth some of the tales includigdthe Patericon

are also found in the P\AL treat the complefatericonseparately below. As for the narrative on

Boris and Gleb, it shares its focus on the political relations of the princely elite with Early Rusian
chroniclewriting, in which mention®f Hungarians and their relations with Rusian princes are no

rarity. The same might be saidoffhea | e o f | g owhibhds of@aursg reo hagiography, but

is similarly concerned with the broader political world in which Rusian princes operadet Svis | av 6 s
prai ses arnmmtsaunndg \beyn edttihaen s, t he GTakbesk sp raontda gvoorriasvt
carry OPol i sh s pear°én autside ofckraniclespchngposersof wioeké met s 0 .
praising (southern) Rusian princes evidently feetompulsion to hide the extent of their

protagonistsé influence beyond the borders of RuU

Sermons are only slightly more forthcoming than hagiography when it comes ta Tagnsermons

of Kirill of Turov and Klim Smoliatich are devoid of all mentiohlatins, but there exist two

eleventhcentury sermons which concern the Latin world and yet eschewatitihostility entirely,

portraying the Christian worldasasingleni f i ed Chur c h. Sefimoreonthelave t i s | |
and Grace llarion, probaly writing before the Schism had made itself felt, makes a positive

reference to Rme as one of the lands which haason to praise their teachers in the orthodox

faith.’® The second is the sermon on the transferdi$tc hol as 6s r elaircs, téa nt heh et
region of thenemtsd!! Again, there is no sense that the Church is divided. The people of Bari are

overjoyed at the arrivalof Sli chol asdés relics, a%lHePspe,hid t o the 6
bishops and the townspeople all rejoice, celebrating and gilimgto the poorln sermonsas well as
hagiographyand liturgical ritesLatins are largely absent; when they are present, it is as part of the

one Church

8 PSRL1, cols132 39, 183 98.

617 Byd d Jjdjudyd [...] 4®jyd d J stcOs 00 Podipghtekii N j dztsds
«Slovoy pp. 21, 26, 27.
YgProizvedeniia Il ariona po spisku ser .ldeiov v . Gl M. S

filosofskoe nasledie llariona kiskogq ed. by A.A. Bazhenova, 2 vols (Moscow: Akademiia nauk SSSR,

1986),1, 11141 (p. 26).

16 deWdsy j Ghi€ dz@Bm s di . Russkoe pguéhenie XI veka o perenesenii moshchei Nikolaia

chudotvortsa i ego otnoshenie k zapadnym istochniRamiatniki drem e i pi s 0 ng@amtrPeterdburg: 10
Obshchestvo |iubitelei drevnei pisob6bmennosti, 1881), r
26¢ tddimS sdislz  tRAsKkdpouctemip. 8. ap ki n,



80

The Patericont The Caves Monastery in the Christian world

Not all Early Rusian texts are so unequivolaised between hagiography and historiography, and

compiled in multiple redactions over many centuries Priconcontains both praise for and vitriol
directedagaits Latins, someti mes i n a Ratencognlazidentbedr at i ve.
by L.A. Olshevskaia and S.N. Travnikblgontains three narratives concerning Latins. The tale of

Moiseithe Hungarian relates the ascetic caredfaibei, a Caves mak who is captured and tortured

by a Polish princess before returning victorious to the Caves with the power to conquer the passions;
the tale of the founding of the Caves6 first stoc
who is shown the chah in a vision and aids in its construction; and the tale of the first monks of the

Caves describes the nefarious activity of a demon dressed as a Pole, whom enghkegmonk

observes throwing flower petals at monks in church to make them fall asEspfifteenthcentury

Second Cassian redaction also includessthistle on the Latin Faitby Feodosit® although no other

early redactions include this text.

In the tale ofMoiseithe Hungarianthe Latin origins of the protagonisase simplyirrelevant One of

its Latin protagonistdyloisei, is a virtuous monk who becomes a respected elder of the Caves; the

other Latin is a lustrazed princess who tortures and castrates him. There are many oppositions at

play here (male/female, monastic/lalyiit Latin/Orthodox is not one of them. Neither dbtsseits

Hungarian background appear to pose any obstacle whatsoever to his integration into the Caves or his
posthumous status as one of the Cavesodorgipst vene
Bori sb6s | Moseidethsictyisimaemioned only in passing, and plays no role in his tale. As

far as his faith is concerned, there is no hint khaiseiis religiously any different from the other
monks of the Caves. Indeed, hecanbencs i dered a o6Latind only by virt
Polish princess, her violence is not blamed on her cultural or religious Otherness; she is simply a

sinful woman.

Scholars interested in the representation of Latins iR#tericonhave tendd to overlook the tale of

Moisei, in which the backgrounds Moiseiand the princess have no bearing on the plot, in favour of

the more ambiguous episode of the imp dressed as a Pole. The imp has been made to carry a greater
burden of meaning than he casasonably bear. Some have suggested that his Polish appearance
reflects antiLatin hostility at the Caves; others have countered that he might simply have been trying

to blend in, as Polish monks were likely not unknown at the Cé®Besth hypotheses areasonable,

B Drevnerusskie pateriki ed. by Ol 6shevskab8a and Travnikov, pp. 2E
1 Drevnerusskie paterike d. by Ol 6shevskaibs, 7dh®@W77Travni kov, pp. 48
15 See p31for a discussion of the epistle and its composer.

16 Demin, Poetika p. 279; Vodoff Naissancep. 321.
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and this short episode gives no grounds for choosing one in preference to the other. Perhaps it would
be wise not to read too much into a Paemn&nds short
includes far more substantial narrativeswtatins.

The tale of Shimon

Perhaps the most problematic yet revealing of these narratives is the tale of Shimon the Varangian.

Many manuscripts of theatericonropen wi th a passage on Shimonds a
mercenary in the hire of the pdes of Rus! Before a battle with the Cumans, Shimon goes to

Antonii of the Caves for a blessing. Antonii prophecies that Shimon will survive the battle and be

buried at a Caves church which is yet to be founded. Returning unharmed to the Caveskhsitte the

Shimon tells Antonii of a large sculpture of Christ which his father made. When Shimon was exiled

from his Scandinavian homeland, he took the golden belt and crown from thisiseulirist then

appeared to Shimadwice, first telling himtotaké he c¢cr own and belt to the pl
church was to be built, and then giving him the dimensions of the church and confirming that he

woul d be buried there. When Antoni. hears Shi mon
now on, lis name will be not Shimon, but Simon (surely an allusion to Simon Peter, the rock on

which the Church will be buil)? Feodosii duly builds the church, using the golden belt to measure

the foundations, and Shimon is buried there, having received a bl&ssimFeodosii for himself and

hisancestodand having abandoned his 6Latind faith anc

Throughout the tale, no attempt is made to hide
Varangian origins of the golden belt used to suea the foundations of the church. The subsequent

series of tales which tell of Byzantine influence on the development of thedCthesarrival of
Byzantine craftsmen, the translation ofdByzantin
balanceb u t do not cancel out Shi monds tal e, whi ch t
CavesViadimrl akovl ev even suggested that the use of a

related to the practice oafvestitura percorrigiam, theclaiming of land using a belt, known to

"Ssee D.1. Abramovich, 060 r edakt dssledavania oiKievipgchesskomk h Pe c h
paterike kak istorikditeraturnom pamiatnikéSaint Petersburg: Otdelenie russkogo iazyka i slovesnosti

imperatorskoi akademii n&u1902), for descriptions of the contents of numerous manuscripts B&tagcon

Of the two besknown redactions of theatericon t he Second Cassian begins with
Arsenian redaction begins with material on Feodosii.

BSeeM.FMur 6i anov, 6 2Paemdtekis klo mByizaptiadslavica3k(1L930), 4P49.
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lakovlev through the eighteentienturyGlossarium ad scriptores mediae et infimae laitist*° It is
thus possible that both one of the actors in this tale and the events described in it have their origins in
the Latin world.

However, the tale also includes some clearly polemicalLatin passages of an unusual kind. First

of al | the sculpture of Christ from which Shi mo
thing, | i ke t®rehelL autsiensofv @rheer dateedm oénewb, i mpl yin
well suggest the composerds di sapprlatimaaseemst he s ud

incongruous in a tale in which the protagonist is a Varangian and which has so faronmaeletion

of religious difference between Shimon and the monks to whom he donates the belt and cross. Yet

more incongruous is the passage in which Shi mon
the Latin faith. The passage explicitly statesthaShi mon was Latin, but that
behind when he converts to 6Christ?anityo6, which

This is odd. Needless to say, there is no evidence for (re)baptism of Latins in elmmotly Rus,

theperid when the events of Shimonbs t alteelftare suppo
century, one former monk of the Caves, Nifont of Novgorod, was prescribing chrismation and

confirmation, but not baptism, for Latins wishing to join an Orthodox chi#Gliven that the &hism

was only beginning to take shape over the eleventh century, it is hard to believe that Latins were being
baptised into the Orthodox church as converts only ten or twenty years after the events of 1054.

What 8s mor e, ispraservedcirethBateriton both Antoniitand Feodosii bless Shimon

and promise to bury him on holy groubdforeShimon converts, finally convinced to abandon the

Latin faith o6ébecausfathessAnt dei mi a &two Elmtiahddyt he. hol y
men would seem unlikely to make such promises to a man who had not yet accepted the true faith.

Even if one reads the tale as saying that Shi mon

at roughly the same otnivneer,s itohned traelmea i onfs phuiznzo ni énsg . ¢

19 Vladimir lakovlev,Drevnekievskie religioznye skazanif@/arsaw: Sovet Imperatorskogo Varshavskogo

universiteta, 1875), p. 130.

06 dagtso  H Wdzts, v C tDyeynerdzékie datieki elsdiz s 6b.y Ol 6 shevskaia and Tr a

226190 ftoj ] iWpjottWied s P ddz B ZOEsHOIsds mtedmlstsetss [ é] My
dMmisddz dz2W o Wietseo © o | s BrevDerdsBie gaerki reddflzfip ymtOd hlsdée.vskai a

Trawnikov, p. 10.

2Mi | 6 kov a rkiik NdVvgaredetspyv3p3.

Boys HjiMmi twWOHd Br 908 hdr Mo w s sBrevietsigskip patarikizls ésdizd Ob Y @1 dssi lsdy
and Travnikov, p. 10.
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Sophia Senyk, Muriel Heppell and John Lind all see multiple layers of composition here, with the
mention of Shimonds conver si o’hHepgpellmaes this additomg a | a
to the thirteenth centurgrguing that antLatin sentiment was typical of the thirteenth century but not

the eleventh; she attributes the addition to Simon, bishop of Via8uzidal and a former Caves

monk. Theterminus ante queror the addition of antLatin passages to the $twn tale is 1406, the

date of the first manuscript containing fhatericon® but Heppell attributes the changes to Simon

because the tale falls in a section of Bagericonbelieved to have been composed by him. The

essence of this argument, thatthé-anat i n f eat ures of Shi monds tal e
convincing. Havever, as | will argue in Chapter Foitris only in the middle of the fourteenth

century that Rusian writers seem to have begun to represent the Latin faith as a hftbremthe

Orthodox?® This is about a century after Simon was working orR&tricon If Simon was indeed

composing such drastic athiatin passages in the early thirteenth century, he was ahead of (what we

can reconstict of) his time. It seems moreqgbable thathie antiLatin additions were made at an

unspecified point durinthe fourteenth or early fifteenth century, when convictions of Latin religious

alterity become more widespread in Rusian writlhthis is the casehe antiLatin elements of

Shi mondéds tale are most | ikely not Early Rusian a

Religious difference ingterica

The textual hi st sremainoafmattehof assomptiofa eguallysignificamtand

perhaps more satisfyingly resolvable question is: what is ittahePatericonthat allows for such

complex portrayals of Latins? Latins appear more often and in more ambiguous roleBatetizon

than in other Kievan texts, so the specificity of Bragericonis not primarily regional. The fact of the
Patericodbs redaction over many centuries and by many
apparent incoherence of its treatment of Latins, who can be both holy men a@tristians; but as

the above analysis demonstrated, there is little that can be sa@hittegree of certainty about the

composition and redaction of tRatericod s passages on Latins before t|

24 Sophia SenykA History of the Church in Ukraine: Volume I: To tad of the Thirteenth Centyry

Orientalia Christiana Analecta, 243 (Rome: Pontificio Istituto Orientale, 1993), p. 322; Muriel Hapeell,

Paterikof the Kievan Caves Monasteiyarvard Library of Early Ukrainian Literature, 1 (Cambridge, MA:
HarvardUnv er si ty Press, 1989), p. 5; Johigg. H. Lind, OChri s
2 Drevnerusskie pateriki ed. by Ol 6shevskaia and Travnikov, p. 257
2®Wi th the one exception of Feodosiiés trathodwekidbch in
Might Simon have been influenced by this Caves precedent? Perhaps, but this need not mean that the Caves as

an institution particularly promoted atfitiat i n sent i ment . &éPosl anie o vere | al
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examination of th@atericodbs model s, however Pategcard ¢ st me aterwe hti gd

religious difference in geeral and Latins in particular.

ThePatericonhas a clear generic link to the group of Late Antique texts known as paterica. Its short
narratives on colourful episodes from the lives of holy men find their closest structural and thematic
parallels in thes earlier pateric¥.Numerous collections of Late Antique paterica circulated in
Slavonic translation in Early Rus. Friedrich Bubner has demonstrated that Simon, one of the
composers of thPatericon must have been familiar with ti&naitic Patericon(atranslation of an
unknown redaction of th8piritual Meadow and at least some of tiSayings of the Father8

Judging by the motifs employed in their tales, Simon and Polikarp also kn&gyh&an Patericon
which included muclof theHistory of the Moks in Egyptandthe Lausiac History?® | draw my
subsequent arguments and examples from these paterica because of the compelling evidence that they
were known (in some form) to the composers ofRhtericon Editions of the Slavonic texts of the
Sinaitic Patericonand theScete Patericota version of th&ayings of the Fatherexist® but as far

as | am aware, thiegyptian Patericoris still awaiting an edition (although Eremin has published a

list of incipits)3! | therefore cite from th&inaitic Paterion andScete Patericoin their Slavonic

editions, but refer to thRatrologia Graecaeditions of the paterica which made up Bgyptian

Patericon

While the Late Antique paterica evidently exerted a strong influence on the KievardBatericon

the Patericonis not a slavish imitation of these earlier te¥tsdeed, in some respects, fPatericon
might be more accurately conceived of as a monastic chronicle. A number of its narratives concern
the evolution of the Caves itself and the events whicheghthe Caves as an institution, while the

Late Antique paterica focused not on the development of individual communities, but on the

flourishing of asceticism and monasticism across many regions and institutions. Like the chronicles of

2’See e. g. MuSrl iaevlo nHecp pTelaln,s Iéat i ons of FElaumnalpyf Byzanti ne
Ecclesiastical History5 (1954), 86100.

28 Friedrich BubnerDas Kiever Paterikon: Eine Untersuchung zu seiner Struktur und den literarischen Quellen
([Heidelberg]: Dissertationsdck- und Verlaganstalt Werner Blasaditsch, 1969), p. 89.

2% Bubner,Das Kiever Paterikonpp. 94 111.

30 Sinaiskii paterik ed. by V.S. Golyshenko and V.F. Dubrovina (Moscow: Nauka, 19%i&) Scete Paterikon
[eSdIsmMSd2 ¢ Olsj ¢aldby WVilliam\R¥/éder nPegasdis OeBuropese Studies, 14 (Amsterdam:

Pegasus, 2012).

31 . P. Eremin,radKsksiopker eODRLBEO36HRIYWe st i 0,

1

2See e.g. Richard Pope, 60O kharaktere i itsatumipeni vIii a

iuzhnykh i vostochnykh sl aAmériean ContBbutmrsad.sbyg Tielirag, pp. 46net od o |l ©

93.
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Early Rus but unlig the Late Antique paterica, tRatericonis local in emphasighe Caves
Monasteryds monks are recognisably part of the s
depicted in the chronicles: Feodosii advises and rebukes the Grand Princes®fKiihe former

prince Sviatosha becomes a méhk.

However, the chronicles of Rus have relatively little to say about people from outside of Rus.

Whether Christians or pagans, ARnOs tend to have only walkn parts in chronicle narratives. This is

much less the case in tRatericon In most of its redaiins, thePatericonopens with a description

of the tribulations of a Scandinavian dynasty, one of whose members will be instrumental in the
Cavesd growth, and goes on to include tales of &
from Syria andArmenia whose faith in medicine proveslesswgel ounded t han Caves m
in God, and, of course, an imp that looks like a Bolde Caves is portrayed as a place where

Christian men of different ethnicities and cultures meet, sometimes clashingore often simply

co-existing The Caves is not mdyea bastion of Rusian Orthodoxy: it is a spiritual centre of the

Christian world.

I n this respect, i t(erén®s r @sno Inii Bsitisfpprgsdotd@ciretiie)mt 6 deser
Antique paterica. Peripheral to the inhabited world, yet cetdrdie spiritual world of &ly Christian
monasticismthe desert draws Christians of many ethnicities and cultures. The SIEgypitan

Patericonincludes talesf Stepherihe Libyan, Gaddas he Palestinian, Makaridhe Alexandrian,

Mosesthe Ethiopian, and morf€ Coming out to the desert, holy men from throughout the Christian

world entered a new O6cityd, receiving bhfeofew ki nd
Anthony @ gommonastic dwellings came into being in the mountains and the desert was made a

city by monks. Having left their homes’Thet hey r eg
original ethnic and cultural affiliations of these solitaries are wasthyention in paterica, perhaps as

indications of the cosmopolitan nature of the deasdity, but they pale in significance compared to

their newlyacquired heavenly citizenship.

3Kyevep e ¢ h er s 0,led. by Dmiera Adramokich, pp.66 9. | refer t o Abramovi cho!
the Olshevskaia and Trakoiv edition does not contain théfe of Feodosii

34Drevnerusskie pateriki ed. by Ol 6shevski8.a and Travnikov, pp. 2E¢
35 Drevnerusskie pateriki ed. by Ol 6s hevs kl®,i4853,20, 394,44 kov, pp. 7
®¥Eremin, OK istoriio.

¥9o@Uwes oyods Welio cea3UWPdsédoaddEdslcsladhs Urs
Ustavxsz eo( Uy UByss wbeeUage " sasUUalUs. d J.P. Migne, O6Vita
Ant o n Patrdlogia Graecal6l vols (Paris: Imprimeri€atholique, 1857)%xvI, 835976 (col. 865).

Translation froniThe Life of Antony: The Coptic Life and the Greek, ltiins. by Tim Vivian and Apostolos N.

Athanassakis (Kalamazoo, MI: Cistercian Publications, 2003), p. 93.
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A melting-pot of men from various lands and cultures, the desert unitasti@ns in fih and

asceticism. e Kievan Caves monasterywa®t a desert or Osol.ltst ary pl a
monks took up residence near one of the centres of Rus; they advised and condemned princes, healed,
taught and ministered to ricimé poor, and sometimes found themselves travelling in other lands and
embroiled in | arger political conflicts. Still,
than in the centre of the town, was symbolic. By virtue ahibmastic statushe Caves was indeed a

desert, and a plagwt entirely of this world: it hung halfay between heaven and eaftfihe desert
paterica were perhaps the moimageasargmieffet cant model

cosmopolitan centre of orthodoxy and etstsm.

The tale ofMoiseithe Hungarian takes on fresh significance when seen through this prism. Reference

to holy men by their first name and ethnicity, citizenship or geographical provenaakar®s the

Alexandrian, Stephethe Libyan, etc.) is comam in paterica, as we have seen: despite their

me mber ship of a new 6cityéd, holy men retain mark
much of a stretch to argue that referencddaseiby hi s @&lvideihhei Hung@géari and, r
than,s a Wpiseidthe LongS u f f e*%aie mftuénged by the Late Antique paterica, were it not for

the existence of an interesting parallel between the téloiseithe Hungarian and the tale of his
namesak&losesthe Ethiopian, which is included in the Stmic Egyptian Patericort® After Moisei

t he Hungariands ordeal at the hands of the Pol i s
battling carnal temptati@n by hitting theminthe | o i @ b @aqnd) with a stick, causing them to

lose allfeeling! This unusual technique is the surely the same as that to Misbsthe Ethiopian

is subjected when a demon hits him between the legs with a cudgel, rendering him senseless but also,

as a welcome and presumably unintended-sftiet, never agaiprey to lust? This parallel suggests

that at least one of the composers or redactavéoifeit he Hungari andés tale was

tale ofMosesthe Ethiopian. LikeMosesthe EthiopianMoiseithe Hungarian comes from far away to

%David K. Pr esCaevlie,s OMohnea skkieervwan What Do MoRuksmn Have t o |
History, 33 (2006), 190216.

39 SeeDrevnerusskie pateriki ed. by Ol 6shevskaia and Travni kov, pp.
as OMoisei the Hungariano.

CYEremin,i ®K pstoH?i

4 Drevnerusskie pateriki ed. by Ol 6shevskaia and Travnikov, p. 52.
42|n thePatrologia Graecee d i t i on, the demon brings hi®3ci@dgel 6dowl
suggesting that James L. Rice is quite right to want to dispenseupitlemisms in translatiigno. 6 Hi st or i a

L aus i aPateldgia Graecaed. by J.P. Migne, 161 vols (Paris: Imprimerie Catholique, 18%X)y , 991

1262 (col. 1067); James L. Rice, 6The Therapeutic Met
Russian History33 (2006), 17877.
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become a legendamember of a community which celebrates the memory of pious Christian ascetics

of all ethnicities and cultures.

However, the welcome extended by both Late Antique and Rusian ascetics to all (Christian) comers
does not mean that, theologically, anythingsg Unsurprisingly, there is some variation in the desert
fathersod pr of e s-srandufficiently orthadak.eviore than orte father coansels or

practises total avoidance of heretiedlany others, however, do consort with unbelievers and

heretics, generally succeeding in converting the former and correcting the latter. Their methods of
instruction tend to emphasise demonstration rather than debate: a holy ascetic dramatically and often
miracul ously demonst r at gety, rithersthapampldying treeologibal s o p p on
debate alone. (Tales of ascetics who immobilise groups of pagans or pass unscathed through fire in
order to convert their astounded opponents are particularly vivid examples of this technique, but

almost all conveien tales in the paterica involve miracles worked through a holy man.) In a

persuasive article on religious tolerance in$agings of the Fathersdlicholas Marinides notes that
conversion and correction in tiSayingsare not carried out with violencether verbal or physicéf:

With some caveats, the same could be said of the Late Antique paterica in general. Some paterica are
more concerned with heresy and unbelief than others, but in most cases, conversion and correction are
the result of bonds of rpect and love created between a holy man and an unbeliever, who is in awe

of the miraculous power and extraordinary piety of the ascetic.

Many of these tales of the redemption of religious Others were known in Slavonic translation. For

example, in th&inaitic Patericon the Slavonic translation of ti&piritual MeadowAbbaCyriacos is
visited by Theophangs a 6stranger from the | and of “Darad, v
Cyriacosurges him to abandon his heresy, whereupmeophanegespectiilly asks him for a sign to

help him establish wheredhruth lies. Thanks to Cyriad@prayers,Theophanes granted a vision

of heretics (including Nestorios) burning in hel

43n the Sinaitic Patericon Olympios tells his listeners not to sit with heretics, and Cosmas (who is dead and

buried) attempts to ward off a heretical bishop who has been buried next to himSbetedatericorboth

Chame and two anonymous desert fathers recommend avoiding h&ietidéskii paterik ed. by Golyshenko

and Dubrovina, pp. 52, 9The Scete Paterikored. by Vederpp. 40, 42, 55.

“Ni cholas Marinides, ApBbthepgngata®atrain)olmdl af Eaayt Christian Studiest h e

20 (2012), 23668 (pp. 24247).

B¢ Mk ftedH] BKOI] Mbttetsdy ddséi . N MsttOdd é HBtdd

a brother, a stranger from the countny dgdfdd DBREswidn ,Miwh o s
dzj MsstcdOdzl é ftedyrfhaée”™ Mmr. 6 61 n my |SmasHiipatdriked.f;y i n ¢ o mmu
Golyshenko and Dubrovina, pp.i6a!.
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churchinwhichthe | d e r “ Heaadpts théorthodox faith as a result of the aid and spiritual

efforts of the holy man.

The monks of the Caves monastery adopt the deser
and waverers. The tale of the pritcenedmonkSvi at osha r el ates at | ength
with a Syrian healer, whose belief in medicine and moderation turns out to be less efficacious than
Sviatoshaés simple faith and strict asceticism.
faith in God and less in medicine, eventually saving him from death by warning him not to take

medications when he falls ill, but to trust in God. Strengthened by his love and respect for Sviatosha,

and persuaded by miracul oietsthadSyriaorepsntsraradbecamesa of Sv
monk*’Me anwhi |l e, Agapit the healer overturns a jea
continuing to receive him in his cell even after the murder attempt. When Agapit discovers the

Armenian is a heretic, he thws him out of his cell (perhaps obeying the command to avoid the

company of heretics?), but he continues to exhort the Armenian even after his death. Finally,
persuaded by Agapitédés posthumous apparitions and
lif etime, the Armenian too converts to Orthodoxy and joins the Céves.

The postscript to Shimonés tale should be read i
faith 6thanks to the miracl e®anddsatesuifthchol y f at her
instruction of Feodosii, to whom he is personally devoted. His conversion is the result of his respect

for and closeness to a miraai®rking elder, in the tradition of the paterica. This reading of the

postscript does not resolve the contradichoet ween t he body of Shimonés t
appears perfectly Christian, and the talebds codas
abandoning his o6follyéd. There al mostMoseittem t o be
Hungarian) is a virtuous Christian from the outset, drawn to the holiness of the Caves from afar by
Godds will, just as many of the Late Antique Of &
world. In the second, Shimon plays the role of theti®or unbeliever who is virtuous in everything

save his doctrine, and who is eventually converted thanks to the efforts of a powerful and devoted

orthodox figure. One might justifiably see two stages of composition here, each of which casts

Shimon in aslightly different role. This conception ties in neatly with the possibility that an earlier

version of Shi monbés tale was redacted in the thi

®df tod @ iffidVE O s @Yy Wdkeddj of jd s O tag kg d Binaiskii paterik ed. byGolyshenko
and Dubrovina, pp. 656.

4" Drevnerusskie pateriki ed. by Ol 6shevski8i.a and Travnikov, pp. 2

o)

{e)

48 Drevnerusskie pateriki ed. by Ol 6shevskidgd a and Travnikov, pp. 3
49 See n23, p.82
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Analysing the role of Latins in tHeatericonthus involves consideration bbththe textual history of

the Patericonandits models. In its fifteentieentury redactions, the earliest redactions known to us,
thePatericonis contradictory in its treatment of Latins, who can be pious or impiousnidye the

result of thePatericods compi | ati on over -batnrelmeateaoristitutinge s, wi t
later accretions; it may be a consequence oflaiin sentiment among members or alumni of the

Caves during one of the periods of compositonedaction of th@®atericon However, what appears

to be an oddly incoherent treatment of Latins comes to look less odd when understood in the light of
thePatericodbs model s. Someti mes tol erated, someti mes
Other are a constant presence in the Late Antique paterica which were the primary influence on the

Patericon

Travel narratives: Structural and personal conceptions of Latins

Certain Rusian writers do not si nmptheygoouwtmept bstr
meet them. The history of the Rusiavel narrativdb e gi ns wi t h Hegumen Dani il
travels in the Holy Land in the first decade of the twelfthcerflibyani i | 6 s report est at
of the stylistic markers of the tradvearrative as a genre: he intersperses inventories of holy sites and

the legends associated with them with fsetson accounts of his experiences and expressions of

gratitude for being permitted to see the wonders of the Holy Land with his own eygsog&ain

al most a century after Daniil és narrative, Archb
Constantinople at the beginning of the thirteent
account. Written by a highanking ecclesiastic, Antoni 6 s account similarly pla
tales of Constantinopl edspehrosloyn sfirtaene wa rcko.n sH ocawedv
narrative is both shorter and stylistically drie
he journeys through, the people he meets and his
more impersonal, more concerned with providing directions from one Constantinopolitan site to

another and relating legendary miracles and edifying historiesl tiaan with conveying the

particularities of his journey.

By their very nature, travel narratives are a fruitful source of accounts of religious, cultural and
linguistic difference. Daniil and Antonii travel outside of Rus to lands where people otdiffaiths
and cultures rub shoulders. Daniil meets Orthodox monks, Saracens and Latin Christiadisginc
Baldwin, the Crusaderikg of Jerusalem). Antonii relates legends concerning Jews and Christian

heretics and compares Greek and Latin liturgicatamus. Of course, these texts are not perfect

50 «Khozhenieped. by Belobrova and others
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reflections of the personal experiences of Daniil and Antonii, even if their use of the first person

woul d seem to encourage such an illusioen (|l endin
Dieter Seerann argues): What Daniil and Antonii write is conditioned by the demands of the genre

of text they are writing, in this case, the travel narrative. Despite many decades of research on the

topic, we know relatively little about the models for Rusian traaetatives. They seem to owe

something of their style to Byzantipeoskynetarigdescriptions of holy Christian sites), although no

direct textual parallels have been fotAthe influence of Christian pilgrim narratives in Latin is

possible, but agaimo clear parallels are knowANevertheless, there is much we can deduce about

their treatment of difference, providing a context for considering their representations of Latins in

particular.

I n Dani il and Antonii 06s t gedorsimplydgnoretl. &nmlilemang i s mo s
other, mostly later, composers of travel narratives (Marco Polo, Afanasii Nikitin), Antonii and Daniil

are not purveyors of exotica. They do not record strange and exotic customs or faiths. Indeed, on

some level, the larsdthey visit are profoundly familiar: Constantinople and the Holy Land are centres

of the Christian world, and the relics, wonders and legends Daniil and Antonii encounter there are not
shockingly different, but known to them as part of Christian tradiBath Daniil and Antonii also

record previous visits by Rus to the areas in which they are travelling: Daniil notes that Oleg

Sviatoslavich of Chernigov spent two years on Rhétlasd one of the marvels which Antonii sees

in St. Sophia is the liturgicgl | at e associated with 60l ga of the R
Constantinopl&® Both composers make it clear that they are following in the footsteps of other

Christians (and other Rus), and that the sites they visit are Christian sites.

What 6 s moaomposendedllsoh tbe difficulties and dangers of their travels. Both complete
their journey by 06 Go d%vih suneaidcDardil ard ctonidcdn hardlyfaél g r a c e
to have safe and spiritually enriching travels. Daniil mentions in ga#sat his group was attacked

and robbed by corsairs, and hints of the dangers of traversing the mountainous land inhabited by

51 Klaus-Dieter SeemanrDie altrussische Walihrtsliteratur: Theorie und Geschichte eines literarischen

Genreg(Munich: Wilhelm Fink, 1976), p. 76.

2v. V. Danilov, 60 zhanrovykh osoblODRL,A8(1962) R1B7 (ibr evner us
221 27).

53 SeemannDie altrussischaVallfahrtsliteratur, pp. 193 98.

54 «Khozhenieped. by Belobrova and others, 20.

®6Khozhenie v Tsardédgraddé, ed. by Maleto, p. 221.

%01 sydddsi B dsmjteHdjdsi 6, 6Khozhenie v Tsardgradéd, ed.
«Khozhenieped. by Belobrea and otherg. 120.
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6pagan Fhut e makes@hing of such minor inconveniences. Indeed, in Palestine, he

t hanks God t ha fborwidenimats anywhere nopdidd lzappsn to see any other evil

thing at all, nor did | feel the slightest sickness in my body; rather, like an unburdened eagle, | was
continuously protected by Godo6s gr ac®Alnmstal streng
the people he meets, whether Christians or Saracens, are friendly and welcoming: a Saracen elder
obligingly accompanies him all the way to Bethlem@mntonii is less forthcoming, but makes no

mention of any problems or dangers encounteredirs@ntinople. There seems to be no room for

such complaints in accounts of journeys undertaken with divine protection and approval.

Frightening or unpleasant encounters with-téalOthers do not make the éutaind yet both Daniil

and Ant oniain@®wnerbus actoants ofgetigious Others, from impious heretics to

blasphemous Jews. These heretics and Jews are not real people whom Daniil and Antonii encounter,

but characters in the legends associated with Constantinople and the Holy Land; thelyetypadr

enemies of orthodoxy encountered at a safe distance, within the framework of the legendary Christian
past. Daniil relates the tale of the Jew who attemptédriot e r f er e wiahdipointéaoutthed s b ur
cave in which Nestorios was interrogat@dntonii includes forceful accounts of the treatment of
O6hereticsé who spat and stamped on the Host in ¢S
miracles and yet did not repenfThis condemnation of the Other is perhaps linked to the etdifica

function of the travel narrative, which instructs as well as provoking religious awe and wonder in

reader$? In any case, while redife difference is passed over in nesilence, the abstract difference

of groups opposed to the orthodox is notedammmet i mes depl ored in Daniil

Similar dynamics are at play in the textsd6 treat
Latins and their faith than does Antonii, whose narrative contains only one mention of Latins in most
of its redactions. (A single seventeeg#ntury manuscript of the narrative contains a sentence on the

sackofStSophia in 1204: 6They took all these nobl e,

S0 f s Odad d «KhozDani,szd] By.Belobrova and othes, 112.

%o0dey 9odHWR dedcHjY] YeOder n, ded dzslsOets LoaWied, ded ftedcrt
BOdr dzj fsYssdR o BWEW dsjd, ds omjcHO, Wwet tejd 5B
Mddzise h dgv ¢ &5 [ ¢ teKiifztienig»dsl. by Belobrova and otlep. 120.

5% «Khozhenieped. by Belobrova and others, 82.

80 «Khozhenieped. by Belobrova and othepp. 42, 20.

86 Khozhenie v Tsaroégraddé, ed. by Maleto, p. 223.

62 SeemannDie altrussische Wallfahrtsliteratyp. 71.
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them off to Rome; it was for our sins that this thip lppe n®%®Ad thi$sentence seems more likely to

belong to a later editor than to Antonii himself, | do not consider it here.) At this point in the thesis,

the reader will not be surprised to learn that both Daniil and Antonii treat Latins as Christi#ims. Ne

writer employs the adjectiyjgpoganyj O pagané, to describe them, even
Saracensd and Ant oni i®%Mbeavar,neitleeecemposbrénciutlgs axgeaded J e ws &
passages of anttiatin polemic in their text, despitbe fact that polemic plays a significant role in

Antonii 6s wor k -Jewishgiatribe is ane df the longeht sestions af his account of

St. Sophia.

Daniil becomes acquainted with many Latins on his travels, and has nothing but préise for

kindness and humility. Baldwin, the Crusader king of Jerusalem, repeatedly shows Daniil honour and

of fers him protection. Dani il in turn paints hin
combines the virtues of love, piety and humilitith the strength befitting a ruler. Baldwin

commands great power, travelling with oO6imperi al
man, extremely humbl e % Hechasrhe placepof hmnoudr atithe Halyh e s | i gh
Saturday ceremony, yet still sheds reverent tears during wéf<bamiil also relates how, at the
residence of a Latin bishop, the inhabitants 0sh
and eveStTyhtinsi sgd.e had been o6restor%®HEendhed done up
guardian of Christés tomb, who initially has to
and presents him with a piece of thetomb as a%lca n i i | 6 sshihirgexamptes d r e

Christian virtue and sincere piety.

Yet Daniil and Antonii make it abundantly clear that the Latin faith is not equivalent to the Orthodox
faith. As far as nomenclature is concerned, whilst Daniil and Antonii refer to Latins asd®isristi

both also employ the ternating, latini, and/odatinskyi Wh at 6 s mor e, Dani il ma k

B6lLwhO Bts afqw oftg W BkOEOW gjtYsd lojLshO oi tddi . dt
fipls o s te d.ISrezrievskii Skazanieo SofiskomkhrameTsaregrada XIl v. podvumspiskan® Sbornik
otdeleniiarusskogdazkyai slovesnostimperatorskoiakademiinauk 12 (1875), 34052 (p. 348).

40 f se Odad d «khozbanieé,dxi{y Belobrovaandothersp. 112 ; 61 ts¢ Rgheniew JHs9 j 0,
Tsafgrad ed by Maleto, p. 224.

Boff eatsd yYyOtw! MCddzdo, 64 fmls! B! B KOG s «kKiszhetiepedfbyndzWte j dz o
Belobrovaand otherspp. 92, 122.

66 «Khozhenieped. by Belobrova and otheps,126.

576 R Y sy! Misdh © dzOM H BB W { «Klsoghgnigred. by Belgbdadajangiothesdll6e ff Wd3i 0 .
Bode" dgW 3y j WtwiL d tBdese d dzd dsWakKbkdzhetsased iytBelobrodh arid fgtlsetpts d dzd H s B
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69 «Khozhenieped. by Belobrova and otheps,132.
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di stinction between O6Latind priests and 0600rthodc
Monastery of St. Sabbas 6stwaands dwiet o Ltalte nOmptrh e@dd
altar’® To both Daniil and Antonii, then, the Christian world is divided. This is not a contrast that is

drawn in most Early Rusian writing outside of cateomn. The chroniclesarelyu s e t he ter m O L e
letalonecoppose O6Latinsd to 060rthodox6: as Chapter Tw

both Latins and Rus figure in the chronicles simply as Christians.

Indeed, for Daniil, the Latin faith is not only different, but demonstrably spiritually inferitire

Orthodox faith. Twi ce, Dani il di scusses the | amp
head of the tomb, with the Rusian | amp and the |
their adherence t o tthes ladgs figatand durnfbaghtly. The Frarkish t hr e e
lamps, hung elsewhere, initially fail to light at all and then burn only reluctéridlgniil devotes a

good deal of space to the two passages on the lamps, and his point is clear: the fire of faith burns

brighter in the Orthodox church than in the Latin church.

It might seem strange that Daniil praises the Christian virtues of individual Latins, yet evidently

considers the Latin faith to be different from the Orthodox faith. Previous scholars have rnbted bo
Daniil 6s |l ack of hostility towards individual L e
but have been content to leave the question tAétewever, there is more that can be said. Daniil

makes a fundamental distinction between the thefiLatins as individuals and the merits (or

demerits) of the Latin church as a branch of Christianity. The latter bears no relation to the former. In
thisrespegt Dani i |l 6s approach to Latins and their fai
the more violentardi at i n pol emi c . Feodosiids tract, for in
fundamentally unclean that it is a sin for the Orthodox even to eat from the same vessel a Latin has

used: the corruption of the Latin church rendgkéatins similarly corrupt? Daniil does not profess

this view. Indeed, careful reading demonstrates that he tends to use different terms to speak of

individual (lay) members of the Latin church and elements of the Latin church as an institution. The

for mer ar e &6 Fr an k s dlatinatlatinsky)l Bishopse priesta and mohdstartes ares 6  (
therefore 6Latiné, but it is O6Franksdé who hol d,
hang | amps ih Christos tomb

6fn ftwOotso Wisds &8d s ' 6, «KidodheriegedzbyiBelobdovaland.othelsp. 1268, 59 j 0 .

128.

" «Khozhenieped. by Belobrova and othepp. 124, 130.

”?Cod ucci, 6Thei8Bmageb6, pp. 582

B“6Poslanie o vere |l atinskoi 6, ed. by Ponyrko, p. 16.
74 «Khozhenieped. by Belobrovaandothesp . 116, 124, 128 and 110 for dLat

6Franks©o.
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Given this distinctiaq, it is striking that all of the differences between Latins and Orthodox noted by

both Daniil and Antonii concern the Latin church as an institution and, more specifically, the conduct

of their church services. At the level of politics, culture and iadial morality, Rus and Latins are

essentially similar: Baldwin and hisuzhinafollow codes of etiquette which are familiar and

praiseworthy to Daniil. However, on visiting the cave of Melchizedek, Daniil notes in passing that the
practice ofusingbreaeind wi ne, 6éand not azy meHédesdriptionothe | i t
the Holy Saturday service is largely neutral, but a hint of hostility (or at least discomfort) slips into his
account of the Latin priests singing Vespers. While the Orthpdox est s si mply O6si ngo,
the high altar begi n’Itseemé tw heithe conduct daf theeLiatin littwgywim f a s hi
particular which affronts Daniil. Antoniids sing
church serices: he notes that Latin churches have bells to call people to worship, whilst the Greeks
useailo( a s mal | drum), O6acc oftBdbitrhg Atnad otnh @ 6asn gheoltiec otne
and Daniil 6s comment on a zthetmsirschwsch ig theersstlt oftith at t he
tendency to innovadethe crux of most andiatin polemic. Minor deviations from angelic and
apostolic teachings have weakened the Latin chur
tombdemonstrates.

Danilos representation of Latins has cerwgdngn reson
as | interpreted them in Chapters One and Two. Like those who composed and promulgated polemic,

Daniil recognises thstructuralinferiority of the Latin churb and its difference from the Orthodox

church, to which Byzantium and Rus belong. As | argued in Chapter One, however, this recognition

need not implyersonalhostility to Latins, or indeed a personal devotion to realising the letter of

anti-Latin polemic The chroniclers of Rus could perfectly well juxtapose thelattn polemic of

the entries concerning VIadi mir 6saningditption)witm ( and &
many references to Latins as pious Christians an
writing demonstrates both the corruption of the Latin church and the piety of individual Latins,

without implying that one might affect tlmther. As | have demonstrated, travel narratives tend to

paint a rosy picture of the journeys they descri
protection; there is no room for anything but the briefest mention of those who are not so hospitable
andfundamentally familiar. At the same time, criticism of other faiths (but not theiifeal

followers) constitutes part of the edificatory purpose of the travel narrative. The nature of the travel

“O6R Its Brf Mls! dgOyOlsCi dAf lsdajtc cteftiviacviFddib{etttiga 60 wadsdzttdf, e or i g
l'iturgy with bread «Kinodheneped.édy Belabroda amdothepga ¥1§1Be s . 0

%69 jtojh Olsd «KhazimeRidy&d: b§ Belobrova and others,128.

"ofts OCGCGj dizse z Izyj dafsadr. 6 gorKehdodz,heend.e by Mal eto, p. 226.



95

narrative permits Daniil to demonstrate the inferiorityt@f Latin church whilst singing the praises of

individual Latins.

Hagio-biographies Latins and princely panegyric

The hagiebiographies of Aleksandr Nevskii and Dovmont of Pskov pose a rather different challenge
to those interested in representationkatins in Early Rusian texts. Here, the question is not so much
how to explain multiple and @arently contradictory portrayats Latins within a single text, as it

was in the case of theatericonand travel narrativge There is nothingontradictory abut the
uncompromising positions adopted by Aleksandr and Dovmont towardehisiwho invade their
princedoms in northivestern Rus. Instead, the question this chapter poses is: how did such anomalous
representations arise in the first place? No othdy BRaisian texts, even polemical texts, insist on the
Otherness of Latins. There are no obvious precedents for the violebhaantihetoric of theTale of

Aleksandr Nevskiand theTale of DovmontHow, then, to explain its appearance?

Chapter Two intrduced theTale of the Life of Aleksandr Nevsid a rhetorical anomaly within the

Rusian chronicle€ The present chapter considers Tiade of the Lifelongside thdale of Dovmont,

its closest analogue in terms of form and content. The Lithuaniaref@oemont, or Daumantas,

became prince of Pskov in 1266, three years after the death of Aleksandr Nevskii. He led a number of
successful campaigns against the Lithuanians and, later, the Livonian Order; like Aleksandr, he is now
venerated as a saint. Thale of Dovmontvas most likely composed in the early fourteenth cerifury,

and is included in the Pskov First, Second and Third chronicles as well as various other compendia.

Foll owing V.I. Okhotnikovaéds ar gumleisthectotesito t he r
the fourteenttt e nt ury protograph, I cite from ORmMotni kov
all its chronicle redactions, thealef ocuses | argely on Dovmontds mild.
nemtsi

TheTale of Dovmonbeas many resemblances to fhale of the Life of Aleksandr Nevskii style
and substance. Its rhetoric, however, is signifigamirderhitting. (Its resemblances are mostly to a

later redaction of th&ale of the Lifewhich tends to eliminate the manydO estament references of

8 See pp72i 75.
®See nl7, p.57.
80 OkhotnikovaP ov e st 60 pp.83®3Inser Okhotnikovlovest 6 op. Bloforthe nt e

argument that the Pskov First redaction is closest to the protograph.
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the earlier redaction and é&@ethimredactions oAthbglekos andr 0 s
the Life of Aleksandr Nevskiontaina s i ngl e r e f eemtsdn,c eb utto so6tgoopd | sehsosr t

t hem 0 p a g ampliig,theyoare w€hrigtian by using topoi generally limited to pagan

invasions. The composer of tlale of Dovmonhas no such scruples. While fhale of the Life

portrays conflicts withemtsia s e pi ¢ cl as hes nbnetdiowe @ h e6 peRopriaens 4 a(nt
the 6Slavonic peopled with {Tdieoi Dovmomsimplydastigatese | v e s
Dovmont 6s enemies asnenifpawhonskeavbfihséces Opagant r
tolerate®? Like the pagan Cumans and Maig theTale of Dovmor@t semtsiinvade Rus as a divine

puni shment o6f or t he8Imdifferentwaysjtdale df thenLifecoffAleksandr s i ns 0.
Nevskiiand theTale of Dovmontepresent conflicts between Rus andrtemtsiof the Baltic as

l ongstanding clash of cultures between &édpeopl eséd

religiously opposed.

What is it about the hagibiography of the warrieprince that made this class of text a suitable vessel

for the kind of antiLatin polemic eschewed by other contemporary texts? The answer lies in the

models for the hagibiographies of Aleksandr and Dovmont. The conception of the Rusian prince as

a Christian defender against pagans is widespread in princely panegyrics includedhinniuies®*

These panegyrics, generally included in chronicl
Tale of the Life of Aleksandr Nevskin a st yl i stic | evel. For exampl e
6Suzdal 6s s un hsaeathssalsodourm m thé paeelyscacmMstislav Rostislavich s.a.

1179 in the Kiev chronicl& One of the princely virtues which panegyrics tend to highlight is the
princeds ability to defend his | andMstislay faith fr
Vsevolodovich is lauded in the Kiev chronicle for his defence of Novgorod from pagans; the
chronicle describes how Mstislav decl ai ms: 0Behoc
liberatetheNe gor odi an | an & Viadimr Mononiak topislauded as.a powerful

prince who was §&Ewenprincéskriowndor their nepoteigca cars i petitioned

8. 1. Okhotni kova, O6Povesto6 o DXVYontsednikovedenieaz heski e
literatury Drevnei Rusied. by D.S. Likhachev (Leningrad: Nauka, 1980), ppi 285pp. 12122).

20fscOdedd d&zOIsT dgv 6, 61 tscPOWED d o dzPpdgypmi®h 198k hot ni kov a,

88340 @ dizdzts ) § tzgizgph @.m Ok h oR onvi eksotvéa , 9p. b.v mont e

A A. Turilov, 00braz praviiXdllila Aw flod toagmiosnny kvH acsrt edk r o
obshchestvo, kul étura v §tldiuBodsa Nikolaevichmklatied. by G.&r edni e v e
Litavrin (Moscow: Indrik, 2008), pp. 19209 (p. 200).

8%6Zhitied, ed. by Begunov, p. 178; PSRL 2, col. 610.
8%0fmMj A diisEOdeded [ . . .R| s dilo. s B SHaldRAELGH A3 ks = N BSR2¢cOIstz
607 08.

868 W flstc O jdslzl PSRLY, S0k Z86z
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for aid against 0 peatryenrthé medereohBores and GlebdsevithRa\priay@rs
entreating Borisand Gldbo ésubdue the pagans®Bunder the feet

Given the emphasis of tAale of the Life of Aleksandr Nevskiid especially th€ale of Dovmonbn

the military prowess of their protagonists, it is unsurprising that these texts adeptgtieg

conceptions of the prince as Christian defender against hostile outsiders. What is novel about the two
tales is the fact that these hostile outsiders are not pagans in the sens€lofistians, but Latins.
Historical context undoubtedly plays a roledieAs Isoaho reasonably notes, as far as we can
reconstruct, the historical Aleksandr Nevskii never came into significant conflict with pagans: he
placated the Mongols rather than engaging in warfare against them, and his other known conflicts
were againsLatins. Dovmont fought against both Lithuanians and Latins, but it is the latter conflicts
which dominated his career in Pskov. It would therefore have required a considerable departure from
the facts of Al eksandr 6s amkdtbenprimaritytadefendersofg r a p h i
Rus against nefhristians.

Instead, a compromise between literary concerns (the need to portray Aleksandr and Dovmont as
defenders of the realm and faith against outs)dard historical ones (the facts of the prinde

biographies) takes place. The composers oTtie of the Life of Aleksandr Nevshiid theTale of

Dovmontadopt the familiar topos of the prince as military and religious protector of Rus, but
introduce a new ene mVaeofbdvrronid gbopdd geasrs®) (laantdi, n s .n @fh
concept of Latins as a religious threat was not entirely novel. When Aleksandr Nevskii refuses to

accept Latin instruction, he is following tadvicegi ven t o VI adi mir on his ba
teachingfromt he Lati ns, wh o $evertbadesshtiemagmadgraphiesoff r upt . 6
Aleksandr and Dovmont constitute a new class of text with a new and unusually hostile attitude to

Latingd an attitude which becoraenore explicable when one considers the imtiéoa between the

literary precedents and the historical context of these Hmaggraphies.

z

The genre or thematic category of an Early Rusian text is perhaps the principal factor determining the
textds portrayal of Latins. Certain classes of t
Latins; others, most obviously polemic but alsty,gravel narratives or chronicles, contain a

relatively | arge number of such references. What

Bof sC stedls Of tf Hsic Odits L W ¢ dziPSRJL dzicol. d30.'Thedydcess by which Boris and Gleb
came to be associated with the phalanx of Byzantine military saints who acted as defenders of Rusiac g s 6
patrimony has been studied extensively by Monica White. See Monica Wiitary Saints in Byzantium and
Rus, 9001200(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013), ppi 682

861 HtojdBOdKRYfj@szydd 31 Bslkzyj dSRL1e@1id4s tcONM j dzts. 6
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Latins, the nature of their portrayal is dictated by the rhetorical prerequisites of their genre or thematic
cate@ry. Religious difference between Rus and Latins can be entirely overlooked (as in much
chroniclewriting, which tends to emphasitiee religious similarities betwedRus and Latins) or

hysterically denounced (as in the more feverishlzatin polemic,te r ai son doé°tre of w
warn against deviations from orthodoxy). Religious Others in general and Latins in particular might

be welcomed, instructed and perhaps converted by Kievan monks according to the tradition of the
desert, or cenademangdnaé byod-beogompbgeprafshbnbasg
ability to defend his land and faith. As the first three chapters of this thesis have argued, depictions of
Latins are more predictable and mrmetewicameani ngf ul

framework.
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Chapter Four: Evolving Representations? Chronological Variation in Early Rusian

Depictions of Latins

Significant and often overlooked though they are, genre and subject matter are not the only factors
influencingar |l y Rusian texts6 portrayals of Latins an
chapter, the hagibiographies of Aleksandr and Dovmont represent a compromise between literary
demands (the need to portray p)randmisteical factdthedef ender
anti-Latin, not antipagan, policies of Aleksandr and Dovmont). Any attempt to explain hagio

biographical depictiorés or indeed most depictioésof Latins by reference only to textual factors

will inevitably be partial. What of thiistorical period in which these texts were composed, the era of

the sacalled Baltic crusades and perhaps concomitardLatith hostility? And what of the fact that

theTale of the Life of Aleksandr Nevskias composed, not in Novgorod or southern Rusjn

Vladimir-Suzdal, far from the notional border with the Latin world? The final two chapters of this

thesis turn to these questions, considering the relative significatioeecdnd place of composition

for Early Rusian depictions of Latins in hagimgraphy and beyond.

In their attempts to understand the variation in Early Rusian representations of Latins, scholars of

Early Rus have privileged time of composition above all other explanatory factors. A consensus has
emerged that Early Rusian relat®owith and attitudes to Latins worsened over time from 1054

onwards, so that relative closeness and cordiality in the eleventh century were gradually replaced by
estrangement and hostility. The thirteenth century in particular is frequently paintedrasldrp

which relations between Latins and Rus (or the Orthodox world more generally) broke down, as
Constantinople was sacked by crusading Franks, Aleksandr Nevskii led epic attacks to repulse

Swedes and Teutonic Knights in the nentést of Rus, and Lituania increasingly looked West, not

East! Alexandr Musin might be a little hyperbolic in his assessment of the thirteenth century as the
period of the O6final separationé between the 0We

the essence dfis argument.

This chapter challenges the premise that attitudes to and representations of Latins became steadily
more negative between the eleventh and the fourteenth centuries. The extant texts, our main sources
for reconstructing attitudes, providetlkt evidence for this. The present chapter also questions the

effect which particular events and historical phenomena, from the Schism itselaxrkioé

Constantinople and the Baltic crusades, had on contemipictions of and opinioreboutLatins

1 Fennell A History, pp. 97, 10B04; Rock,Popular Religionp. 63; Francis DvornikThe Slavs in European
History and Civilization(New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 1962), p. 213.

Musin, 6Two Churches6, p. 289.



100

These events and phenomena may have assumed retrospective importance in later historiography, but
how did these apparent turnipgints influence (or not) contemporary portrayals of Latins and their
faith?

The Schism and its &ermath

The deventh enury

In recent years, scholars have tended to downplay the contemporary significance of the events of

1054. In a 2007 article, Jeg&laude Cheynet went as far as to ask whether the Schism constituted an
6event o6 in Byzantine uwlidcd thoa yr ealte gud tl ¢ de atreon widhee hsetra
The discovery of points of contention between branches of the Church was no novelty: Photios had
condemned t he L dliogupa rodh dwdartii minsd wotfhdrhedberrorsédé ba
Moreover there is good reason to believe that the events of 1054 had only the most minimal of effects

on relations between Rome and Constantinople, let alone on broader political and ecclesiastical

dealings. Most contemporary Byzantine sources are silent oogie®f the Schism of 1054and n

1089, when a Constantinopolitan synod investigat

from the diptychs, they could find no evidence that a schism had even takeh place.

However, Cheynet notes that, whileZ&ytine narrative sources largely pass over the Schism in

silence, ecclesiastical sources are slightly more forthcampagticularly in Rus. Here, Cheynet

leans heavily on the tract attributed to Metropolitan Efrem, wBitichurovdates to not long after

the Schism, as evidence that the Schism had at least some immediate resonance in the Orthodox
community beyond the ecclesiastical actors personally involved #piart from the obvious point

that neither the date nor the identity of the composer ofrbas are certain, | have no objection to

this argument. Indeed, there is a reasonable amount of evidence suggesting that certain Rusian
ecclesiastics were composing polemic in the few decades after the Schism, and that this polemic was
influenced by theparticular controversies that took centre stage in 1054, notably the problem of

azyme use. Questions of dating and authorial identity are particularly troubling in this case, but at

least some of Feodosii of the Caves, Metropolitan Efrem, MetropolitargiGédetropolitan Lev of

3JeanC| aude Cheynet, O6Le®¢®heé mefeaidrée 1106®v: ® nuenmedndyn au Mo y ¢
Claude Carozzi and Huguette Tavi&@arozzi (AixenPr ovence: Publications de | 6Uni
2007), pp. 296312.

“Cheynet, 6L8058& hi smed, pp.

5 Louth, Greek Eastp. 317.

6 See p. 32i 33.
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Pereiaslavl and Metropolitan loann Il seem to have been composing polemic in the eleventh century

(even if mostverecomposing in Greek rather than Slavonic).

As the previous chapters have made clear, thelfiist Rusian interestn Lat i n O6err or sé v
confined to texts concerned with the definition and maintenance of orthodoxy. The events of 1054

make no more of an impression on most Rusian sources than they do on most Byzantin@ sources
although, of course, there are fewax eleventkcentury Rusian texts on which the Schisould

have madan impression, and even fewer texts from before 1054 with which to compare them. The
except i onSeimsn oh thealLaw anchGrammposed not long before the Schism. In his list

of regions which have cause to praise God, llarianc | udes O0tbha sRamaisialt a red o f
orthodoxy which has reasoo praise Peter and Paul, its teachers in the fditie significance of this

should not be overstated. This kind of ecumainticinking did not disappear after 1054, either in

Byzantium or in Rus: witness the recurrent concept of the Pope as defender of orthodoxy in Rusian
chronicles®

In short, the Schism does seem to have opened up new rhetorical possibilities for disatissig
Rus. As far as we can tell, it is only after 1054 that Rusian ecclesiastics began to write about Latin
6errorsd, particularly the O6errord of azyme use,

On the other hand, there is no evidenea thmade itself felt in most of the writing or broader culture

ofeleventc ent ury Rus. The Schism camoiomtit & bre &Zownweryyv
sense. No te vgeunittée, at héenno,n b ut hardl y Rusibatnt er shed m
relations.

The twelfth entury

The twelfth century appears to be a period of relative stability as far as ties between Rus and the Latin
world are concerned: it sees none of the political and ecclesiastic turbulence of either the eleventh
centuryor of the thirteenth. For Lind, however, the twelfth century possesses a particular significance

as the period in which indigenous Rusian ecclesiastics belatedly became aware of the rift between the
churches. As a result, Lind suggests, hostility towérds e L adbengan tted cre-ep in f
twelfth century in Novgorodd, although it may ha
where Byzantine ecclesiastics were apparently more influential and nuri&oes the twelfth

century thermqualify as a turningpoint in Rusian (especially Novgorodian) attitudes to Latins? The

"Tted 3! ME OO MstcOdz®6. GProizvedeniia |Ilarionaé, ed. by
8PSRL 1, col. 27; PSRL 2, col. 827.
John H. Lind, o6Christianity on the Moved, p. 428.
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historical evidence might suggest so: contacts between Rus and Scandinavia became considerably less
frequent and intensive from the middletioe twelfth century, wheRug Scandinavian marriages
came to a virtual hatand Scandinavian saints and rites were no longer adopted by the Rusian

church®!

However, there is little to suggest rhetorical change in twebtitury depictions of Latins, which

brings the likelihood o& sudden shift in attitudes into question. Lind citeQbestions of Kirik

with its two questions concerning Latins, as testimony to afoand Novgorodian consciousness of

the divisions between the Latin and Orthodox churéhBsit why assume thatéQuestions of Kirik

represent aewattitude to Latins, a sudden realisation of Latin difference? There are no earlier,

similar Novgorodian texts with which to compare @@estons s o no way of establi
predecessorsoé6 sentWwWhmemtss mdbeyt alsatwiendhave seen,
entirely standard for other Early Rusian erotapokrisdtss of coursewithin the realms of possibility

that Kirik and Nifontédés work is the sapymboutaneous
the rift between the churches; but it seems more likely that Kirik and Nifont were simply working

within a preexisting Early Rusian rhetorical tradition which sanctioned, indeed prescribed, the

expression of adiatin sentiment within erotapoilkeis. Their work tells us little about the evolution

of attitudes to Latins in twelfthentury Rud certainly not enough to permit us to class the twelfth

century as a turnirgoint in either rhetoric about or conceptions of Latins.

The thirteenth century: A century of hostility?

Much recent scholarship quite rightly eschews the idea of a single Great Schism in 1054 followed by
profound Orthodox hostility towards Latins and the erection of denominational borders. In place of an
Orthodox O6East 6arlafgied ayaeasnd, scholars increasi
often (perhaps misleadingly) characterised as OE
which denominational borders had little consistent significance andatimifeelng was limited in

force and extent: The findings of this thesis largely support (although often qualify) this perspective:

while the Schism may have given rise to a new conception of Latins as azymite schismatics, this

P selart,Livonia,pp.3637; John H. Lind, 6The Concept of AEuropea
11 For religious exchange between Rus and Scandinavia in the eleventh and early twelfth century, see Tatjana N.
Jackson, O6The Cult of Sdints@idé#éir Lieeed byRAatonssgn ahidGaripzamoo, d 6, 1 r
pp.1476 7; Gari pzandvwer iccWadndeGairngz&Gnov, O6Novgorod and th
2John H. Lind, 6Chrisi22anity on the Moved, pp. 421

3 See pp39i 40.

1 RaffenspergeiReimagining Euroge John H. Lind, 6The Concept of HAEUro
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conception did not supplant alterivatconceptions of Latins as brothers in the faith. Aatin

sentimenivas the exception, not the rule

If one believes the scholarly consensus, the events of the thirteenth century put an end to this happy

state of affairs. In scholarship both on Rud an the Latin world, the thirteenth century is notorious

as a period of disintegration of the relationships between Rus and Latins. Both Fennell and Stella

Rock call the thirteenth century a O6turnndng poi n
cite the events of 1204 and the 1240s as aggravating f&tkaescis Dvornik argues that the
thirteenth century in RuSembekadmeheabppgérahat
absent, while Heppell similarly understands -4matiin sent ment t o be o6typical é of
century but not the eleventh centdfyscholars writing from the Latin perspective observe a similar

phenomenon. For Eric Christiansen, writing on tHh
centurysawthe r eat i on of a énew religious ¥Begondk i er 6 at
this frontier, according to Rock, Il ay o6a®¥®missior

The thirteenth century apparently marks the appearance of mutual religious hostility, and religious
borders, that were previously largely absent.

The idea that relations between Rus and Latins deteriorated in the thirteenth century is reasonable, if
unnuanced, and there is some evidence for it. Dynastic marriage to Latins, so common until the

twelfth century'® had slowed to a trickle by the thirteedttiPapal rhetoric about Rus and the need to

stamp out the 6Greeko6 | i tatinthecase of Hahdriastlljtmsddidl ands h
not stop Innocent IV from making amicable overtures to Rusian princes, or stop Rusian princes from
responding in kind}. However, many scholars take this evidence for the gradual disintegration of
previoustiesaswei dence for something much more nebul ous:

6 me nt &litis possible that the attitudes of some Rus towards Latins might have hardened over

15 Fennell A History, pp. 10304; Rock,Popular Religionp. 63.

18 Dvornik, The Slavsp. 213; HeppellThe Paterikp. 5.

17 Eric ChristiansenThe Northern Crusades: The Baltic and the Catholic Frontier 11625 (London:

Macmillan, 1980), p. 132.

18 Rock,Popular Religionp. 63.

19 RaffenspergerReimagining Europepp. 71 72.

20There is a good deal of regional variation here. For instance, marriages between Rus and Scandinavians did

dry up in the midtwelfth century, but marriages between Rus and Poles continued. Belamig, pp. 36 37;

Gotthold RhodeDie Ostgrenze Polens:diitische Entwicklung, kulturelle Bedeutung und geistige Auswirkung
(K6In-Graz: Bohlau, 1955), pp. 1B87.

21 See ppl32 135

22Dvornik, The Slavsp . 213, t aWeksst eorfn ame notaahk Hateyikd ; p .HeH,perldf,er s t o
Latin sent iAtbstoty, pp. 97FL6BOdtalks bfthe mer gence of hostile O6atti:t
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the thirteenth century, but hardly amenable to proof: attitudes and mentalitisgassible to

recover, even if we might dimly discern their reflections in contemporary sources. Here, though, is
where the problem lies. As this chapter will show, thirteeestitury texts (or what we can reconstruct
of them) provide very little evidencerfincreasingly inimical representations of Latins, and the
events of the thirteenth century do not provoke the hostile textual response one might expect.

Anti-Latin polemic

For Neborskii, the thirteenth century sees a significant change in the natuntegusity of anti_atin
polemic. Until the middle of the thirteenth century, he suggestsl atiti polemic was not a

particularly productive category; but as the struggle against the Latin faith intensified during the
thirteenth century, it was accomped by a commensurate increase in the production of poféinic.
practice, in his consideration of polemic in this period, Neborskii follows the lead of Popov and
Pavlov, whose analyses of thirteerdind fourteentitentury polemic focus on the appearaote

newly translated or reworked polemic within canon law compendia. The Skdrianhaia copied in

Rus in the 1260s, contained four polemical texts: an extract from an epistle by Peter of Antioch to the
Venetian archbishop Dominic;single sentence froa work by Leo of Ohrid on keeping the Sabbath
and the use of azymes; an duditin tract by Niketas Stethatos; and the -aatiin list known aOn

the Franks and Other Latin®leborskii also dates four other texts, extant in certain redactions of the
Rusgan kormchaiafirst compiled in the 1280s, to the thirteenth cenfdihese are: th&eachings of

the Seven Councjla reworking of the antiatin epistles of Nikifor and loantt;the Tale of the

Twelve Apostleglso known as thEpistle Against the Romg), containing extended excerpts from

Ni ket as St-led thian otsrtbascta;nta reworking of the sectio
azymes; and a r e wédatkepistie, alsofmade todoous onlazyes. ant i

Some of these translated and reworked texts undoubtedly were circulating in thicergntly Rus.

However, it is misleading to suggest (as Neborskii does) that these texts are the direct product of
thirteenthcentury Rusian culture. The contents of tlegbBankormchaiawere not influenced by

Rusian writers: its contents were fixed in early thirtearghtury Serbia and then copied in Ruas

for the Rusiarkormchaia mo s t of its redactions do not i ncl uc
which Neboskii dates to the thirteenth century. The two redactions that do contain the four texts in

guestion are not products of the thirteenth century. M.V. Korogodina has convincingly dated the

23 Neborskii,6 T r a dpip.t3&lj 370 ,

24Neborskii,6 Tr adp. 383 i i 0,

25 A. Pavlov,Kriticheskie opytypp. 58 59.

26 Shchapovyizantiiskoe i iuzhnoslavianskoe pravovoe naslgoje 122 23, 135 39, 146 52.
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Chudovskaia redaction to the first half of the fourteenth certanyd considers it likely that it was
compiled between 1328 and 13#@he Lukashevichskaia redaction probably dates from the sixteenth
century?and i ts ver si eatistextsfappeahte be based impartamtheiversions in
the Chudovskaia redton2° On the evidence available to us, the first period in which a Rusian writer
made a decision to include fresh &ritin polemic in a canon law compendium was therefore not the
thirteenth century, but the middle of the fourteenth century, the vergfahe period | consider in

this thesisWhenKirill Il oversaw the creation of the Rusidkormchaiain the 1280s, he evidently did

not demand that new asltatin texts be included.

Thecontentof the Chudovskaia redaction could of course date frotiee#ran the fourteenth

century. Neborskii combines several arguments in
1283, but his principal argument concerns the en
azymes. He suggests that thesfion of azyme use became acute onlymdutine papacy of Urban IV

(1261 1264), whose policy on the type of bread used in the Orthodox liturgy was stricter than that of

his predecessof$For Neborskii, the appearance of newly translated or reworked jgdleiRus is a

response to the increasinglgcompromising opinions @drban IV on azymes, and particularly to the

institution of the feast of Corpus Christi in 1264 to celebrate the miracle of the transubstantiation of
(unleavened) bread in the Euchaftfst.

The texts in question do indeed privilege the issue of azyme usé&alkhef the Twelve Apostles
includesantLat in polemic 6the main focus of which is
Commu n®oonnldy; t he sect i onracowhichRatems azymeés isAclidedpanch 6 st
l oann |1 6s e pi Tthe Archlhishop gfiRenme fromtldaren, Metropolitan of Rus, on
Azymes* However, there is no need to explain this as a reaction to papal policies in the late thirteenth

centuy. As | showed in Chapter One, even in the early twelfth century, the question of azymes is the

2’M.V.Korogo di n a, 60 vremeni poiavleniiaS€kddeveked ai ad &k ¢t
by A.A. Gorskii (Moscow: Indrik, 2011)x, 197 206.
2Maria VI adimirovna Kor oigperdipolaviny X&IKve. kak istbricheskik ni gi X1 V

istochni6 (unpublished doctoral thesis, Saint Petersburg
®Korogodina, O6Kormchie knigido, p. 415.
®Korogodina, O6Kormchie knigido, p. 410.

31 Neborskii,6 Tr a dp. 38& i i 6,

32 Neborskii,6 T r a dpp.t3&0i81. 6 ,

BOodgdzOo dz" i3 Misjtey ded B Cslststets?2 Wodzw j sMw tsB ditfangpkdeed | d&zOIs d dzv d
dl ekstologicheskie iazykovyeosobennosd p. 70.

%6s OwrdjifdmMStsiklz teddBME Bz sl R 5OdedzONebpEkiB G Bduf @i | BfMC
382.
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only antiLatin accusation to resonate outside of canorf?der the composer of the PVL entry for

986, it is the principal difference between the Latin faitld the Orthodox faitf?. Azyme use seems

to have struck some Rusian writers as more significant than other Latin innovations well before the
thirteenth century, so it is wunsurprising that |

focus onit.

This leaves us no closer to establishing a date for the translation or reworking of the fbatianti

texts in question. The earliest manuscript containing the texts is the early fifteatlinyTolstovskKii

sbornik®” but if the Chudovskaia redagti of thekormchaiawas created in the easiyid fourteenth

century, then the texts must have existed before this date. Most of the Rusighai® s -laatint i

texts await textological and linguistic analysis which might help to establish their da¢esal@of

the Twelve Apostlesowever, has recently been the object of such study. G.S. Barankova dates the
6shorto (and, in her ®awetopreMongpl Resan lihguigtic ground& dact i on
Korogodina, however, asserts that the taxtd entirety could not have appeared before the beginning

of the fourteenth century, on the basis of its U
of the gospeld? Neither scholar concurs with Neborskii in dating Trede to the 1270s 0t280s. As

for the remaining three texts, Pavlov hypothesised that they might predate the compilation of the
Rusiankormchaiain the 1280s, but provides little evidence to support his suggéétioshort,

further work is needed to establish when and wiiee antlLatin texts in the Chudovskaia and
Lukashevichskaia redactions of tkermchaiafirst appeared, but there is no reason to date them to

the second half of the thirteenth century specifically.

There is, however, some evidence for Rusian engagemitbrpolemic in the first half of the

fourteenth century, the latest period that this thesis considers. As well as the Chudovskaia redaction of
thekormchaia this period Bso saw the creation in Volodimer-Volynia of a redaction of the Staéut

of Vladimir. According to laN. Shchapov, this redaction promotes the autonomy of the reredyed
Galician metropolitanate, emphasising its relative independence from both Rome and

Constantinoplé! It does not contain antiatin polemic as such, but it does erapise the Rusian

35 Seep. 46.

36 PSRL1, cols86i 87.

37 For the datingof the Tolstovskiisbornik seePopoy Istoriko-literaturnyj obzor, p. 155;A.A. Turilov,
Mezhslavianski&ul@urnyesviaziepokhisrednevekdia i istochnikovedenigstorii i kul&ury slavian Etiudyi
kharakteristiki(Moscow Znak 2012),pp. 603, 611.

38Barankovap Tekst ol ogi cheski e pi8li azykovye osobennosti 6,
®Korogodina, o6Kormchie knigio, p. 132.

40 A, Pavlov,Kriticheskieopyty, p. 72.

4la.N. ShchapowK ni azheski e ust avy (Moscows Maukk, d973), pp. 66D.r e v n e i Rusi
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adherence to the Orthodox understanding of the nature of the @ranityallusion to thélioque

controversy, one of the principal bones of contention between the Orthodox and Latin churches. This

is not evidence for antiatin or preByzantine feeling in fourteenthentury GaliciavVolynia: the

Volynian redaction of the Statute also implies that the Metropolitan of Kiev is equal in stature to the
Patriarch, suggesting a focus on Galieialynian autonomy rather than support for Byzantine
leadership of the Orthodox worltiHo we v e r it does demonstrate t he
theological divisions between the Orthodox and Latin churches and his conviction of their

ecclesiastical significance.

Given all this, there appears to be ledfdsevidence for the translating, reworking or composition of
antiLatin polemic in the thirteenth century than in either the eleventh, twelfth or fourteenth centuries.
The eleventh and early twelfth centuries saw the composition of numerolsi@mtists and epistles

by ecclesiastics based in Rus. The late twelfth century and the thirteenth century saw the translation
and copying of certain items of Byzantine polemic, and perhaps the reworking of some earlier Rusian
polemic, but the next piece of evitme for the deliberate propagation of driin polemical texts in

Rus dates to the fourteenth century, when a reference fitidhjge debate is included in a redaction

of the Statute of Vladimir and a Rusian writer inserts a number eLatiti textsinto a redaction of
thekormchaia By the early fifteenth century, after the period on which this thesis focuses, a
compendium devoted entirely to ahttin polemic has come into existence, dedicatedd 6t h e
denunciatiom f P o | e s “*@&mtidatihpolemicrcentinued to circulate in thirteestantury

Rus, but there is no reason to believe the thirteenth century was a period of particularly intensive

production of polemic against Latins.

The Sack of Constantinople

Anti-Latin polemic is not the onlglace scholars have looked for evidence of increasing antipathy

towards Latins inte thirteenth century.d€ed with the awkward dearth of named -aatin

polemicists in the thirteenth centuBavlovturns instead to other, not strictly polemical, tets n

which the memory of the Latin worldédés attitude t
p r e s eYFirseath6ng these, according to Pavlov, isThke of the Taking of Constantinoplene

Taleis the only contemporary Rusian text descgpihe sack of Constantinople by crusading Franks

in 12048 an event which, for some scholars, marks the point at which relations between the Orthodox

42 ShchapovKniazheskie ustayy. 62.

43 See n58§, p. 16.

“o9 Cobtter i MBROded ZOM! T OBWIS! 5 Mtseatej dsj dade’ = tSlsdatsh j dad
A. Pavlov,Kriticheskie opytyp. 68.
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6East o and Latin ot%eisincided underthe lyear 1204 ia theWNowggrada t e d .
First clronicle, and was probably composed by a southern Rusian writer, although it also possesses
some superficial Novgorodian linguistic featufes.

TheTale of the Taking of Constantinofidein no way antiLatin, even though the destruction it

describes was ppeetrated by Latins. Asoth Floria andRocknote theTalelays all the blame on the

crusading Franks themselves and not on the Latin CAUlcin d e e d , when o6l sakovi chdie
Angel os, son of | saac | Inemhsh g € PobSvhahiapandthe Popéfor t he ¢
ai d, the Pope and O0Tsard commandadiftheei r men t o he

Constantinopolitans approdewithout doing any damage to Constantinople, and then to continue on
to Jerusalem. The sack of Constantinoplebcsu onl y because the Franks 6f
Tsar and®the Popebo.

Even the disobedient Franks are not roundly condenTitedFranks of th@alearecertainly

covetous and capable of great violence,unlike the Greekghey are also driven dyonour. Their

determination to die ratherthanr et r e at is axconimors thposrofien applied to heroic

Rusian princes inchroniclésT hei r failure to obey t RPandtheir ul er so
capture of Constantinople is framed as an act of repentance motivated by honour: they take

Constantinople to expunge the shame they feel for having harmed Constantinople and let Isakovich

die® The Greeks of th&aleare hardly their moralsugeror s. 6 Ol eksao6 (Al exios |
his brother 6lsaké (lsaac Il Angelos), despite t
betrays | sak, his own father, from whom he t akes

betray Isakvich after reassuring him of their suppdiurchufld6 ( Al exi os V Doukas,
60 Mo ur t z asuherhunable ® jally either the boyars or the people, who flee in terror rather than
standing with him. In short, neither the Franks nor the Greeks are herdkaims: the Franks

commit terrible acts of violence, but they are courageous and honourable; the Greeks are cunning,

untrustworthy, riven by dissension, and finally unable to resist the Frankish advance.

More than anything, the struggle between Olelssk and Isakovich, who are all in competition for

the imperial throne, is reminiscent of the internecine princely conflicts which are a favourite theme of

45 Rock,Popular Religionp. 63.

%Al an Timberl ake, 60Ol der and Younge OxfReStaeonisRagers,s of t h
New Series33 (2000), 135 (p. 22).

47 Floria, U istokoy p. 120; RockPopular Religionp. 63.

48 Seen. 24, p. 59.

“odkzzyj d&F jMls' k&ilkd k AjMOLWPSRE®PE, dzjyj dzd i McOdisd
060 jyvdzt dad BT 9 hj L BSRELIgpMFAzz Odzedj Mmotsj 6.

51 PSRL3, pp. 47i 48.



109

Rusian chroniclersl204 isthusa destructive but essentially local conflict between membergof th
Constantinopolitan eliten which a group of wayward Franks intervetigs not a conflict between

OEast & and 6Westod, or bet weTaled sO Qrctcloawdhdax ®@fandi GL a
lament for Constantinople, although the composeetedhe destruction of so much beatityr a

pol emical work: the composerdés portrayal of the
for that. Rather, it is a cautionary tale describing the terrible consequences of internecine strife among
thepolitical elite in Constantinople. We look in vain for depictions of a grand struggle between

6Latinsd and Tad®Ort hodoxd in the

The Baltic cusades

To judge by the vast majority of the historiography on the topic, the mid to late thirteenth century was

a fateful moment in the history of the relations between Rusamdsiof the Baltic Novgorod and

Pskov were embroiled in frequent struggles with
great conflict bet we &foughtheAleksandriNevskinasmd hismdnint he We st
1240, and the campaigns of Dovmont of Pskov against the Livonian Order (a branch of the Teutonic
Knights) between the 1260s and the 1290s. According to this version of events, the thirteenth century

was a period ahcreasing enmity and rivalry between Orthodox Rus and the Latin West, personified

in the Teutonic Knights and their ultimate spiritual authority, the Pope. The hostile rhetoric of the

Tale of the Life of Aleksandr Nevskit he next t e xftorkspresdtvingtheanerdosyofl i st o
Latini Orthodox relations in the thirteenth centdfynd the yet more violent language of Trae of
Dovmontappear to testify to this conception of the thirteenth century as a period in which Latins
became 0 premtsiongsodd,| etshse6, and Rus the target of rep

conversion attempts.

This is a compelling but ultimately flawed narrative based on two very unusual texts. Both the actual
situation and chronicle representations of this situatieremu c h mor e equrecenbcal . Sel
monograph on the 6i maginary medieval frontiero6 ©b
has demonstrated that profitable political and economic exchange between Ramgsid the

Baltic made longermconflict undesirable, while ideas of religious difference were not yet so
entrenched as to motivate hostitfeven t he reputation of the o6Batt|l

many scholars have come to understand the Battle largely as a constructionRuidatan

52PSRL 3, p. 49.
53 Dvornik, The $avs p. 213.
54 A. Pavlov,Kriticheskie opytyp. 68.

55 Selart,Livonia.
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historiography, a relatively ruof-the-mill border skirmish rather than an epeaéfining conflict>®

Representations too are more nuanced outside of-baggoaphy: there is no straightforward contrast

between hostile texts and the realitiegjodtidian cooperation. Admittedly, within the chronicles,

accounts of conflict dominadechronicles in general are more interested in conflict than in describing

the prosaic details of daily lifebut these conflicts are local conflicts between Christiaosstitanic
strugglesCertainly, thenemtsiare arrogant and too convinced of their own strength, forgetting that

battles are won by divine favour and not strength of nuntérs, so are some Rusian princes:

Andr ei Bogol iubskii, i6gpudftiilnlge diwi thto per rimg arhee Gt |

in the Kiev chronicleé®

Nor are thenemtsidistant strangers. The Older Novgorod First chronicle might make a single

thireenthc ent ury r ef er ence t dnoflemennikisva d 2@ dut choniclers or ei g n e
make no attempt to hide the close contacts between Ruseartdi Reference is repeatedly made to

Ps kov 6s nemtsvwho pravidetniitary aid in 1228 and support for the rule of Tverdilo

Ivankovich in 1240° In 1235, thenemtsiprovide the ransom proffered by Rusian princes in exchange

for the freedom of Vladimir Rurikovich, who had been captured by the Cuih@ihe.Novgorod First

chronicle even records the fact that not all princes welcomed (potentially unprofitable} edttf

the Balticnemtsi in 1269, laroslav laroslavich of Tver complains to the Novgorodians about the men

he has lost to bloody conflicts with themts®?

As far as representations of the Baltic crusades are concerndd)ehaf the Life of Aleksan

Nevskiiand theTale of Dovmonéare in a rhetorical class of their own. This is not to say thakdles

are not products of their time. It is no coincidence that these texts appeared after decades of hostility
between Rus angemtsiin the Baltic, andn this repect, the historical context dieir creation is

undoubtedly relevant. Moreover, the fact thatTaée of Dovmorit s r het ori ¢ i s more v
of theTale of the Life of Aleksandr Nevs&iiuld be the result of the difference in theaites of

6|soaho,Thelmagep. 2; D. G. Lind, O6Nekotorye soolKmazahkeéniia o
Aleksandr Nevskii i ego epokha: Issledovaniia i materiatly by Iu.K. Begunov and A.N. Kirpichnikov (Saint

Petersburg: Dmitrii Bulanin, 1995), pp.iBt4 ; Ant i Selart, oO0Conf eQperationn a | Conf
Livonia and Russi a i €rudadeand Tdnversibneor the Baltic Crentdis5d 15900 , in

ed. by Alan V. Murray (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2001), pp.i1&L(p. 164); FennellThe Crisis pp. 103, 105.

5" See e.g. PSRL 3, pp. 77, 91.
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S9PSRL 3, p. 77.

50 PSRL 3, pp66, 77 78.

61PSRL 3, p. 74.

62PSRL 3, pp. 8i788.
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composition: the few decades separating them may well have seen a hardening of attitudes to Latins.
My point is simpy that their portrayals of Rilsemtsiconflicts in the Baltic are rare exceptions, not

the norm. For this very reason, thalesshould be interpreted from literary and regional perspectives
(see Chapters Three and Five), adtistorical perspective alone.

The fourteenth century: Closing the literary borders

Thefindings of this chapter suggest that thaerteenth century has a stronger claim than the thirteenth

century to be the century in which ahatin hostility both intensified and became more widespread in

texts. New antLatin polemic is included in the Rusiiormchaia Galicia uses thélioque

controversyto distance itself from Romehe composer of th€ale of Dovmonb er at es t he Opag
Latins?o. What 6 s mor e, as | dfeuneemhscentuy,tthed i n Chapt
Novgorod First chronicle hdsegun to routinely present Latins aharknts of a different faith and an

existential threat to Rusian Orthodd®The thirteenth century may see signs of rhetorical change to

come (theTale of the Life of Aleksandr Nevskiifirst among them), but this change only really

materialises in théourteenth centur$!

Why should this be? At least by the middle of the fourteenth century, there are certain new historical
factors at play which could have provoked or catalysed increasingly negative attitudes to and
representations of Latins. Both Polaarti Swede were attempting to expand onto Rusian terrjtory

as the Novgorod First chronicle reports in the 134@sy. 1387, the powerful polity of Lithuania had

officially accepted Latin Christianity after decades of wavering between Rome and Constafftinop
However, increasing Latin pressure on Rusbés west
probably not the sole reason for increasing hostility. After all, the first hints of rhetorical change in
depictions of Latins date to earlier thae thiddle of the fourteenth centdryperhaps to as early as

the late thirteenth century if tAale of the Life of Aleksandr Nevskiiconsidered to be at the

vanguard of these developments.

Perhaps texts were simply slow to change in response to thirssnttry shifts in attitudes to

Latins. As this chapter has repeatedly stressed, we have no access to attitudes or perceptions except as

63 See p65.

64 A conclusion which Floria also points towards on the basis cfdfe of Dovmonand the Novgorod First
chronicl ebés enbtistgkoyfpd??t2. 1349. FIl ori a,

85 PSRL 3, pp. 361359 60.

66 S.C. Rowell Lithuania Ascending: A Pagan Empire Within E&@sntral Europe, 1295.345(Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1994), pp. 1.3®4.



112

divined from historical events or extrapolated from texts. However, it is certainly possible that Rusian
perceptions oL atins did in fact evolve in the thirteenth century, but that it took until the fourteenth
century for thisshift to influence depictions of Latins. It might simply have taken time for increasing
hostility toregisterin writing, and for the (increasinglyidespread?) idea of Latins as religiously
different or even Other to become the subject of new literary conventions. According to this

interpretation, fourteentbentury texts would belatedly reflect a sea change in attitudes to Latins.

The guestion ofltanging Rusian perceptions of Latins should also be analysed within a broader

context. The thirteenth and fourteenth centuries saw shifts in perceptions of the Other, in its many

forms, across the Latin world. David Abulafia interprets the later Middles Agehe period when

6fuzzy and foggyo religious frontiers i/ what is
Sharon Kinoshita and Geraldine Heng see related thirtegmihfourteentitentury changes in ways

of conceptualising Others. Heng diseas the rise of what she calls medieval nationalism, along with
discourses of essential biological and spiritual difference between p&biglasshita notes the
appearance of dédincreasingly discifahdifouteenti t ax onon
century Latin world?®

In other words, the solidifying of previously fluid boundaries between religious and political groups in
the late thirteenth and fourteenth centuries was not a phenomenon restricted to Rus. This observation
does not constitutanexplanationfor the increasingly antagonistic depictions of Latins in late

thirteenth and fourteentitentury Rus. Most of the institutions and contexts which Abulafia, Heng,
Kinoshita and others consider to have been crucibles for thirtesardtfoureenthcentury discursive

shifts were irrelevant to Rus. The ahéretical proclamations of the Fourth Lateran Councilthad
violence of the Albigensian Crusade were not Rusian affairs; there is little evidence that Rusian
writers feltthesackdEonst ant i nople by crusading Fr&®nks to I
More work is also needed to ascertain the extent to which Rusian attitudes to all sorts of Others, not
just Latins, hardened in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries: afteealyveeping epistemic

changes that Abulafia, Kinoshita and Heng discuss concerned not only conceptions of other Christian

groups, but of religious and ethnic Others in general. 6til,e Rusi an &édment al barri

David Abul afia, 6l ntroduct iidrb:00%lediedhirromtiers: ®scepsf Ambi gu
and Practicesed. by David Abulafia and Nora Berend (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2002)j Bg-.(b. 33).

58 Geraldine HengEmpire of Magic: Medieval Romance and the Politics of Cultural Far(fdey York:

Columbia University Press, 2003), p. 70.

59 SharonKinoshita,Medieval Boundaries: Rethinking Difference in Old French Literaf@tgladelphia:

University of Pennsylvania Press, 2006), p. 2.

0 Kinoshita,Medieval Boundarig. 2.
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against Latins in the fourteentkentury bear a striking resemblarioghose being erected in the Latin

world.

There are only two periods of Early Rusian history that might plausibly class as rhetorical turning

points in depictions of Latins. The first is the Aféde eleventh centuryhe period of the Schism and

its immediate aftermath, when the concept of Latins as corrupt Christians seems to have first taken

hold in Ru® but only in a restricted group of mostly polemical texts, not in the broader literary or

cultural sphere of Rus.HE second is the very end of the period this thesis considers, thenahrly

fourteenth century, which sees the beginning of a rhetorical shift which will continue throughout the
fourteenth centuryRusian composers include ahttin polemic in their canolaw compendia;

religious hostility towards Latins begins to spread beyond canon law, infiltrating texts of various

genres, including chronicles; and Latins come to be depicted not simply as schismatics or imperfect
Christians, but as people of anothérfah, even (eventually) O6pagansbo.

InEarly Rusthena t ext 6s ti me of composition is a relatd.i
Latins.This may be aegative conclusion, bittis not an insignificant one. Firstly, lirings into

guestion muclof the scholarship on depictions of and attitudes to Lafinkast after the Schism,

particular events in the history Riug Latin relations do not trigger immediate rhetorical change.

Schol ar sé tpalikntosfd & tnu rEmairn gy eréeptisnis af hatind is fheéreforei ons an.
mi sl eadi ng. What 6s mor e, on the basis of the evi
become steadily more hostile throughout the Early Rusian peciothdse interested in

representationsf Latins (and witken representations of Latins have been among our principal
sources for relations 6on the ground6), time of
power with which historians have sometimes endowéthis conclusion alsprovides a rationalfor

the investigatiorof alternativefactors whichmight affect depictions dfatins if time of composition

does not influence portrayals, what do€$fapters One to Three investigated genre and théme; t

final chapter of this thesitirns toplace of compositioranother promising but little studigaedictor

of the tenor of Early Rusian depictions of Latins and the Latin world
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Chapter Five: Regional Conceptions of Latins and the Latin World in Early Rus

The twelfthcentuy i n Rus is often conceptual i'Buiy as t he
the twelfth and then thirteenth centuries, various regions of Rus began to gain increasing political and
cultural prominence, where previously Kiev had reigned moreserdepreme as the political and

cultural centre of Rus, rivalled only by Novgorod. In domains as varied as art and architecture,
historiography and politics, these regions began to pursue policies and produce works different from
those of Kiev and the otheegions of Rus. It is in this period of increasing regional cultural

production that we first observegional disparitiefh depictions of Latins and their faith, and of

connections and exchange between Rus and the Latin world.

Chapter Two noted but diabt explore the fact théoth the fequency of mentions of Latins in

chronicles ad the tone and content of these mentions vary by rég@onthern Rusian chronicles

have much more to say about Latins than northern chronicles do. They also tend te brpiiadt in

their depictims of Latins as good men a@thristians. Regional differences in representations of

Latins are therefore both quantitative and qualitative. This chapter returns to these differences,

focusing on the ways differentregionsofsRuconcei ved of the Latin worl d
relation to Rus. | examine three related themes: depictions of Latins as part (or emphatically not part)

of Rusian society; statements of Rusian independence from or cooperation with the Latin world; and

conceptions of the borders between Rus and the Latin world.

Theextent of regional differences in depictions of Latins has not had the scholarly attention it merits.

Insofar as scholars have studied local distinctions in representations of Latinthairdibcus has

been on the chronicle of Galieiolynia, whose composers are often considered to have displayed

unusual tolerance towards Latins. Henryk Paszkiewiczi t teesnains & flact that in contrast to

analogous writings of Kiev, of Novgorodce the Chronicle of Halic¥olynia does not betray any
feeling of religious aMowavgroifohesacoepts thevancldsionsofeahe Cat h o
second chapter of this thesis, that religious-gatin polemic is in faca raritywithin the chronicles,

then the GaliciatVolynian chronicle suddenly appears less anomalous. This is not to imply that the
GalicianVolynian chronicle is, on the contrary, somehow typical of Rusian representations of Latins.

Ther e ar ereprasatablidny. pektcfm ¥ladimiBuzdal, Kiev, Novgorod and Galieia

1 See for example Simon Franklin and Jonathan ShephadEmergence of R750 1200(London, New York:
Longman, 1996), pp. 3284; Janet MartinMedieval Russia 980584 2nd edn (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2007), pp. 1i0.

2 See pp54i 55.

3 Henryk PaszkiewicZThe Origin of RussiéLondon: George Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1954), p. 99; see also

Liustrov, OEvropabd.
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Volynia all approach Latins differently, with VladirBuzdalian and Galiciavolynian texts

displaying particularly clear idiosyncrasies.

These four regions were cultural centres of Earlg &ud possessed some of the richest extant
traditions of local historiography. More than most other texts, the chronicles of Novgorod, Kiev,
Vladimir-Suzdal and Galici&olynia make a feature of their regionality. To different extents, they
relate local egnts, champion local princes, invoke local saints and report on local failures and
successes. The fortunes of Rus as a hominal whole tend to feature more rarely, particularly in the
Novgorod First and Galiciawolynian chronicles. Along with the comparatly high frequency of
references to Latins in chronicles compared to other texts, this fact makes chronicles particularly

useful sources for a discussion of regional representations of Latins.

I do not entirely disregard Rusian texts not contained in atles) but many of these texts simply do

not have a great deal to add to our understanding of regional variation in portrayals of Latins. Most
anti-Latin lists and epistles, for example, are not at all regional in character: much of their content is
originally Byzantine and the warnings and denunciations they contain are intended for the entirety of
the Orthodox church. The relatively few mentions of Latins in texts which are neither canon law nor
chronicles generally gain little from being viewed through prism of regionality. Daniil, who

describes his travels to the Holy Land, is probably from saetstern Rus, where@gtonii, who

relates his time in Constantinople, is Novgorodian; but their different backgrounds do not seem to
affect their descripti;ks of the &6Frankishé or 6Latind peopl es
provenance of a text certainly can influence its depiction of Latins, but need not necessarily do so.
The present chapter focuses on Rusian writing with distinct regional chististeand so

particularly on the chronicles, although I also refer to the Novgordgiisstions of Kirikand the

KievanPatericonin my analysis.

Regionality

Employing the concept of regionality as a way of categorising Rusian textsssaightforvard. At

times, assignig texts to particular regions can tedatively unproblematic. Th@uestions of Kirik

for example, is evidently a Novgorodian texpassesseNovgorodian dialect features; the authority

to whom Kirik refers is Nifont, known fromarious sources to have been bishop of Novgorod; and

Kirik himself states in the colophon to Aigsaching on Numbetsh at he i s writing 1in

N o v g o“Sontk fexts are considerably harder to categorise by region, however. Texts could

4 Assuming the same Kirik wrote both tRiestionsaind theTeaching on Numbers Mi | 6 kov and Si mon
Kirik Novgorodetsp. 318.



116

migrate from onarea to another: analysis of thale of the Taking of Constantinoples | i ngui st i c
features suggests that it probably originated in the sea#t, although it ended up in the Novgorod
FirstchronicleScr i bes coul d al so mi gpeeapsthe cémpaseniofsdme he o6t
or all of theTale of the Murder of Andrei Bogoliubskéividently spent time in VladimfWh at 6 s

more, many texts assumed a su@gional significance, resonating outside of their area of

composition thanks to their inclusiogn compendia, chronicles or collections of canon law.

Despite their focus on regional affairs, chronicles too resist attribution to a single region. No Early
Rusian chronicle, whether conwvRwngiiamé, lyyo rctadiemor
entries about events local to the area in which the chronicle was compiled. It is often hard to ascertain

the origin of these entries about Horal events. Were they copied from another chronicle? If so,

which? Or did local chroniclers hear about dgeaaking place outside of their region and decide to

write about them? Sometimes, these questions can be successfully tacklethre often than not,

they are | eft unanswered, or el se {Rusiamdwer s ar
chroncle the PVL, the Kiev chronicle and parts of the Vladi®@irzdal and Novgorod First

chronicle® questions of origin are particularly difficult to resolve, and do not always produce very
satisfying results. For icentunyeatries ghared Wetwednuhke Biev wo r k
chronicle and the VladimiBuzdal chronicle has demonstrated that the two chronicles shared a source

which was itself a compilation of Kievan, Vladirthuzdalian and Pereiaslavlian items of interest.

This is a valuable cohgsion, but one which highlights the difficulty of establishing the regional

origins of Rutiiaead fcmrtome cd &lsl

Deciding which entries cSOGulzdabeéeaodl-RedlicdoKd eavamhe,
chronicles is therefore a pailarly thorny problem. The VladimBuzdal chronicle, for instance,

mentions Latins in the context not only of happenings in VladBuizdal, but of events in Kiev,

Galicia, Novgorod, Chernigov and so on. For the purposes of this chapter, | considefrantion of

these mentions. When discussing Vladi®iurzdalian writing about Latins, | examine only entries

which describe events taking place in Vladi8irzdal or events in which VladirBuzdalian princes

were involved. The same goes for Kievan wgtabout Latins. My assumption is that accounts of

5Timberlakeo6 Ol der and Youm2Rer Recensionséo,

6 B.A.RybakovRusskie | etopistsy i (Moscow NaukaSlD78@)ypp.781l.pol ku | gor
'See for example T.V. Gimon, 06O0tXlazlhevnvi.e nve nnoovvggoorrooddsskki
in Vostochnaia Evropa vdrevnostiisrede k ovdée: Kontakty, zony kontaktov i

pamiatichlen&k or r espondenta AN SSSR VI adi mil6aprellad99e¢qi:t 6 evi c ha
Materialy k konferentsii ed. by E. A. Mel éni kova ( M09 pmiB944.Rossi i ska
8Tat o6iana Vilkul, 60 proiskhozhdenii obshchego teksta
(predvarit e Pdasoglavicazld (R083), RE8Q. 6 ,
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events in, say, Kiev, or accounts of events concerning Kievan princes, are more likely to have been
composed in Kiev, whereas accounts of events elsewhere in Rus are more likely to be the product of

other egional historiographical traditions. This means that in my analysis of Vla8umzidalian

writing about Latins, for example, | include the VladirBiu z dal chr oni cl eds accour
campaigns undertaken by Grand Princes of Vladimir againsietimsibeyond Novgorod, but do not
include the chroniclebés short account of Roman o
perfectly possible that a VladimBuzdalian chronicler independently recorded the murder of Roman

of Galich; but the line between wthia probablyVladimir-Suzdalian and what ossiblyViadimir-

Suzdalian has to be drawn somewhere. The position of the line may be arbitrary to some extent, but

its presence allows patterns to emerge.

I use the same crit er iNovgovdd Eirst addiGaliciaWslymianrng t he Or e
chronicles, considering only entries about Novgorodian or Gali@ynian princes or events.

Thankfully, the vast majority of entries concerning Latins in the Gali¢ialgnian chronicle are

about events in Galici®olynia or the dealings of Galiciaviolynian princes. The Novgorod First

chronicle is slightly more problematic. Before about 1115, the chronicle contains items written from

both a Kievan and a Novgorodian perspective, including a number of entries nmentiatins in

southern Ru$ After this date, the chronicle takes on a more local character, so that when chroniclers
mention Latins, it is almost always in the context of local affairs. (The major exception to this rule is

theTale of the Taking of Constémople under the year 1204, which | consigeiin the previous

chapten® Again, | do not consider entries about Latins outside of Novgorod in my discussion here,

because of the possibility that these entries were originally composed outside of Novgorod.

One might raise objections to this method of classifying chronicle ebiyrigeeir likely origins.

Might we not considealle nt ri es in, say, the Novgorod First <c
a Novgorodian chronicler chose to integrate them livi¢ chronicle. Does that not madeeryentry

Novgorodian, evelif it had its origin elsewhere, in another regional chronigiéing tradition? This

alternative approach would certainly have the advantage of simplicity, permitting a researcher to skirt

the thorny issue of establishing the origins of every entry in@iatie. Howeverin this casethe

stricter definition of a -Suddalamg eta)chdonicderedtry gves Ki ev a
better, more consistent, more revealing results. Including texts likeitheally nonNovgorodian

Tale of the Takingf Constantinoplén a discussion of Novgorodian chronielgiting muddies the

water®) although distilling the pure water from the pollutants, so to speakjdsntlyan artificial

°For 1115 as the date of the codiitlad gomodifandendNonvagto
Ti mofey V. Guimon, O6Christian | dent i tHigtoricahNatratves Ear | y N
ed. by Garipzanov, pp. 2685 (p. 255).

0 See ppl07i 109
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exercise, and one which would likely have held little interest for mabvesiters and readers. | do

however include all chronicle mentions of Latins, whatever their likely origin, in Appendix Three.

Latins: Part of the fabric of Rusian society?

Latins can play very varied roles in Early Rusian chronicles and narrativeltestgne texts, Latins
merit nothing but a passing mention. In others, they play only bit parts. Rarely, they are given equal
billing with Rus.This sectiomims to demonstrate that provenance is one of the principal factors
governing how much and what kirof attention a text devotes to Latiftsthereby sets the scene for

the rest of this chapter, which contrasts regional approaches to the idea of Rusian isolation and
autonomy from the Latin world, as well as the concept of geographical, politicalliimlise

boundaries between Rus andihaChristendom. In this sectiphexamineVladimir-Suzdalian,
Novgorodian, Kievan and Galiciaviolynian depictions of Latins present in Rus or involved in

Rusian affairs, asking: are Latins depicted as part of thie fabRusian society, or are they distant
foreigners? Do texts contain frequent concrete mentions of Latins, or are Latins largely an abstract
concept? Are Latins culturally and politically distinct from the Rus, or fundamentally similar? Given
the size ®BRus and the relative independence of its regions, especially by the twelfth and thirteenth
centuries, it is hardly surprising that texts from different areas of Rus yield quite different answers to

all of these questions.

Vladimir-Suzdal

Chapter Two, om.atins in chronicleslargely ignored the chronicle of VladimBuzdal. Compared to

the other chronicles of Early Rus, the chronicle of Vladigizdal contains very few mentions of

Latins. The single dramatic exception to this rule isTiale of the Lié of Aleksandr Nevski.a.

1263 However, as | discussed in previous chaptersT éhe of the Life of Aleksandr Nevsikii

extremely unusual in its treatment of Latins. Aside from-hatin polemic and th&ale of Dovmont
itistheonlyextantEarlRusi an text thatatbobdabd thEel edl| pane]
to portraying Latins as ¢ OiShzdaliad referdnbes to Lating,s u a | S pa
combined with the uniquenesbtheTale of the Life of Aleksandr Nevslsirorgly suggests that

Vladimir-Suzdalian references to Latins merit analysis on their own terms.

The majority of entries on Latins in the Vladir8uzdal chronicle date to the first half of the twelfth

century, when the chronicle was anRilsian chronicle focused on Kiev. As none of these entries

11 PSRL 1, cols 47i781.
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concern Vladimi#Suzdal or VladimiSuzdalian princed do not consider them here. After 1161,

when the chronicle begins to focus on affairs in nedhtern Rus, mentions of Latins become

extremely infrequent. Some of these mentions are notes on affairs outside of \/fuatnoha:

|l arosl|l avbosaimpawsy tti @an o all the Kievans, includ
Galichds murder by the Poles in 1206; Mstislav N
the flight of the princes of Chernigov to the Hungarians in 1239. Only fowr dxay relation to

Vladimir-Suzdal or its princes. As well as these four later VladBuoizdalian mentions of Latins in

the VladimirSuzdal chronicle, there is one possibly Vladiirzdalian reference to Latins in the

Kiev chronicle s.a. 1175, within thiale of the Murder of Andrei Bogoliubskiiconsider th& ale of

the Murderalong with VladimirSuzdalian texts here because of its setting and the sympathies of its

compiler, despite the possibility t mantorignhe compi

Of these five VladimitSuzdalian mentions of Latins, two date to the twelfth century and three to the
thirteenth and early fourteenth century. The earliest is the passing mention includedale tbiethe
Murder of Andrei Bogoliubsks.a.1175 in the Kiev chronicle. The composer of Tlade of the

Murderi n c | u d e slatidirain Hisdidt of pedple (including Constantinopolitan merchants,
pagans, Bulgars and Jews) who might arrive in Vladimir and wonder at its splendid architecture.
The next VladimirSuzdalian reference to Latins, s.a. 1194 in the Vlad8uizdal chronicle, also has
Vladimirian architecture as its theme: it denies aemtsiinvolvement in the renovation of another
Vladimir-Suzdalian architectural masterwork, the Ditian Cathedral in Vladimir, specifying that
renovations were completed by O6Omasters from the
men 6 , Geariching forumasters frothe nemtsd4 Finally, the three thirteentland fourteenth
century referaces all relate the involvement of Grand Princes of Vladimir or their relatives in
Novgorodian battles againsémtsi The entry for 1242 notes the aid Andrei, soon to be Grand Prince
of Vladimir, provided to his brother Aleksandr Nevskii, prince of Noegoion the request of his

father laroslav, the current Grand Prince; the entry for 1263 iBatlecof the Life of Aleksandr

Nevskij and the entry for 1302 is a short note on battles between Aleksei Aleksandrovich, son of

Aleksandr Nevskii, with theemts in the northwest!®

It is striking that not one of these references to Latins describes real Latins actually present in
Vladimir-Suzdal. Three refer toemtsinear Novgorod, of interest only because of the resistance

Aleksandr Nevskii and his relatives offer them. The entry for 1194 insists abskeacef Latin

12 Rybakov,Russkie letopistsypp. 79 131; Priselkov]storiia, p. 7 6 ; N. N. Voronin, O¢Pov
Andreia Bogol i ulsteria @§SRE63| n0.8,B80A(p.9A).r 6 ,

BPSRL 2, col. 591.

“asofls kedzj o WMo 5 &N gz " GOMis jNg SOy ‘RIPLSCOl. 411.

ISPSRL 1, cols 470, 4781, 486.
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craftsmen in VIadi mir, TaeoflthetMurdera Andrsi Bagalivbélgiadb L at i n €
hypothetical, abstract Latin. Chronicles do not represent Latins as part of thdadwaabf

Vladimir-Suzdal. Latingare overawed tourists at best, distant enemies at worst. Evidently, Latins were
geographically more distant from Vladiruzdal tlan they were from, say, Galieitolynia, and this

does help to explain the reticence of Vladi@uzdalian texts on Latins. Yet Latins were not quite as

distant as the chronicles would have them. The many Romanesque features ofanelftirteenth

centry Vladimir-Suzdalian architecture testify to tAfd.return to the question of the disjunction

between VladimitSuzdalian representations and realities later in this chapter.

It is also worth noting thdtatins inVladimir-Suzdaliartexts are alwaysit her 6 Lremt$dns 6 or G
both broad terms which give no clear indication of which part of the Latin world the subject is from.

This preference for the ternemtsiis a feature which VladimiSuzdalian texts share with

Novgorodian texts. This is easily@ained: the Latins with whom Novgorod had dealings were

largely from the more northerly areas of what is now Europe. These peoples tend to beeoaited

However, unlike Novgorodian texts, Vladirtiuzdalian texts make no attempt to differentiate

between different groups aiemtsi Where theNovgorod First chronicléas Swedes, Varangians,

nemtsiof lurev,nemtsi6 f r om beyond t he s e ab-Sadalian texdsiagveamlp r e , t
nemtsi or , once, 0 L-8uzdalas depictiond, lias ard neomd annabstract and

imprecise concept than a quotidian presence.

Novgorod

The context for depictions of Latins was quite different in Novgorod. Novgorod was a centre of trade
with the Latin world and became a member of the Hanseatic League fratlers and Latin

architecture must have been a relatively common sight in its centre: indeed, Varangiamtsid

merchants had their own warehouses and churches in the town. Certain Novgorodians must also have
been well acquainted with the Scandinasialithuanians (pagan until the slow process of
Christianisation began in the thirteenth century) and various crusading groups settled to its north and
west. Henrik Birnbaum characterised Novgorod as a stronghold of what he, following Riccardo
Picchio, rders to asSlavia Orthodoxabut simultaneously a town open to the people and cultural
influences of the Latin worl¥.Given all this, one might expect the written culture of Novgorod to

reflect the ubiquitous presence of Latins in and around Novgorod.

16 See ppl29 130
1" Henrik BirnbaumNovgorod in Focus: Selected Essé@elumbus, OH: Slavica Publishers Inc., 1996), pp.
15 40.
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To some extent, it does. References to Latins are far more frequent in the Novgorod First chronicle

than in the VladimiSuzdal chronicle, and most of these references are to Latins present in or around
Novgorod. Over the centuries documented in the Novgbistl chronicle, different Latin groups

come to prominence, but broadly speaking, the Latins with whom Novgorodian texts are concerned

tend to originate from what is now northern and western Europe, and are generally engaged (from a
Novgorodian perspectiyén either trade or warfare. Not only are Latins a frequent presence in the

Novgorod First chronicle, chroniclers use a great variety of terms to define them. Merchants are often
6overseas mend or Ohantsie, ghhéarsdngibandn a@adr adVB bi bar
are mmestsdl ywyréo 6 Swedes 6, but chroni cheetsisf occrmasy ® n@r

dhemtsof Vel i ad?éd, for exampl e. 6Gotl ander s o6, 6Dane:s

Until the early thirteenth centy, Varangians are one of the most prominent Latin groups mentioned

in Novgorodian texts. These Varangians can be unruly mercenaries or indeed military enemies who

do Novgorod harn® but they are also represented as a peaceful Novgorodian présanasaty

entry in the Novgorod First chronicle makes a dramatic claim demonstrating the cultural proximity

and historical connections that were felt to exist between Novgorod and the Varangians: the

chronicler states that Novgorodians, unlike the restof Res, a8t i | | 6 of ®Nowevarngi an s
the term 6Varangiand falls almost out of wuse aft
cooperation and coexistence with Varangians also become scarcer. Scandinavians continue to figure

in the Novgorod-irst chronicle, but most often, these Scandinavians are Swedes in competition with

Novgorod for land and influence in the Baltic region, and so enemies rather than partners.

As well as an increasing number of conflicts with Swedes, the thirteenth calsoigees the

appearance agfemtse nemi es i n Novgorodoés Baltic hinterland
Novgorodian references to Latins relate conflicts between Novgorodian forcesratsiksettlers in

the Baltic region. As we have seen, Trade ofthe Life of Aleksandr Nevsiiis de pi cnemtsain of t
near Novgorod as profoundly different, a threat
depictions of their enemié$in the Novgorod First chronicle, these are local conflicts: hasgitetsi

are enemies, certainly, but not Others. Thesatsiform alliances with the local tribes such as the

Chud and the Korel, or even %t héy Psktoab!| inoh dvd it &
agree complex treaties parcelling out land betwdnemselves and Novgotadther than mounting a

B PSRL 3, pp. 39, 1745.

19 Maintaining churches and weliouses in Novgorod, for instance. PSRL 3, pp. 37, 57.
Vo5l tosHO o9 OwWY! MEOGH. PSRL 3, p. 106.

2l See ppl109 111

22 For examples afiemtsialliances with Pskov, the Chud and the Korel, see PSRL 3, pp87%94.
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fierce attack and then disappearing when Aleksandr puts them tco*¥liighenemtsiaresometimes

an irritant, but hardly an Other.

It would be misleading to suggest that Novgorodian texts tend to deyics negatively, even

though accounts of conflicts with Latins outhnumber accounts of peaceful coexistence. Certain Latin

groups might be enemies of Novgorod, but other Latins contribute to the econoruoidtaral life of

t he t owrromodepsead pé e e c t?*duemmtsifrrcchm sqgver seasd save Novg
collapse by bringing corn and flourinafamfie o6 Var angi an priestd ministe
Varangi ans, mu c F°Evemin thei tHirteemth éesturygd chreniclergtesapprovingly

of thepresencef Latinsi n Novgor od. I n the Novgorod First chr
Novgorodi ans are said to have c o mpekpalingtteeshent o t he
from otherlandsvh o | i v e ?’&atoniyglo Nowy6rddian writeresm to feel no compulsion

to remain silent on the subject of the presence of various Latin groups in Novgorod, they are also
unafraid of noting Novgoroddés dependence on Lat.i

The 6éLati n wor | xsdsthusnvenhconergt®anandostlg lacaltThe numerous groups

of Latins living and trading in or near Novgorod are pragmatically accepted as elements of the

Novgorodian scenery and as an economic necessity. No Latin groups are demonised. Even the

occasimally treacherous and often pugnacioemtsiof the Baltic are Christians with whom business

can be done. Yet if Latins are not O00therd i n Nc
6l ive amongd ,t hbeutN otvhgeoyr oadtamasiiédtheirlcHurched areserkviliket h e r

the other churches of Novrpmtsdbo & ,h uby wth etsh e ya nalr €©r d Wa
Novgorodi ans are to be disco®insahgreMovgbrodmm usi ng t h
sources do not hide Latingofn view or deny the significance of partnership with (or resistance to)

Latins for the economic and political life of Novgorod, but neither do they represent them as an

integrated part of Novgorodian society.

What déds mor e, L at i n salmogt nei¢pinmigidualo they ar@malmost alwags ar e
discussed as groups. One has to look southwards towards Kiev and theestuthr representations
of i ndi vi dual Latins as holy men, brave heroes o

to do with the style of the Novgorod First chronicle than with some essentially Novgorodian

22PSRL 3, p. 78.

6L Odtste’ Mlsddoé6. PSRL 3, p. 30.

%61 W' -0y @ a3 tPGRLS, p. 71.

%690 Otc’ ¥ M¢ s Wikov ahdSinsipKirik Novgorodetsp. 410.

76yj Bz o' etsHdh! tsls dzOf  dzsPSROB®SS. Cslststedd k dzOm N do kls:
28PSRL 3, p. 88.

2 See p67and p.40.
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mentality. In its older redaction, the redaction this thesis uses, the Novgorod First chronicle is devoid
of hagiography and princely panegyrics, and pays much |lesgiait to the personal dealings of

princes than other chronicles do. Thus the contexts in which portraits of individua} praise
blameworthy Latins are found in other Rusian chronicles are simply absent from the Older Novgorod
First chronicle. It is equly possible that narratessources presenting Latins as paflaf v gor od 6 s
cultural life have simply not survived. For example, extant hagiographies of Antonii the Roman, the
twelfth-century holy man from the Latin world who found himself washed up oshtihies of

Novgorod, date only to the sixteenth cent¥put could have their origins in a much earlier period.

Still, judging by the sources left to us, while Novgorodian composers were perfectly happy to admit
the presence of Latins in Novgorod, as kertemies and allies, we must look elsewhere for portraits

of Latins as individuals with a significant role to play in the cultunabt just the economix life of

Rus.

Kiev

The Latin world looks quite different from Kiev than it does from Novgorod. The émtrl111 in

the Kiev chronicle offers a panorama of Rusds ne
of the princes of Rus travellédt o al | t h ed tdeiGseeka antl thecHongarians ane the

Poles and the Czeahauntil it reached eveR o m# b nemtsiand Varangians dominate in northern

texts, southern texts most often make reference to Poles and Hungarians, whose elites had close

political ties to southern Rus. Even the Holy Roman Empire, while mentioned only rarely, is in
Kievanchoni cl er s® purview, not as t heTaraflthelkifodfent O6R
Aleksandr Nevskibut as a Christian force for gabdnd, on occasion, as a powerful ally to Rusian

princes such as&fodimerlaroslavich of Galich, who flees to the Holy Roman Emperor when he falls

out of favour in Rug? As in Novgorodian sources, Latin Christendom in Kievan sources possesses a

certain granularityit is not a singleentity, but a group of distinct Christianljties who can be allies

or enemies of Rus depending on the political situation.

Kievan sources share with Novgorodian sources a pragmatic acceptance of the presence of Latins in
Kiev, and of their involvement in the political life of the town. When th®gicler reports on the

heavy tax laroslav Iziaslavich inflicted on a rebellious Kiev in 1174, he lists Latins as one of the

30 N.V. Ramazanovaviatye russkie rimliane: Antonii Rimlianin i Merku@imolenski{Saint Petersburg:

Dmitrii Bulanin, 2005), pp. 24i448.

B¢ ts oafMmMdd3i  Mls tc O dzO ki) HOdzded i3I toj S khj Ci Jtjltdk . d [lzctk
ff tc s d RSRD 2, col. 273.

S2PSRL 2, col. 666.



124

groups affected: O6He [l aroslav] imposed a tax or
and the nuns, the Latinsahch e mer chant s and t he*Theehomcler s and al
mightincludeb Lat i ns® as a separate c athempeerhelessmattan Or t ho
of-factly notes their presence in the town and their share in the burdensome tax lampsses.

Neither are chroniclers at all reticent about the many political ties between princes of Kiev and (in

particular) Poles and Hungarians. Chroniclers frequently report that princes, both worthy and

unworthy, have fled to the Poles or Hungarianasked for military assistance from them. Both Poles

and Hungariantherefore play significant rolés Rusian politics. For instance, the support of the
Hungarian king and his troops is portrayked as i n
Kievan throne s.a. 1150 and 1151 in the Kiev chronicle, and Polish princes are both a hindrance and a

help to Igor Olgovich in his campaign for the Kievan throne s.a. ¥145.

However, there also exists for Kiev the kind of evidence that does notaiébvgorod: evidence

suggesting that Latins were an integral part of the image that Kievan writers created of Kiev and its

political and cultural elite. Latins in Kiev can be virtuous warriors (Shimon the Varangian), holy men
(Moiseithe Hungarian) and Y@l servants (Georgii, identified MoiseiG brother in thePatericon®.

While the political or ethnic identity of each of these figures is worthy of mention, it is not their main
characteristic. They are good men before they are Varangians or Hungalsarstriking is the fact

that in Kievan sources, Latins are quite often represented as personable individuals involved in the life

of the town, unlike the characterless grouppashtsiae nd 6 over seas merchantsé w
Novgorodian texts. Under thear 1150, the Kievan chronicler relates the appearance of a boisterous
band of Hungarians at l arosl avdéds court i n Kiev,
Hungarians, and t heir 3Walesltookaee colourfubpts to play.ntds, t hei r s
after all, a Polish princess who captures and castvétes®ithe Hungarian, and two Poles who are

said to be responsible for the ignominious death of the arrogant laroslav Sviatopolchich, who is

trapped in a pit and murdered s.a. 332Again, the styles of extant Novgorodian and Kievan texts

might explain some of these differences: the Kievan chronicle ariRhteeconcontain more long

narratives of the kind in which Latins might play more developed roles.

Compared to Novgorodiamd Vladimir-Suzdalian texts, Kievan texts place much more emphasis on
the similarities between Latins and Rus. Although northern Rusian texts do not actually deny that

Latins and Rus share a faith, Kievan (and Galidatynian) texts repeatedly affirm & when it is

33 See n28, p.59.

34PSRL 2, cols 40119, 318.

35 Drevnerussié pateriki ed. by Ol 6shevskaia and Travnikov, p. 48.
Bosdzj Nj HdornblsMmr [cetsd dGdsy j s PBRLY, cél.dlbls! Miss © &
37 Drevnerusskie pateriki ed. by Ol 6shevskig3;RSRanal.ZB*. avni kov, pp. 4E¢
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politically expedient t o dsinksddo Rudbg bloodtises. Asaven al s o
have sem, in 1149, lziaslaMs t i sl avi chdés Latin relatives remind
princes of Rus and their Polisha Hungari an counterparts are all &
br ot h e¥Livimgdngéace with all the polities of the Latin world is one of the signs of successful

rul e: after his ¢ onyvdinpeace withth&/drircesiarourichhBdleslar Gr e at ¢
the Pole, Stefan t he Hu*hvegtaonce again, highligltingAimitanityy k h t he
does not imply a refusal to admit difference. It is Kievan sources which employ the trope of the

Rusian prince whose patrimony is o6onl®andan the | a

Kievan chroniclerwbh | i sts éLatinsdé as a separate category

Galicia-Volynia

If Kievan texts emphasise the similarities between Latins and Rus and represent Latins as playing
considerable roles in Rusian affairs, so does the Galibidynian chronicle, but to a muclgreater

extent. In this colourful source, unfortunately the only extant Early Rusian Galiolgnian source

to tell us anything about Latins, Latins figure in the majority of chronicle entries in both the Galician

and the Volynian seicins of the text. This adds up to hundreds of mentions of Latins, most of which

are far more than mere 6ément i on s-Bolynian politicsraisd ar e i n
feature prominentlyn many of the broader narratives of the chronicle @bnflicts over succession

after the death of Roman of Galici a, his son Dan
etc.). Yet not once do chroniclers refer to the peoplesto G&liod yni aés west as O6Lat
latinianin andlatina are never employed, and references tandratsiland are clearly references to a

specific, restricted gepolitical entity, not to the whole of the Latin nomtfest. In the Galician

Vol ynian chronicle more than abutyanuwnbenafdistm€tour ce, t
polities with whom the regions of Galieifolynia maintain separate relationships.

GalicianVolynian chroniclers look west almost as much as they look east. Poland is represented as
particularly politically and culturally close tGaliciaVVolynia. The chronicle reports in detail on
succession conflicts in Poland, as well as in GalMaobynia, seemingly because both Rusian and
Polish princes tended to become embroiled in these conflicts. For example, after the deketlanf Bo

in 1280, Lev Danilovictattempts to gain control of part of Poland, but is defeated by his Polish

38 See n58, p.66.

VEBW ydo O fMmi  Cdarid QA jshgaid sl d3'dd3f ftersid Sl i) lsij 8 @Gdzs &5 fHl ¢ o 1
ddzHted Atsdg’ dsv j B MSRL 1, col. 126.

40 See p70.
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rivals #* Military cooperation with Poland is also common: Danilo of Galicia commands both Rusian

and Pol i sking[and]deng of all the troépd  w & goes into battle s.a. 12%6The

deaths of Polish princes are reported in the Gahdialynian chronicle in the same way as the deaths

of Rusian princes; some are even eulogised, such
and BoleslavofK ak ow ( 6good, restr ai‘*Hutharianm®eakeeveh umbl e ar
present in the chronicle as allies, enemies and even@s: in 1226, the Rusian prince Mstislav

Mstislavich gives Peremyshl (modeinay Pr zemy S1 ) and GwdAndieift* t o t he
Chroniclers aralsoawareof happenings further west Ro ma n Dani |l oBaplarmlon, acq
when he is marrietb the niece of the Archduke FridrikhDanilo mounts a campaign against the

Czechs, as (the chronicler proudly informs ms)Rusian prince had done beféteyen the Holy

Roman Emperor and the Pope make regular appearances in the nérrative.

One striking indication of the distinct outlook of Galicignlynian chroniclers compared to other

Rusian writers is their insistence thre cosmopolitan nature of Galiciavolynian towns. The mixed

populations and culture of these towns are a source of pride, and are encouraged by the princes. The

most vivid example of thisis treccounbo f Dani | o06s founding dmiint he tow
Poland). The churches he builds there are quite clearly represented as blending Rusian and Latin

elements, a fact which | consider in more detail latererctiapter (see p31): the Church of St.

John contains both Kievan icons and 6dRoman gl ass
EverVirgin Mary includes more icons as well as a beautifully decorated Hungarian ci@iaeilo

invi tes not oemisignd Rug s f obb @i giver s and PKhobns 6 t o sett
Danilobés creation, is multicultur alheismoumedsi gn. S
by all of Volodimerin-V o | y MNémasiand Surozhians and gele of Novgorodok and Jews wept, as

i f at t he c ap’Thetestament he draws upsisardae aut.lodid to an audience of both

41PSRL 2, col. 881.
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46 PSRL 2, col. 826.

4TPSRL 2, cols 723, 776, 826, 827.

48 PSRL 2, cols 84344, 845.
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Rus anchemtsP! Chroniclers actually emphasise the cultural mixity of Galitia | yni ads t owns,

holding it up as admitde.

Cultural mixity implies distinct cultures. Rus, Poles and Hungarians might cooperate and possess

many cultural similarities, but &y are not identical. Admittedlyn the Galiciarvolynian chronicle

there is very little to suggest a sensedlifjiousdifference between them. The only hint of this is the
chroniclerbés mention of the 6Greek faithoé (imply
Danil ods negot iElsewharesPoles ahdhotharshase parfectly €hristian: one Polish
prince returns from a battle O6praising and gl ori
Tri tiatnydo6 t he Pol es si ng &Klyosadeesensd obculsiraldiffieretce f or e b«
certainly does exist, however. Poles have their ownu s 8§ some rather unflattering, such as their
tendency to r ob °tdhediare sometimesireprasénted as asgeatingttheir own

di fference fr om t*iHengaRansareaccasionailyoplgremka é desdei gner s o6,
6peoplog hefrd atmughboalpwhen the political situation calls for a Rusian prince to

distance himself from thef.Such assertions of difference are relatively rare. Most often, Poles,

Hungarians andemtsiare depicted as an inalienable part of the palitisocial and cultural life of

GaliciaVolynia. GaliciaVol yni aés Latins are utterly dissimile
Vladimir-Suzdal, who figure at the other end of the spectrum of Rusian regional portrayals of Latins.

Rus and the Latin world: Isolation or collaboration?

The attempt to analyse regional difference in the ways writers depict Latins gives rise to an important
guestion. To what extent are these varying representations the consequence not just of different
traditions of writing about Latindut of genuine historical differences between the types of contact
different areas of Rus had with Latins? Many of these regional discrepancies can inelegdibed

as the result of actiyaextratextual differencesni the social makeup and political and cultural fabric

of different areas of Rus. VladimBuzdal was hundreds of miles from anything we might call the
6Latin wor | dvdlyniawdsieXtremelaokeitaiti Itdas therefore unsurprising that the

Vladimir-Suzdal chronicle mentions Latins less than any other chronicle: Latins genuinely were a

51PSRL2, col. 905.

52PSRL2, col. 827.

BGoO0dr. d MdzOur d&udEdEEPERL2, col. 896.
54PSRL 2, col. 803.

55PSRL 2, col. 883.

56 j dEsGBHT PSRL 2, col. 804.
5"PSRL 2, cols 738, 752.
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distant people, and the inhabitants of Vladi®irzdal probably saw less of them titashthe

inhabitants of Galicid/olynia, Kiev or Novgorod Of course, we wilprobably never know what the
people of VladimirSuzdal thought of Latins, if they thought of them at all; but we might well
hypothesise that it would be easier to maintain a sense of hostility and suspicion towards a people
with whom one only rarely hadnotact.

However, representations sometimes have little in common with realities. In this section, | consider

two examples where regional realities appear to have been similar, but representations turned out to

be very different; that is to say, twoexangpleof a narrative which is cl ea
much a reflection of reality as a reimagining of it. The first example concerns depictions of churches

and Latin involvement in the constructions of <c¢hu
to overtures from the Pope. In both cases, | take my principal examples from the G&igiaian

and VladimirSuzdal chronicles, two contemporaneous sources containing quite distinct

representations of Latins, and equally different conceptions of Catristendom. Is the Latin world a

political and religious entity to be emulated, a society with which Rus should collaborate? Or should

Rus refuse all exchange with Latins? In reality, collaboration seems to have been not uncommon
throughout Rus, evem ithe north. Yet some areas were more willing to admit and even celebrate this
collaboration than others.

Churchesand their costruction

This is not the first study to remark on the usefulness of written Rusian depictions of churches as a
measureofattiudes t o Latins. Both Plokhy and Floria co
termstserkovandbozhnitsa These terms both have the broad meec¢
often describe Latin churcheslaszhnitsj with tserkovreserved for Orthodochurches. For example,

in his fifteenthcenturyJourney to the Council of Florencéhe Anonymous Suzdalian begins to see
bozhnitsiinstead otserkvias soon as heas crossethe sean his way to Florenc&.Both Plokhy

and Floria note that, inthe Ga@anV ol yni an chronicl e, even Latin ch
Church of St. Francis are referred taserkvi, the same word as is used for Orthodox churehElse
GalicianVolynian chronicle recognises no Latinzhnitsi Plokhy and Floria bottake ths as proof

that the Galicia#V/olynian chronicle is exceptional.

However, thdserkovbozhnitsadistinction is not my focus here, largely because the distinction is not

at all clearcut. In Early Rusian sourcesbazhnitsecertainly can be a Latin churdm: one of the very

6Khozhenie na Florentiiskii soboré, ed. by Maleto, p
59 plokhy, The Origins p. 63; Floria,U istokoy p. 202 03.
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| at est chronicle entries | consi der , t he Novgoro
Nemechkoi [moderay Tartd C.S.] burned down, and thdiozhnitsit o §id ene of the earlier

sections of the VladimiBuzdal chonicle, the chronicler notes that the Cumans have destroyed a

6 Po bazmitso f t he Ho%tHpwekks Orthgdoxplaces of worship can alsdbehnits;

perhapb est transl at ed a sSuddalbhaopidelestr§ for 1147, Igor Dlgovidhlisa d i mi
l aid to rest in Kiev 06in t hebozhhtsédf?Edmetimés,itSt . Mi c h a
seems that the designation of a Latin place of worshibaghmitsahas more to do with its function

than with its Latin features: the Novgorod First chronicle, which mostly refers to Latin churches as

tserkvi describes how fire destroyed 6all the count

bozhnits&®3 Here,bazhnitsami g h t be best transl ated ashedémer chan
functions of a warehouse and a place of worship. In short, the semantazhoftsaare too complex

and its usage too varied, at least in Early Rusian texts, to permit tineptisgsuthat an opposition

between Orthodotserkviand Latinbozhnitsiwas consistently in play.

Thetserkovbozhnitsadistindion is not the only notableature of Early Rusian depictions of Latin or
Latin-influenced churches. The Galicisfolynian chroricle is particularly forthcoming and explicit

in its depictions of churches, particularly in the case of its beautiful and unusual description of the no
longer extant Church of St. John in Khdifithe VladimirSuzdal chronicle conforms to the more

typical chronicle tendency to simply note the construction of churches, often remarking on their
princely founder or saintly patron and perhaps making some commonplace remarks about their beauty
and splendour, without offering any description of their architelcteadures or analysis of the

provenance of the materials and craftsmen employed in their construction. However, both in what
Vladimir-Suzdal and Galiciaolynian chroniclers say and in what they do not say about churches,
there is useful material for asgussion of representations of Latins and the Latin world, as this

section will demonstrate.

Both GaliciaVolynia and VladimirSuzdal possessed unique architectural traditions. The churches
built on their soil in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries shaaay features with churches from other
regions of Rus and further afield, but also demonstrate the influence of the Romanesque and, by the
thirteenth century, early Gothic architecture of the Latin world. There is strong evidence for the
involvement of L&éins in the design and construction of some of these churches, in theasirts in

the southwest. The extant twelfthentury churches of VladimiBuzdal provide an eloquent

Vo sEEEW Ste! jol dgWdsj UCRSEL3f341. d By ddyd dRi 6.

Sl ded [ [ Jls! MS kY labssuletyt GPBRLL, @ 344,

2@ W@ ! MsOC [ dROddO. o PRSREEEBBIS MS Ly 1 sy ddy®

88691 1 OtwL! MSCtsd Byddyd dLesttWSRESI®E.L o' iy o OtewL! MCr d
64 PSRL 2, cols 84i344.



130

testimony to this. The Romanesque doorways of many tweditbury VladimirSuzdalian churches,

including the beautiful Church of the Intercession on the Nerl; the carved decorations of these

churches; the twstoreyed blind arcades onthestaib wer of Andr ei 6s pal ace a
Bogoliubovo: all point to Latin influenc®.

The dwrches of Galicia have fared less well. Of the tweHitid thirteentkcentury whitestone

churches in the area, only the Church of St. Pantaleimon near Galich has survived, and even that has

been subject to extensive rebuilding. However, there is saiffiarchitectural and textual evidence to
demonstrate that Galiciawviolynian churches too were heavily influenced by Romanesque and then

Gothic architecture. Many of their features were shared by Vla@oedalian churches, including

the use of white st@nand intricate carvings, sometimes zoomorphic or anthropomorphic. Indeed, the
o6monolithic, asceticd emidtweelthcentury aHitestone churchesDol g or u Kk
may well be the work of Galician craftsm&8ome have also argued for infhwe in the other
direction: craftsmen involved in the building of
lurev-Polskii might then have travelled souwilest to Galicavo |l yni a t o wor k on Dani
St. John at Khol ngnlindhe fGaliciehMolgntan chronecl® €& .$ic S0 many

respects resembles®the churches of Suzdali ab.

Although Rusian craftsmen may have moved between Via@omidal and Galici¥/olynia,

craftsmen from outside of Rus were probably also involved. Aldeeig o | i ub s ki i invited
from every | ando % Althougb thdy are oftenlassismedtd have came fsom what

is now Germany, O.M. loannisian has recently demonstrated that the masters are more likely to have
come from northern Italy, anore precisely Lombardy.GalicianVolynian architecture, with its

numerous Romanesque and Gothic features, betrays numerous waves of Latin influence. Both

loamisian and P.A. Rappoport suggest Poland as the likely source of theotredrwhite stone used

5 For an overview of the architecture of twelftantury VladimirSuzdal, see George Heard HamiltGhe Art

and Architecture of Russi&rd edn (New Haveand London: Yale University Press, 1983), pd.&L

0. M. loannisian, 6Osnovnye etDrgvnerusskoeiskisstioi a Gal i t skog
Khudozhest v e iipead mloviny Xllbvted. byaA.l. Komech and O.l. Podobedova (Moscow:

Nawka, 1988), pp. 4158 (pp. 41, 45).

57 Hamilton, The Art p. 79.
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Tezisy dokladov Mezhdunarodnoi konferentsii: MoskvalQ Dktiabria 2000 g.ed. by L.I. Lifshits, M.A.
Orlova, and E.S. Smirnov&éint Petersburg: Dmitrii Bulanin, 2000), ppi 24.
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for the first time in Rus in twelftieentury Galiciafvolynian churche£® From the end of the twelfth
century, Hungarian influence predominated. The capitals in the shape of human heads, described in
the entry on the Church of St. John at Kholm s.a. 1258 GaliciarVolynian chronicle, appear to

have been similar to those in the palace chapel at Esztétgouialently, in both VladimitSuzdal

and GaliciaVolynia, the use of Latin styles, materials and craftsmen in the construction of churches

was not usommon, at least among the political elite.

And yet, textual representations of these churches, with their plethora of Romanesque features, are

quite different in Galiciavolynia and VladimirSuzdal. The Galician chronicler does not shy away

from noting thatthe churches of Kholhorrowe | e ment s of both O0Kievand an:t
He specifically refers to the stained glass in t
l ingers on the beautiful ¢ h a heiCbhwech &f theBvayilgin 6 f r om t
Mary.”? At the same time, he notes that icons and church bells were brought from Kiev. The

chronicler also describes many other Romanesque architectural and decorative features, although
without explicitlry OtReormmainndg tHee nd idslcautsisne6s o he scu
at the gates of the Church of St. John, describes the golden stars on the azure ceiling, and remarks
upon the 6four human headsd® on the pifeatueesof at th
a Rusian church, but the chronicler feels no obligation $s paer them in silence. On the contrary,

he celebrates them as wondrous and prestigious elements of the beautiful churches .of &KHubkn

end, he borrowslements of his rhetori@nd his architectural terminology from John Malalas, George

the Monk and the Alexandriath what is perhaps an attempt to legitimise his unusual ekphrasis with

references to authoritative texfs

Vladimir-Suzdaian chroniclers do not rhapsodise aboutdbeindant Romanesque features of their

churches. If it were not for the stunning architectural evidence, we would have little idea that there

was anything novel about them. The only remaining hint in an Early Rusian text would be the

chronicle notethat Godr ought Andr ei Bogoliubskii Omasters f
Vladimir.” There also exists a tradition, propagated by the eighteentiury Russian historian

Vasilii Tatishchev, maintaining that Frederick Barbarossa sent masters to aid in thectionsiifu

“l oannisian, 60snovnye etapy6, p . 45 ; P. A. Rappoport,
inS1 avi anesd. by E.IRKmpndv (Moscow: Nauka, 1968), pp. 4&ED (pp. 46162).
“loanni sian, 060Osnovnye etapyod, p. b56.

2oMmls jiCcflz: MSCddddd, O6N 1B BRISRLEZA@tstccfgl's 843, 845.
BA.S. Orlov, 0K vopr ozestiamntielehijp ausskogoviagykad slovdsmesitid926),s i 0 ,
93i 126 (pp. 123, 109, 124).

74 See n68, p.130
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VI adi mi r &No extant Rusidgnehsonicle corroborates this, possible and even likely though

it is. All the chronicles of Early Rus have to say about the involvement of Latin craftsmen in the
construction oWladimir-Suzdalian churchesibéds i ngl e eni gmati ¢ menti on of
| ando.

However, the VladimiSuzdal chronicle does have something to say abolatkef involvement of

nemtsiin the building of Rusian churches. As éntioned above, the entry forddlinsists that no

nemtsihad been involved in the renovation of the Dormition Cathedral VI adi mi r , but on
from the Servants of t he’TMechrbonelerissurely @rotestingtood our @
much. He is writing in the period just after the creatd some of the loveliest VladimBuzdalian

churches, in which Latins almost certainly were involved. Rather than convincing us that only local
craftsmen were employed in the creation and renovation of Via@iuzdalian churches, his

insistence shouldugigest to us both thaemtsihad indeed had a hand in the development of
Vladimir-Suzdalian architecture, and, more importantly, that the Vladimadalian chronicler either

did not wish to or did not find it necessary to admit this.

This might ®und lke precisely the kind of conspiracy theory | dismissed in Chapter Two, when
discussing théypothesighat chroniclers avoed mentioning Rusian ties with the Latin wollske
pp.60i 63). Indeed, if not for the 1194 entry, the only defensible assumption here would be that
Vladimir-Suzdalian chroniclers simply did not feel the need to memgontsiinvolvement in chrch
buil ding. However, the 119 4absencofngnitsinvolvenerstt i onabl e
provides some grounds for believing that Vladi#®irzdalian silence on the question of Latin
influenceswasmore deliberate than that. (Imagine that aboleler had insisted that a Rusian
Orthodox prince would not marry a Latin womahen there was no shortage of Orthodox brides
despite a mass of evidence to the contrary: this wouoldge at least some evidence suggestimg
anttL at i n 6 c o h 8 pamend chyonidef} In sy casgthe point remains that, unlike
GalicianVolynian sources, VladimiSuzdalian sources do not embr&mmanesquarchitectural

featuresot he use of O6Latindéd materials, styles, or cr

Rusian pinces and the Pap

The desirability of collaboration with versus independence and isolation from the Latin world is once
again at issue in chronicle entries on negotiations between Rusian princes and the Pope. Such entries

are not common. Not all the historical exampleproicely dealings with the Pope have made it into

5 Hamilton, The Art p. 58.
%6 BOMINE tdzj o Wyplsida fif fripePSRLAL) col. 411.
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the chronicles. For exampl e, laropol k 1l ziasl avi c
of his father Iziaslav laroslavich is not mentioned in the PAAgain, it is the unlikely pairing ahe
Vladimir-Suzdal chronicle and the Galicisfolynian chronicle which have the most to tell us about

Rusian depictions of the Pope, and about the extent to which these depictions were faithful to

historical realities. | focus here on two thirteentntuy Vladimirian and Galician narratives @it

Rusian princes and the Popeh e accounts of Al eksandr Nevskii ds
and Danil o of Galiciat6s ’Aleapaentratednthesemrrativestfditwo he p a
reasonsfirstly, because both narratives are relatively substantial and detailed; and secondly, because

the historical dealings between Al eksandr Nevski

the Popeds envoys have eedaullycamparablé. mi | arities that

At first glance, Al eksandr Nevskiios and Danil o
not seem remotely similar. After all, Aleksandr
cunning attempts to corrupt higtfaoutright, refusing even to listen to the Latin teachings of the

P o pe 6sd @ sovthe stary goes. Ddmiof Galicia, meanwhilenot only agreé to listen to the

Popeds envoys, but went as far asrexFormangcept a cr
scholars, this dichotomy still holds. Liustrov, for example, contrasts the two princes, considering
Danilods willingness to O6convert to Catholicismg

the Rusian tradition of hostility towards the Latiagjosition represented by Aleksandr Nevékii.

This chapter questions this interpretation. Over the past few decades, it has become increasingly clear

that theTale of the Life of Aleksandr Nevsikiifar from a reliable historical souré¥lts account of

Al e k s a n d rdealhgswitrkthie icabdinals similaryppears to be more fiction than fact.

Aleksandr Nevskii does indeed appear to have been approached by the Pope in 1248, but he did not
angrily dismiss the PopebdstomebeePgpeddaRatrber | el
reply which must have been cordial enough to inv
his 6true obedienceb6, his willingness to be rece
Latin cathedrashould be built in Psko¥ The matter seems to have ended there. No cathedral was

built in Pskov, there exists no record of any further correspondence between Aleksandr Nevskii and

the Pope, and Aleksandr was never crommeed Wh at 6 s mor eadtoe muclsintothel d not
tone and content of the Popeds second letter. Di

and willingness to erect a Latin cathedral, or h

" For a summary, see Raffensperd@eimagining Europepp. 166 69.
®6Zhitied, ed. 1D6yPSBle2gcolsn8I®7, pp. 175
" Liustrov,6 Ev r p.d@ 0 ,

80 See for example Gorskih, Dv a ¢ n e uf daokbt nayok h &

81Gorski,6 Dva ¢neudolpmg.khé faktad,
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response, or misinterpretedit®me??Unf or t unately, while the Popeds |
Nevskii, dating to January and September 1248, a
it is clear that Aleksandr Nevskii sent a relatively polite and encouraging responsetoPope 6s f i r -

advance, even if he subsequently seems to have broken off communications.

I would argue that Al eksandr Nevskiids approach
Neither prince seems to have really desired an alliance withdpe, but neither rejected the

possibility outright. In fact, it is actually Danilo rather than Aleksandr who is known to have initially
refusedameetingi t h t he P o p e ®aniloeefused gomnatioh motdorce laut twice,

firstly duringnegotian i ons wi th the Bishop of Bern and Kamen
envoys wished to meet with himin KrakéhEven when t he Poped6s represen
Rus, he is unwilling to accept their offer of a crown. There is no reason to mis&@Galician

Vol ynian chronicleds account of Danil ods sl ow ar
from his mother and his Polish allies as well as the growing urgency of the Mongol threat (a threat

which Aleksandr Nevskii never had to faoeNovgorod). Finally, Danilo agrees to his coronation.

Danil o6s negotiations with the Pope ended differ
to have shared a fundamental wariness of the Pope and his offer, coupled with a pragmatic

unwillingness to reject the religious leader of the Latin world outright.

| f one bears this in mind, representations of Al
interesting for new reasons. As | argued in Chapter Teligious hostility towards Latis is in fact

largely absent in th&ale of the Life of Aleksandr Nevs¥iin it, Latins are Other for the first time in
Rusian writing, but their religion is not one of the principal markers of their Otherness. When

Al eksandr Nevs ki voysrhe goescot sondermnetheiPLatm eudtems,eeven though
this would seem to be the perfect moment for a reference tbatiipolemic, or at least to the

falsity of Latin teachings. What he actually asserts is not Rusian religious superiority or Latin
corruption, but Rusian sefufficiency in matters of the faith. Reciting the main events of Christian
history, he emphéases that the Rus are already knowledgeabtaut the faith and are in no need of
instruction®He accepts t hat tahhistoly od, iejaciing dokso mueldthe€C h r i s
teachings as their patronising assumption of Rusian ignorance. The mythical Aleksandr Nevskii of the

2For sensible hypotheses about thdOvRoga@su dodgnykmsee ftadk
68.

83PSRL 2, col. 826.
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Tale of the Lifensists on the religious setufficiency of Rus, and so on the importance of

independencadm Rome, whose instruction is unnecessary to the Rus.

Meanwhi | e, Danil obés chronicler is obliged to mak
pushed into an alliance he would rather have done without, and the chronicler is clearly avilage that
Pope, while comparatively sympathetic towards th
Christanas Danil8Dani | o6s chronicler makes the epposite
biographer. Rather than having his protagonist insist @aRundependence from Rome, he focuses

on the concept of Christian unity and mut ual ai d
way for the unification of the churches as well as for politicabjgeration, particularly the creation of

aunitedf ont against the Mongols. This emphasis on p
insistence on absolute Rusian sifficiency: neither bore much relation to the actual state of affairs.

Once again, what we have here are two very different reigionatructions of relations between Rus

and the Pope, with the Vladimirian construction emphasising Rusian independence while the Galician
construction highlights potential unity and mutual good will. These two disparate constructions grew

out of histori@l situations which were in fact rather similar, with neither Aleksandr Nevskii nor

Danilo of Galicia particularly welcoming nor immediately rejecting a papal alliance.

The same went for the previous example, that of descriptions of churches andbelildinl.

Despite unexpectedly similar historical realities (the existence of churches with Romanesque features
in both VladimirSuzdal and Galici&/olynia), chronicle representations of these churches were quite
dissimilar. The Galician chronicler displaysde in Galician churches which borrowed from and
emulated the Latin world, while Vladim8uzdalian chroniclers maintain a strict silence on the topic,
broken only by the suspicious assertion tienhtsiwere definitely not involved in the restoration of

the Dormition Cathedral. Of course, no broad conclusions about Galloiginian and Vladimir
Suzdalian depictions of Latins can be drawn from just two examples. However, these two examples
do suggest that attempting to view every Rusian encounter witldegiction of, Latins through the
prism either of antLatin hostility or of preLatin tendencies is simplistic. In these cases, the
difference between Vladimibuzdalian and Galiciavolynian representations is not exactly that
Vladimir-Suzdalian represgations are andiatin while GalicianVolynian representations are pro

Latin. Rather, it is that the VIadimBuzdalian examples insist, ahistorically, on Rusian autonomy and
self-imposed separation from the Latin world, while the Galidfatynian exampds advocate and

glory in the interconnectedness of Rus and Latin Christendom.

86 See p68.
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The borders of Rus

What conceptual space do these interconnected entities, Rus and the Latin world, occupy? And what

happens at the borders between them, where connectiamgstrérequently made or refused? Such

guestions underlie this chapterb6s concern with

F

Latins and Rus. This section considers the ways

Rusian regional wiitg, whether as ideally inviolate barriers or as fluid frontier zones. It considers the
contexts in which borders take on meaning, and examines depictions of the crossing, redrawing or
reaffirming of borders, most often by princes. In so doing, it consladehapter on regional
representations afonnections between Rus and Latin Christendom by looking at the principal locus

of such connections, the (geographical, political, cultural) border.

Contemporary scholarship tends to emphasise that medieval ardkefrontiers did not function in

the same way as modern onasg often focuses arossborder encounters and connectidhghis

is a valid approach. Medieval polities were not modern nagtates, with precisely defined and
defended boundaries, ciigs with passports, and a widespread rhetoric of nationality. In the absence
of such clearly demarcated boundaries, borders could be productive sites of exchange.

Raf f ensheirmaegibrsi ng Eur ope: Ki e \b@rows Bomstliingfrom t h e
this scholarly approach in its insistence on the existence of numerous connections between Rus and

the Latin world, and in its preference for examining individual experiences of encounter and

exchange. I ndeed, i n Raf f etwra poendages bebveenWusmarid, t he

Latin Christendom are demphasised to such an extent that they appear almesiistant. This is

F

the consequence of Raffenspergeroés | audabl e desi

between Rus and thest of what would become Europe.

It is possible to take this approach too far. Medieval polities may not have had borders in the modern
sense of the term, but evidently there were conceptions of polities as separate (but interlinked)
entities. Rus was n#toland, nonemitsiterritory, nor Scandinavia. There were therefore also areas
where Rus shaded into all three of these entities. My aim here is not to map these areas, or even to
suggest that this is possible or desirable. Nor is it to discuss thempasitiead realities®® Rather, |

want to show that these areas looked very different depending on where a Rusian writer was looking

87 The literature on medieval borders and frontiers is extensive and growing. See in paviemitaral
Frontiers, ed. by Abulafia and Berend, particularly the articles by David Abulafia and Ronnie Ellenblum;
Frontiers in Question: Eurasian Borderlands, 7AG0Q ed. by Daniel Power and Naomi Standen

(Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1999).

88 Although see Selartjvonia, f or an i mpressive historical analysis

Livonia.

1
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from, and on what he was writing about. In other words, | consider these border zones to be
constructions and, often, rhetoal tools which Rusian writers employed for effect. Once again, the
way that Rusian writers employ the notion of borders between Rus and the Latin world seems to
pattern by region, although other factors are also involved.

The northern brder

ti s not Novgorodian texts which insist most fier
Novgorod and Pskov ameemtsiland, but VladimirSuzdalian texts. Admittedly, coming to any firm

conclusions about the nature of VladifBiuzdalian writing on Latimis difficult because there is so

little of it, and because the text that i s most
unusualTale of the Life of Aleksandr Nevsl&iill, it is tempting to see connections betweernTtale

of the Lifeof Aleksandr Nevskénd the entries in the VladirdBuzdal chronicle considered earlier in

this chapter. There is a sense of opposition between Ruteartdieven in the 1194 entry, which
contrastiemtsid ma st er s6 wi t h Tdeoolitme Lfi® ok AleksamdnNeevskiaKes this

nascent opposition between Rus aedtsiand develops it into a fullftedged conception of Rus and

the Latin world as independent entities separated by borders which should not be violated.

In theTale of the Life of Alksandr Nevskithe crime of th@emtsiand Swedes whom Aleksain

beats back and whose religious instructierrejects is the overstepping of borders which should be

sacred. When Aleksandr Nevskii prays to God before his battle with the Swedes, ke Ories: et er n a |
God, who created the heavens and the earth and set the boundaries of the nations, you ordered us to
livewi t hout trespassingo6opnt e é¢iThisistheacpbndmandiwhiand [ | i t .
Al eksandrds enemi esnd aAlee Idd & rodre as wé e deawvh&iarikli ar |
Al eksandr rejects the Popebs envoys, he implies
need for the Pope to overstep the boundaries of his jurisdiction to tell him something helalesady

The fact of the existence of themtsj their religious beliefs and customs, is not at issue here. What
Aleksandr objects to is their lack of respect for the borders which separate Rus and Latin

Christendom, both as geopolitical and as religiousiest

The languagesed bythe Aleksandr Nevskii of th€ale of the Lifdo talk of borders and their
inviolability is Scriptural (or, in some cases, pseudepigraphical). Twice, the composer employs the
termchast meaning 61 ot 6 i hotted:lorce ts @mdenan the dct oftrespassingi ng a

on anot heroés o6l ot 6, rimskalacbagtc & hien Ra mraenf ehds@st de tTd i t

Bajptej o Wydgts dHede Y . § sMisOo d L {Casjdp. Wdiso j dzd 3 d s do daj® fstej Miskz g
Yy 0 fm BSRLH col. 478.
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the same term used to describe the | ands given t
Shem,hm and Japheth agreei MJot dtlriesep aGesa omtion amios
crime against the divine will; it is a crime which Shem, Ham and Japheth attempt to prevent by
agreeing 6that nobody s hotAleksantriNevskipraakesthe n hi s br c
significance of this act of trespass clear when
contrary to Godbs command. Al eksandrds plea to C
6ordered us s$passivegwonhouotheesd | andsbdé, is hig
account of the aftermath of the Flood, but also of the depiction of the aftermath of the fall of the

Tower of Babel in Deuteronomy 32. 8:inhégitditeen t he Mo
when he separated the sons of men, he fixed the bounds of the peoples according to the number of the
sons O4%nth@Dakk ofhe Life of Aleksandr Nevskii bor der s and the 61 ot sd

divinely established: to fail to respgebem is a sin.

Novgorodian chroniclers who write about clashes wémtsiare looking at the same border, but see

it differently. In the Novgorod First chronicle, there arechasti no divinelyallotted lands. Instead,

there isa hinterland of peopleand settlements paying tribute sometimes to Novgorod and sometimes

to other® nemtsj Lithuanians, Swedésdepending on the outcomes of Novgorodian campaigns.

I ndeed, the extent of Novgorodian influebhce is n
tribute from peoples (the Chud, the Vod, etc.) t
focus is on particular settlements like Medvezhia Golova, chroniclers do not represent these

settlements as inalienably Novgorodian, let alone Rusian. Medvea Gol ova, f or examp
townd under t he inemtsibnd sometimes sf dNovgorSéiCampsigne dgainst the

nemtsiare evidently worthy of mention, but chroniclers do not explain them as attempts to maintain

Nov gor od 6 sheidpbrposedsesimglytig increase the reach of Novgorodian influence. In the
Novgorod First chronicledbs sober account of Al ek
an attempt to defend Sl avoni c touarlybseccessfulagai nst OF
Novgorodianbid toregaininfluence inthe Balticat the expense of theemtsi after the battle, the

nemtsiagree to return the Vod land, Pskov, Luga and Lotygola to the Novgordtlians.

NVoCtsyHEs ol fiPSRL], dol. 51 0Misd 6 .

Nodej Htoj Mz Olsd dad € sdfBRLjl,cols®ds . yBimdd Hw@bkidzsi @, 0Some
Sources of Kievan RBatua rRusHRussiaoStudies o tha Tremslation ofi n

Christian Culture Variorum Collected Studies (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2002), pp7 1pp. 6 12), traces the story

of the oath sworn by NoahOBookoblnbdeebhack to the pseudepi
92 Revised Standard Version.

% PSRL 3, pp. 52, 57, 723.

%4 PSRL 3, p. 78.



139

This begins to change in the fourteenth centaitgr the period on which this study focuses. In the
Novgorod Fir st cadndfifteenthkcdntard entrigfs,d.atim grosedytisim bn Rusian soil

and military incursions into Rusian territory begin to be accompanied by airtidiatribes,

suggesting an increasing emphasis on Rusian religious and political independence from the Latin

worl d. The entry for 1348 condemns both Magnus a
conversion of t he %®in134% theing of &rakivhis denouneed both fori hts h 6 ;

invasion of Volynia and for his introduction of the Latin liturgy into Rusian churth&s.in theTale

of the Life of Aleksandr Nevskior later Novgorodian chroniclers, the problem is not that Latins

exist: itisthattheyge f use t o be contained, encroaching onto
earlier chronicle entries which are the focus of this chapter, however, the religious and political

boundaries of Rus are fragile and egbanging; they are certainly never insistgon.

The southern drder

Kievan and Galicia?v ol yni an wr i ting treats Rusbés western f
Novgorodian writing. Nowhere is there any reference tahasstor to the idea of Rus and the Latin

world as independent entitiesparatd by a firm boundary. However, the Galicigtolynian and

Kiev chronicles do provide some indication that a relatively stable geographical frontier zone between

Rus and Poland was felt to exist. This is not a border, a dividing line, but a frantindeterminate

area between two separate geopolitical entities. This RBsiligh frontier is known agkraina, the

l and 6on the edged. (1t is nei tdayddkraine.pRoeGeangenous Vv
A. PerfeckyUkrainais a geograploial concept: he defines it as the area west of the river Vepr,

between Poland and VolyniaMany references tbkrainaand its inhabitants, sometimes called the

liakhove ukrainian®@r 6f ronti er Pol es6, supplUkmhaist hi s def i ni
occasionally employed more | oosel yUkrana 118 %, t he
6t he Galician borderlandé) to describe the area
Galician towns and then Galich its&lfEvidently, bothGal i ci a and Vol ynia have .

The existence of borderlands implies the existence of heartlands too, and sure enough, southern
chronicles provide evidence for the currency of this concept. In 11450lgovichand his allies

travel 6afo tthhee Fheelairsth | and & olishprincesBeleslatand ma ke pea

®ofMme tss o Wwekzd. PSRL 3, p. 360.

9% PSRL 3, p. 361.

97 George A. PerfeckyThe Hypatian Codex II: The Galiciaviolynian Chronicle: An Annotated Translation
Harvard Series in Ukrainian @ties, 16, Il (Munich: Wilhelm Fink, 1973), p. 133.

BoftedWR Qahs yj Jjdisk ¢ PSRUZ,CAEE6G.dzW | Odzd y' S5 6 .
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Mzheka Miesko].*Rost i sl av Ber |l adni Gkhinadh &uti has to 6 Gal
there to Galich in order to claim authority over Galf€fT his is a model of pdiical power which

involves centres and peripheries rather than borders. Princely power radiates from centres (Galich, the
Polish 6heartlanddéd), becoming weaker towards per
change hands. Firm borders separatamgls with different political allegiances have no place in this

model.

Whether it is explicitly referred t éowmiaisé6bor der |
acknowledged to change hands fr eq ucdinterlangd.In si mi | ar
981, VlIadimir the Great takes a number of O6Pol i s
day®opul ations can move too. In 1031, |l arosl av
the Cherven towns byaRolesahdésharedtheth ot dapslay eswllisheddhis

Pol es] in Rus, and??GalieianVolymiaa laridlcam also be voluntarilyigisen d ay . 6

away by princes: Mstislav gives his Hungarian-setaw Peremyshl and then Galich in 129%Like

the settlements fought over by Novgorod andnetsiin the Novgorod First chronicle, the land on

GalicaVol yni aés border is a political prize which f
When Vladimir Glebovich dies s.a. 1187, he is eulogiselasp r i nc e O Wkranacadfs¢é en g a v e

to m@anéob.

Yet there is simultaneously something fundamentally unchanging about the identity of these frontier
towns. The OPolish townsdéd VIadimir took in the t
aresi mply &édunder Rusian control 6. Per emyshl and G
given to a Hungarian prince, nor do the Polish prisoners beconenfden settled on Rusian land.

A town might fall under a different ruler, but this does notaiftee ethnic or cultural identity of its

popul ati on. Political Obordersdéd do not al ways |
to change. This goes f or NoeWogloyrnoidadéss :h i Metdevrel zahnida &
remai nst awd&hevden though it haafrcesieathepadtapt ured by

In short, in Rusian texts from both north and south, the frontier between Rus and the Latin world can

possess great significance or very little significance at all. Novgorodia@aiwianVolynian texts

YO0 MjtejHI LG BEBISREF2, ME®G. 318.

100pgRL 2, cols 663%4.

Wodug [ ... ] ECwPdm[di . d] Loy jdoniils { HRERUE, coh $Ic 5 H

126 § H s fyls O . dz@ M5 1O Gvigi@aio j dzAff& s [ . .[.H]RfdeddBdsdasnisO d tOL H Wk
totsfdzOo I'[ ffefsn @i t 1 fd . dgbHRIRY, colHIED. Mj ¢ t5 H

103pSRL2, col. 748.
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observe this frontier minutely, recording the constantly shifting political borders of Rus and its

neighbours. Cultural divisions prove more stable and sigmf. Indeed, a shardédentity, expressed

in terms of brotherhood andlbaging, can be invoked as a restraint on the use of frontier towns as

pawns in political dealings with outsiders. In an interesting example from the Polish perspective, in

1229, the elders of the Polish town of Kalish beg Kondrat of Mazowie for helpsagagnRus,

demanding of him, éls this not your town? Are WE
and y o ur¥However,htés inshe WladimiSuzdaliarTale of the Life of Aleksandr Nevskii

that borders are made to carry the greategght of meaning. In th&ale of the Lifeoverstepping

borders becomes a sin of Scriptural proportions rather than simply a princely misdemeanour.

z

After the eleventh century, it becomes i mpossi bl
Latin warld. As regions came to newfound prominence and regional writing proliferated, so did

viewpoints from which to observe and write about the Latin world. This chapter has looked at
representations of interaction and exchange between Rus and Latins. Hinaseedoth depictions

of the Rus and Latins involved in these interactions and ideas about Rus and Latin Christendom as
geopolitical and religious entities (the idea of Rusian isolation from or emulation of the Latin world;

the nature and stability of thmrders dividing them). Thereaveemerged very clear regional

disparities in all of these areas, with VladirBinzdal and Galici&olynia tending to fall at opposite

ends of a spectrum of representations.

Latins appear only rarely in VladimBuzdalianéxts, and when they do, they are distant and abstract:

there is no mention of Latins actually present in \fi@d-Suzdal, only of the theoretical possibility of

their presence or their presence elsewhere, most often beyond Novgorod. Viadidatian wring,

particularly theTale of the Life of Aleksandr Nevskirivileges the idea of the strict separation of Rus

and Latin Christendom, insisting on Rusian-seifficiency and the significance of the border

between the two. Novgorodian texts insistosnec h bor der . Novgorodos Lati
Novgorodés hinterland) and a blessing (in times
chronicle never denies their presenmemtsiarewhi | e t he
politically and culturally different to the Novgorodians, Novgorodian texts do not insist on the

significance of this difference and the importance of the preservation of Novgorodian independence
fromnemtsi The &édborder 6 beyond No Wugionritdodks mae selid met hi ng

the further away a writer stands from it.

056 fndd GwOHI dzj lsetsd dd jfl! [...] yuyd ddscs flstOddzdye
PSRL 2, col. 757.
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Southern texts make reference to a different set of ldtingst often Poles and Hungarians rather
thannemtsior Varangiand and discuss them comparatively frequently. In Kievan andciaali

Volynian texts, individual Latins come into focus in a way they do not in northern texts, becoming

part of the narrative fabric of Rusian towns. In Galid@ynia in particular, Latins are a ubiquitous

presence, figuring in the majority of chroniéetries. Their presence and influence is nothing to hide:
indeed, GaliciasVolynian chroniclers boast of the cosmopolitan nature of their towns and their

cultural proximity to the Latin world. As in the Novgorod First chronicle, the political border betwee

Rus and Latin Christendom is acknowledged to fluctuate as land changes hands from Rusian to Latin
rulers and viceversa. If Galiciafvolynian chroniclers felt any anxiety about their proximity to a
6frontierdé with OLat i nssede n tuhpe yc Inoesvee,r tehxeprree siss into.
Rather, itisVladmiSuz dal i an writers, working hundreds of

who insist most vehemently on its existence and significance.
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Conclusion

At the hear of this thesis has beamattemptto take Early Rusmtexts on their own terms

Scholarship on Early Rus haaditionallybeen focused on the extiextual, pressing texts into

service only as more or less reliable evidencebjective historical facts anghenomenaRkather
thancombing texts fonew facts about relations between Rus and Latins, this thesis has instead
insisted on theomplexity and subjectivitgf Rusian writing about Lating.here is no place in this
approat for simplistic dichotomies (Rusian texdsd their composeiss anti or pro-Latin) or crude

links between text and culture (textual hostility as a clear reflection of personal and collective
hostility). At no point have | insisted on a single dominaatifeRusian ideological position on

Latins, or a single prevalent model for writing about Latins: why should a single set of norms have
endured over more than 300 years, across a vast territory, among people of quite different
backgrounds? Nor have | assenira transparent link between the thoughts, words and deeds of Rusian
writers: why should medieval people (unlike modern people) always have acted on their beliefs about
Latins, or expressed their opinions entirely unfettered by literary convention?

My approach to the study of these complex subjectivities has been holistic: | have analysed all
relevant Early Ruantexts concerning Latins, accepting the restlptyphony rather than assume

that a subset of texts can speak for the whole. However, atddging multiplicity in this way need

not lead simply to the chaotic juxtaposition of attitudes. The study of subjectivities can be systematic.
Indeed, | have argued that there is nothing random about representations of Latins. Rather, they

pattern, and thse patterns have been the principal concern of this thesis.

Representational patterimsEarly Rusian textsan be influenced by exttextual factors, but the

effect of these factors (particularly time of composition) has been greatly overBatEticmay

have circulated within Early Rus from an early date, but it is only in the fourteenth century that we
have evidence for the deliberate propagation oflaatin polemical texts and for the appearance of

new and hostile representations of Latins as be¥mof a different faith. Regional patterns, on the

other hand, are more cleantd not entirely unexpectedly, given that different regions of Rus had

more or less contact with different groups of Latins. In texts from the south of Rus, particularly the
Gdician-Volynian chronicle, Latins are acknowledged as a frequent presence in Rus. Rus and the
Latin world are understood as separate but closely linked communities with a great deal in common,;
the 6confessional fr ont i merthdfRus padiqularly in theladidiiy i n
Suzdal chronicle, Latins are more elusive. When they do appear in texts, they are more likely to be

depicted as essentially different to and distant from the Rus.

The bulk of this study has been concerned wighitfluence of textual factors (genre and theme) on

depictions of LatinsThis study began by considering representations of Latins as dictated by writing
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aiming to define (not simply exemplify) orthodoxy and orthopraxy. This mode of writing is found

mostl in canon law texts, but also exists in other texts or parts of texts which concern themselves

with definitions of orthodoxy, such as the PVLOS
Here, the religious difference of Latins is uppermost. Apgireninor differences of faith and praxis

take on great significance, providing a sort of inverse definition of orthodoxy: orthodoxy means

believing and doing what the heterodox fail to believe and do. Yet the very fragility of the border
betweenorthodox and heterodoxy is troubl i-mgl i gfi&@ing r i ¢
According to this mode of writing, which may have its roots in Byzantium but continued to evolve in

Rus, Latins are the heterodox foil for the Orthodox Christian community of Rus

However, an alternative and al most antithetical
Patericonreveals clear traces of a more ecumenical approach to Latins. In theNwlseifo t h e
Hungariand and much of té,e etahnrei cofa nSc icmwolnt wrtahle d
are rendered insignificant by the religious unity of the Christian monastld: Moiseiand Shimon

come from far away, but are welcomed into the cosmopolitan Christian community of the Caves. The
model for this narrative treatment of Latins is the monastic literature of Late Antiquity, in which men

and women of many ethnicities and cultudesell together in the desert, earning a heavenly

citizenship which renders their earthly ties obsolete. The textual complexitiesRetdrecon

obscure this narrative framework slightly: the tale of Shimon simultaneously bears traces of a

different narréive structure, also common to Late Antique paterica, in which a heretical Christian is
reformed by the spiritual power and love of an orthodox solitary. Still, at least in the earlier period of
the Cavesd history, Lat i dasrespeated and grtboddx mentbdrsyof we | |

the monastic community.

The narrative constraints of the Early Rusian travel narrative allow for the expression of a more

complex point of view on Latin religious difference. In the travel narratives of Daniil arahié§ynt

individual members of other faiths or other branches of Christianity are welcoming and kind.

However, in the legends and tales which Daniil and Antonii relate, there is room for criticism of other

faiths, including the Latin faith. Daniil has notacdowordt o0 s ay abouG Badledwii ro,usb Wt
he is suspicious of the Latin church as an inst.i
of the Byzantine church from the different and perhaps spiritually debased customs of the Latin

church. Unlike some of the stricter polemical texts circulating in Rus, travel narratives do not portray
individual Latins as tainted by the inadequacies of their church; unlike partsRdtirécon travel

narratives do insist on the religious differenaean institutional if not a personal level, between

Latins and Orthodox Christians.

The chronicles of Early Rus include a plethora of material of different forms and genres, making

generalisations about chronicle treatments of Latins difficult. Howekewnicles do not highlight
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thereligiousdifference between Rus and Latins as much as some scholars believe. For one thing, the
chronicles do not clontnaidedhumerr ohe PYLEéEmI short
and the longer polemical pagge s.a. 988, plus perhaps Trade of the Life of Aleksandr Nevskiithe
Vladimir-Suzdal chronicle, the chronicles refrain entirely from religious polemic against Latins.

What 6s more, the concept of an i deoosobcgnyactof si | ern
between Latins and Rus is flawed: the conviction that chroniclers would want or need to avoid

discussion of Latins is based on the very hypothesis about generalised ecclesiastical hostility to Latins
which this thesis has questioned. Whharoaiclers wish to emphasise Latin similarity to the Rus,

often for political and rhetorical reasons, they cite their shared faith; when chroniclers emphasise

Latin difference, they generally conceive of this difference in political and cultural termR uEan

elite is distinguished more by issh ar ed pat r i mmoby iys fadhnwhichiid neost ditén t h a

represented as the same as the faith of the Latins.

The hagiebiographies of Aleksandr Nevskii and Dovmont are the only category of Early Resian t

in which Latins are truly Other. If Latins in polemical canon law texts are different but not entirely
unrecognisable as Christians, Latins in hdgagraphy are culturally, politically and religiously

opposed to the Rus. Gteothelbasdariés,of thieipland ia antttem@ toi ns o v
crush the O6Slavonic peopled. The narrfrative t heme
biographies owe something to the earlier panegyrics to princes included in chronicles: Aleksandr and
Dovmontaral e pi cted as strong and pious princes defen
However, these texts are also products of a particular time and place. They appear relatively late,

towards the end of the thirteenth century and the early fourteentirg, when representations of

Latins were on the verge of becoming more hostile. Tidle of the Life of Aleksandr Nevskiihich

is the principal model for th€ale of Dovmontoriginates from the nortbast of Rus, where Latins

tended to be representasl more distant and different than they were in the south. The hagio

biography is thus a vivid example of the way factors both internal and external to the text combine to

influence representations of Latins.

The principal contribution of this thesis Hasen to demonstrate that, across the Early Rusian literary
landscape as a whole, it is the genre or subject matter of a text, along with its geographical
provenance, that best predicts the tenor of its depictions of Latins. However, a focus on thgtsays te
shape their content, and on the factors which might combine to influence this shape, can only take one
so far. What of the communities who produced and propagated these texts? What can we conclude
about the place of Latins in Rusian culture more bygauaid about the role of Latins in the creation

of Rusian Christian identities? A comprehensive answer to this question is beyond the scope of this

! RaffenspergerReimagining Europep. 8.
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thesis, but some preliminary responses suggest themselves. Firstly, the sheer variety of textual
depictionsof and opiniongboutLatins suggests a similar variety of individual attitudes to Latins and
understandings of the Latin world (both as a conceptual whole and as a series of only distantly related
parts). Secondly, depictions of Latins were highly depende literary, regional and temporal

context. It seems likely that attitudes could be similarly flexible and cedependent: certainly, an
awareness that Latins use azymes and perform the liturgy differently to the Orthodox does not seem to
have stoppg Hegumen Daniil from developing a respectful relationship with Baldwin of Jerusalem.
Identities might be constructed in opposition to Latins in certain respects and contexts, but not in

others.

Mental frontiers between Rus and the Latin world thus drifiteland out of being. Religious, ethnic

and cultural barriers were not a constant or an ontological fact: they had to be summoned into
existence. Hi st orians of Rus have |l ong recogni se
that Rusian antiLatin polemic did not necessarily dictate attitudes and behaviours, but scholars have

been too quick to assume that this frontier was a given for one group at least: the ecclesiastics who
composed Early Rusian texts. Yet these very texts suggest thaathiwt the case. Early Rusian

writers insisted on the reality and solidity of the borders between Latin Christendom and Rus only
rarely, in certain |imited contexts. For this re
us whatwe mightwnt t o know about Rusian relations with
hostilitydé towards Latins. There is much still t
difference was or was not treated as significant in Rusian culture, and abmatdrial Rusian

writers chose to include or exclude when composing or redacting texts; but at least in the case of

Latins, silences cannot be read as evidence of hostility.

One thing is certain: -LRus inadnLrecduil ytd@umoem ew atsh anne i 6t ninoedr
European cul tur e -Insil gaghnt6-l bodr asdepirdo f toad tkeex admgpr tei. Thi
the idea that the ensemble of Early Rusian texts reveal Rusian hostility to Latins, but not in order to

insist that Early Rusian texand communities were consistently sympathetic to Latins. Then as now,
communities and individuals negotiated cultural, religious and political difference in subtle ways: a

Kievan churchman could perfectly well be seen to broker a marriage betweema [Rirgie and a

Hungarian princess, while still promoting the diffusion of canon law containing scathirlgaéinti

polemic. Rus was not a blagkdwhite world whose inhabitants were either Christian or pagan, Self

or Other, and it did not portray itsel§ such. There was a place in Early Rusian culture for the

expression of hostility towards Latins, but also for the acknowledgement of their fundamental

similarity to the Rus and the cultural proximity of Rus to the Latin world.
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Appendix One: Anti-Latin Polemical Sources

The | ayout of Appendices 1 and 2 is based on t he

anti-Latin listsand accusations.

Sources are listed in (necessarily provisional and approximate) chronological ordewpakiion or

compilation.

Epistle on the Latin Faith
AuthorrHe gumen Feodosii (either 6éof the Cavesd or o0t

Date: composed either between 1069 and 1074 or in théamaltth century (before 1154), depending

on authorshig;earliest manuscripfsom late fourteenth or fifteenth centufty.

Context: Written by a hegumen of the Caves for a Rusian prince (either Iziaslav laroslavich or

Iziaslav Mstislavich).

Content: Begins with a fierce instruction not to eat with, socialise with, marry or taltites L

because they live in wrong belief and impurithefefollows a list of 17 accusations, most only a

sentence long, and taking up only about a quarter of the letter. Then, a passage on Latin damnation

and a warnig against praising other faiths oflifag into6 d o tbkelld ef 6. Cul mi nat es i |

denunciation of Latins and a short passage on azymes.

Dispute with the Latirts
Author: probably Metropolitan Georgii (fl. 1076s)

Date: 1070s; only one damaged late fifteeothearly sixteentitenturymanuscript.

! Kolbaba,The Byzantine Listpp. 17383, 189 202.

26Posl anie o vere latinskoid, ed. by Ponyrko.
SEremin, 6lz istoriio6, pp. 30, 33.

4 Epistoliarnoe nasledieed. by Ponyrko, p. 12.

5 Popov,Istoriko-literaturnyj obzor pp. 81 91; Popov gives the substance of each accusation, but this is not an
edition.

6 See nl9, p.29, for discussion of the identity 6fh e t r act 6s composer .

" Popov,Istoriko-literaturnyj obzor p. 82.
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Content: After a short historical introduction, blaming tleentsifor capturing Old Rome and

perverting the faith, there follow 27 accusation

Canonical Answefs
Author: Metropolitan Georgii
Date: 1070s; known only in a fifteertientury part of one manuscript.

Context: Questions posed by Hegumen German, perhaps of the Spasskii monaster’ito Kiev
Georgii, Metropolitan of Kiev.

Content: Canonical questions and answers, of which thregidlyphention Latins, forbidding the
Orthodox to eat and drink with Latins, offer th@amagiaor enter their churches, and advising them

to say a prayer before using a vessel which a Latin has drunk out of.

Epistle to Antipope Clement (in oldest manysdri, ent i tl ed 6éTo the Roman ar

Metropolitan df¥ Rus, on azymes?od)
Author: Metropolitan loann Il (d. 1089)

Date: composed between 1080 and 1089; earliest manuscripts date from late fourteenth or early
fifteenth century:?

Context: A letteto the antipope Clement.

Content: An expansive letter including a short list of errors. Addresses Clement respectfully, assuring
him that he believes him to be a Christian, but warning him of the differences between Latin and
Orthodox practices.r¥ilegesthe questions of thilioque and azyme use. Addresses a number of
typical antiLatin accusations, but in more detail than in most lists, with Scriptural justifications.

Looks at six accusations in detail, and mentions two others. Closes with the tegu€sment turn

to the Patriarch of Constantinople for advice.

8Turilov, 6Otvety Georgiiabo.

°Turilov, 6Otvety Georgiiado, p. 211.

PTurilov, 6Otvety Georgiia6, p. 213.
"6Posl anie mitropolita loannaé, ed. by Ponyrko.
2o6Posl ani e mi ted. bypPonyrkotpp. 24, 20ann a o ,
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Canonical Answer$

Author: Metropolitan loann Il (d. 1089)

Date: midlate eleventh century; earliest manuscript is thirteestitury Rusiakkormchaia*
Context: Witten by loann Il and trastated into Slavonic for use in Rus.

Content Canonical questions and answers, includingamsver on marriage to Latins and another
answer fobidding the Orthodox to commuméth Latins or celebrate the liturgy with them (although

eating with them is aeptable in some cases).

Epistle to Vladimir Monomakh on the Latin Fdfth
Author: Metropolitan Nikifor (fl. 11041121)
Date: probably composed between 1113 and 1121; earliest manuscripts from fifteenth'€entury.

Context: Couched as a response to VladMonomakh, Grand Prince of Kiev, who wished to know

how the Latins fell away from the Church.

Content: Short account of the fall of Rome from orthodoxy (the result of the capture of Rome by
nemtsaind the introduction of listlolitdeatyaniiatig 6 pr acti ces
accusations. Concludes with a short exhortation to the prince.

Epistle to laroslav Sviatopolchich on the Latin Faith
Author: Metropolitan Nikifor (fl. 11041121)
Date: probably composed between 1113 and 1118; earliest matsisbdigenth centuri?.

Context: Letter t o &butamother sixeenibenfny manuseipt,ndw ldgty r o mo
gave name of prince as laroslav Sviatopilk, who was prince of Volodimén-Volynia.l® This

BgKanonicheskie otvetydo, ed. by A.S. Pavlov.

14 Shchapovyizantiiskoe i iuzhnoslavianskoe pravovoe naslgulid 63.

B“9Posl anie VIadimiru Monomakhuo6, ed. by Polianskii.
¥9Posl anie VIadimiru Mona26aki28a6, ed. by Polianskii, p
"9Poslanie laroslavué6, ed. by Polianskii.

18 Epistoliarnoe nasledieed. by Ponyrko, pp. 685.

®9Posl anie | aroslavué, ed. by Polianskii, p. 152.
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attribution seemmore likely,asNikibr menti ons |l arosl avds proximity
response to |l aroslavds request to be told about
Content : Begins with an affirmation odmtssBRwmeds pr
o6Vandal s6. There follows a |list of 19 accusati or

orthodox should not eat or drink with Latins (6t
Scripture) or greet them. Azyme useisemdned i n detail . Finally, ther

pure wine for the Eucharist rather than wine rdixéth water, like the Armenian practice

Comme nt s : EpNtle koiarf Unkndws Prinde generally considered a shortened version of
this leter2°so | do not consider it as an independent text here.

Account of VIadimiffdés conversion in the PVL
Author: various, unknown.

Date: probably compiled at the beginning of the twelfth century but some of the contents most likely

date from the eleventtentury.
ContextThe PVLOGs dhe cooversos of 8&us toChristianity.

Content: Entry for 986 notes that the Latin faith is slightly different from the Rus faith and highlights
Latin use of azymes. Entry for 988 incorporates some errors gerferaily in lists into a broader

account of the teaching Vladimir received on his conversion

Questions of Kirik

Author: Kirik (and possibly also Sava and llia) of Novgorod, recording the answers of Nifont,
archbishop of Novgorod 11B0156.

Date: midtwelfth century; earliest manuscript is thirteeotintury Rusiakkormchaia
Context: Questions posed by local clerics to Nifont, archbishop of Novgorod.

Content: Canonical questions and answers, of which two concern Latins.

20 Tvoreniia mitropolita Nikiforaed. by Polianskii, p. 171.
21PSRL 1, cols 8637, 114 16.
2Milé k o v a n d KirkiNoevgorodets pp. 358412.
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The Serbian kormcha&ia

Author: vaious. Include$On the Franks and Other Latitfsvelfth century, composer unknown), the
list by Niketas Stethatos (eleventh century), a short extract from an epistle by Peter of Antioch

(eleventh century), and a single sentence from an epistle by [Guriof (eleventh century)

Date: Most likely requested by Metropolitan Kirill Il in 1262 and circulating in Rus at least by 1284
(date of Riazan manuscript). Probably compiled in early thirtessnbury Serbia by the Serbian
archbishop Sav4.

Content: Indlides a series of afitatin texts alongside other canonical material.

23 Popov,Istoriko-literaturnyj obzor pp. 123 34, has a discussion of the ahtitin sections of the Serbian
kormchaiaand extended extracts from it.

24 Shchapovyizantiiskoe i iuzhnoslavianskoe pravovosledie pp. 12223.
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Appendix Two: Anti-Latin Polemical Accusations

Accusations not found in any of the téadirs incl uc
bold. Accusations are ordered by frequency of appearance in my cagdsfined in Appendix One

Page references are to the editions given in Appendix One.

Latins celebrate the Eucharist with azymes (cf. Kolbaba p. 190)

1. Nikifor to Vladimir Monomakhp. 130,pp.13435 (Latins have misunders
about leaven)

Nikifor to laroslav, p155 pp.159 62

Georgii, p. 83, p. 89 (a reference to Melchizedek)

loann I, p 31,pp.331 34

Feodosii, p. 16

© g > w N

Canonical Answers of loann kpl. 3, col.7

Latinsforbid priests to marry and will not accept married men as priests; priests are promiscuous (cf.
Kolbaba pp. 19091)

Nikifor to Vladimir Monomakh, p. 132 33 (priests may not marry)

2. Nikifor to laroslav, p. 157 (clergy are supposed to send their wives &waly fact take
multiple wives)

3. Georgii, p. 85 (married mesrenot accepteds priests) and p. 86 (bishops marry, priests have
concubines)

4. loann Il, p. 31, 33
Feodosii, p. 16 (priests have children with their servant girls rather than marrying; bishops
have mistresses)

6. PVL, col. 116 (priests sometimes take up to seven wives)

Latins eat strangled, unclean or forbidden meat (cf. Kolbghd 89 90)

1. Nikifor to Vladimir Monomakh, p. 130 31
2. Nikifor to laroslav, p. 156
3. Georgii, p. 87

! Kolbaba,The Byzantine Listpp. 189202.
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loann Il, p. 35
Feodosii, p. 16
Canonical Answers of loann &pl. 3, col. 7

Latins fast incorrectly during Lent (cf. Kolbaba p. 191)

© g s> w Nk

Nikifor to Vladimir Monomakh, p. 131
Nikifor to laroslav, p. 156

Georgii, p. 86

loann Il,p. 31,pp. 321 33

Feodosii, p. 16

Canonical Answers of loann Il, col. 3

Latins fast on the Sabbath (cf. Kolbaba p. 189)

1.
2
3.
4
5

Nikifor to Vladimir Monomakh, p. 131
Nikifor to laroslav, p. 155

Georgii, p. 86

loann Il,p. 31,p. 32

Feodosii, p. 16 (only monks)

Latins do not venerate reli@nd/or icons (cf. Kolbaba pp. 1834,198)

1.

a > w N

Nikifor to Vladimir Monomakh, p. 135 (they do not venerate relics, and some do not venerate
icons)

Nikifor to laroslav, p. 156 (they do not venerate icons or keep them in churches)

Georgii, p. 88 (they do not verate relics, and some do not venerate icons)

Feodosii, p. 16

PVL, col. 114 (combined with accusation that Latins draw crosses on the floor in church;

followed by a confused defence of iconodulia)

Latin monks eat lard as well as other forbidden meat¥@baba p. 193)

1.
2.

3.

Nikifor to Vladimir Monomakh, p. 131 (and ill monks are given meat)
Nikifor to laroslav, p. 158 (if monks become bishops, they start eating meat again; ill monks
are given meat)

Georgii, p. 87
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4. loannll, p. 35
5. Feodosii, p. 16

Latins add hefilioque to the Creed (cf. Kolbaba p. 191)

Nikifor to Vladimir Monomakh, p. 131 32
Nikifor to laroslav, p. 154

1.

2

3. Georgii, p. 84
4. loann Il,p. 31,pp.34i 35
5. Feodosii, p. 1617

Latins baptise incorrectly (cf. Kolbaba p. 192)

1. Nikifor to Vladimir Monomakhpp. 133 34 (with one immersion; they sprinkle salt into the
mouths of the newhpaptised)
2. Nikifor to laroslav, p. 156 (with one immersion and no holy oil; they sprinkle salt into the
mouths of the newhpaptised; their confirmation service is alsoorrect baptismal names
are names of animals rather than of sainfs
3. Georgii, p. 88 (only one immersiotiey sprinklesalt into mouths of newlpaptised,;
bapti smal names are rmdhtoseai tysd hmamérs ,| ddst mal
loann I, p. 31, p. 38confirmation can only be carried out by bishops, not other clerics)
Feodosii, p. 16 (only one immersidmptismal names are the namedhec hi | ddés par ent
not saints; they sprinkle salt into the mouths of the ndalytised rather than anointing with

holy oil)

Latin bishops and priests fight in battles (cf. Kolbaba p. 193)

Nikifor to Vladimir Monomakh, p. 133
Nikifor to laroslav, p. 155
Georgii, p. 86

P W N PRE

Feodosii, p. 16

Latins misuse the sign of the Cross when entering church (cf. Kolb4Bd)p.

1. Nikifor to laroslav, p. 156 (Latins proate themselves when entering church, whisper to
themselves, and draw a cross on the floor)

2. Georgii, p. 89 (they trample on holy images in church)
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3. Feodosii, p. 16 (Latins draw a cross on the floor, then trample it whestdred up)
4. PVL, col. 114 theybow down, draw a cross on the floor and kiss it, then stand on it and wipe

it away)

Latins marry within forbidden degrees (cf. Kolbaba p. 192)

Ni ki for to VIadimir Monomakh, p . rinnadiagg)i f a L
Nikifor to laroslav, p. 158 (multiple marriages between the same two families)
Georgii, p.83(fLat i nds wife dies, he takes her siste

P w DD PR

Feodosii, p. 16 (a pair of brothers will marry a pair of sisters)

Latins do not keep thedtar pure and allow everyone to approach it (cf. Kolbaba p. 195)

1. Nikifor to Vladimir Monomakh, p. 135 (failing to maintain a distinction between what is
clean and unclean)

2. Nikifor to laroslav, p. 156

3. Georgii, p. 891ailing to maintain alistinction betveen clean and unclean)

Latins eat and drink extremely impure substances (cf. KolbphEg8, 20}

Georgii, p. 87 (eating with dogs, letting them lick the plates and then eating off them again)

2. Georgii, Caonical Answers, p. 240 (mp | i ci t i n Ba@thogloxshowdnatar ni ng
share food, drink or vessels with Latins)

3. Feodosii, p. 16 (eating with dogs and cats; drinking their own urine)

Latin bishops wear rings on their fingers (cf. Kolbaba p. 194)

1. Nikifor to Vladimir Monomakh, p. 133
2. Georgii, p. 83

Latin burial practices are incorrect (cf. Kolbaba 105)

1. Nikifor to laroslav, p. 157 58 (they wait eight days before burying a bishop so that all of his
flock can come and give him honour; they do not arrange his artims #hape of the cross;
they fill his eyes, nostrils and ears with wax)

2. Feodosii, p. 16 (they bury corpses facing west, and do not cross arms over chest)
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Latins shave their heads and beards (cf. Kolbaba p. 195)

1. Nikifor to Vladimir Monomakh, p. 131
2. Georgii p. 83

Latin priests kiss other communicants after receiving the body of Christ (cf. Kolbaba p. 195)

1. Nikifor to Vladimir Monomakh, p. 133
2. Georqii, p. 84

Latins celebrate the Liturgy more than once per day in a single church (cf. Kolb&Bg)p.

1. Nikifor to laroslav, p. 158

2. Georgii, p. 84 (and they perform neither the Great Entrance nor the Little Entrance, and they
bury people near the altar, and they perform the liturgy not just at the altar but all around the
church)

Latins do not ask for absolutionoim God, but pay priests to absolve them (cf. Kolbaba p. 200; only
in one Byzantinesi)

1. Feodosii, p. 16
2. PVL, col. 116 (o6this is worst of alld)

Latins add the words 6with the Holy Spirité

1. Nikifor to Vladimir Monomakh, p132
2. Georgii, p. 84

Latins do not accept certain of the Fathers of the Church (Basil the Great, Gregory the Theologian
and John Chrysostom) (cf. Kolbaba p. 196)

1. Nikifor to Vladimir Monomakh, p. 135
2. Georgii, p. 88

Latinsdo not sing the Alleluia in Lentf; Kolbaba p. 193)

1. Nikifor to laroslav, p. 157
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Latinsdonot a | | Mary the Mother of God, just OHoly Ma

1. Nikifor to laroslav, p. 156

Latins make the sign of the Cross incorrectly, with five fingers (cf. Kolbaba p. 194)

1. Nikifor to laroslav, p. 157

Latins say that only Latin, Greek and Hebrew should be used to praise God (cf. Kolbaba p. 197)

1. Nikifor to laroslav, p. 157

Latins use pure wine rather than wine mixed with water in the Eucharist, like the Armenians

1. Nikifor to laroslav,pp. 163 64 (not included in list of accusations, but added to end of text;
this is in theByzantine tract by Constantigtilbes, but again, not in the body of the list itgelf)

Latins accuse Orthodox monks of eating foods not fit for monks to eat (pigeags, etc.)

1. Georgii, p. 90

Latins call the earth their mother, thereby implying that the heavens are their father; but they spit

on their o6motherod and so defil e her

1. PVL,col. 114

2 Kolbaba,The Byzantine List®. 135.
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Appendix Three: Latins in the Chronicles of Early Rus

9 This appendix gives brief details of all entries before 1330 from the Laurentian, Hypatian or

Younger Novgorod First chronicles which mention Latins.
A Under the umbr el | a QldStavwnidtdrmast iorkdy,t i In i n

clud

O0Romwammsd @©mepé Ger manic ori gi,ndRorloecughl y),

OHungsAri @Bz e &,r o@Wedr,a voiPsbnu s 6sRpgéadwe de

6Got Isa,n d@&D,a nkeVad,anglisnhgfamomnt he thirteent

6Templ ag/ Kooidgphsd K ritsgyhgiizd € i Isd f dzd y* , Btsydd H
members of wvarious Latsd n( ondzethsti dzjadzjydzodzefiSeir,s )

ykyjrjgd y*, when referent is clearly
LOBte! MEr d, when referent is thkiearly
LOY OHder W MmistcOdz ) .

A 1 do not include early chronicle mentions of these groups before they were
Christianised. For instance, | exclude nirdahd early tentitentury references to
6Hungariand nomads.

A linclude all mentions of the Varangiaftem the ninth century onwargdeven though
the Chrigianisation of Scandinavia was orilyits early stagem this period.

A linclude mentions of Lithuania from tH&250s onwards. This is the period when
certain Lithuanians begin to be referred to adgfians in the chronicles.

| also include chronicle references to Latin individuals and to lands, regions or towns under
Latin control.

All dates are as given in the chronicles concerned, even when these dates are historically
inaccurate.

Pageor columnnumbers are given in brackets.

Proper names with variant spellings are

6Vol odi merd are all wused, depending lon the

make an exception for proper nouns afelcbyt s 0 o,kvhereithe affected consonant is

transliterated ashnotts, hence e. g. O6Vol odi mir Riurikovi

a La
a La

not

S|

ct
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Novgorod First Chronicle!

Younger version

6362 (854) Varangians are driven out by their tributariest laterinvited back. Rurik, Sineus and
Truvor take control in Novgorod, Beloozero and Izborsk. Rus received its name from these

Varangians, and Novgorodians @oé Varangian stoakto this day (106).

Rurik assumes sole rule. His son Igor &ndvodaDleg kill Askold and Dir and assume power in
Kiev (107).

6429 (921) Igor and Oleg assemble many troops, including Varangians (108).
6488 (980) Vladimir takes first Novgorod and then Polotsk with Varangian tr¢dps).
laropolk is murdered by two Varangians (127).

The Varangians who helped Vladimir take Kiev demand tribute. Eventually he awards some of them

towns, and the rest disperse and settle in the Greek12iid28).
One of the pagan VI &dimirés wives is Czech (12

6489 (981) Vladimir attacks the Poles, and takes Peremyshl, Cherven and othemtbigzhsemain

under Rusian contr@lL30).

6491 (983) The tale of the martyred Varangiatwo Christian Varangians from Greece are murdered
when a father refuses tocs#ice his son(130).

6492(984YVI1 adi mir congquers the Radi mi ch3llans, who are

6494 (986) Vladimir is visited by representatives of various faiths, includiagntsisemt by the Pope
(132 33). AGreek philosophewarrs Vladimir against the Latins, who use azyn(&34).

6495 (987)The Testing of the Faiths: VIadimirés envoy

including a visit to a church of theemtsj which leaves them unimpresgdd9).

6496 (988) Vladimir convets and is taught the Creed. There follow accounts of the ecumenical

councils and a denunciation of Latifib4 55).
6501 (993) Vladimir attacks the Croats (165).

6504 (996) Vladimir is living in peace witlthe princes around him: Boleslav the Pole, Stejhe
Hungarianandthe Czech AndrekH[L67).

IPSRL 3.
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6523 (1015)laroslav, ruling in Novgorod, hires Varangians to defend him from his father Viadimir
(168).

Georgi i, Borisbés | oyal Hungarian seedbgtwva , i s

Varangians in the pay &viatopolk(171).
6524 (1016) Sviatopolk flees to the Pol¢s74)

laroslav is responsible for the many Varangians in Novgorod, who are doing violence to married
women. The Novgorodiaratackthe Varangians, and laroslav takegerge upon them for this
(174).

laroslav goes against Sviatopolk in Kiev with 1000 Varangians and 3000 Novgorodians (175).

Older version

6515 (1017)laroslavgoes to Berestia (15).

6576 77 (1068 69). Iziaslav laroslavich flees to the Poles and therrmetwith reinforcements (17).
6581 (1073)lziaslav is driven out to the Poles again (18).

6627 (1119): The churclserky of Anton [Antonii the Roman, mentioned also s.a. 6633, 6635, 6639,
6655] is completed (21).

6630 (1122)Ms t i sSwedishiwsfe Kistina (Ingesdottenlies(21).
6633 (1125 Ant oni i t he Iphnitayispanted2l)apel (
6638 (1130) Seven Gotlanddroats are sunk at sdzut Danish boats arrive saféBR2).

6650 (1142)A Swedish prince and bishop commanding 60 boatskadétgcoup of merchants coming

from overseas in three boats (26).

6660 (1152)A Varangian church burns dow29).

6664 (1156) eopke from overseds e theeChurch of the Holy Friday (30).
6672 (1164) Swedes attempt to take Ladobat are defeated (31).

6689 (1181)A Varangian churcis damaged by fir€37).

6696 (1188)Varangians plundghe Novgorodians in Gotlandiemtsiplunder them in Khoruzhek
and Novotorzhets. The next spring, no envoys are sent to the Varangiatieeare dismissed

without reaching an agreemd@n).



161

6709 (1201)Varangians are sent back over the sea without peace, but they return by land later that

year and receive peace on the Novgorodians®d tern

6711 (1203)Rurik Rostislavich, the Olgovickind Cumans attack Kiev. Faga merchantsock

themselves up in the churches and are granted their lives, but lose half of their merchandise (45).

6712(1204) Themsck of Constantinople. O6lsakovichodé [the
Constantinple and requests aid fromt sar Phi |l i p [of Swabia]l]d and t he
Constantinople, ordering them to do no damage to the Greek land. But the Franks lust after gold and

silver, and they destroy many sites in Constantinople. Isakexjoéls both Oleksa [Alexios

Angelos], the current emperor, and his own father. He wants to bring his Franks into the town, but the
boyars are afraid and giéeMu r ¢ Alexis V Doulas.dMourtzouphlog the crown. The new ruler

and his boyars kill Isakogh and tell the Franks to come and see him. The Franks are ashamed

because they have disobeyed the Tsar and Pope and haresl l@onstantinople. They try tedeem

themselves by attacking the town. Eventually, the Franks take it, after fightimgtitheGreeks and
VarangiansThey strip many churches, rob and murder Constantinopolitans, and drive out the
remaining Greeks and Var angtobHasders]Bal dwian i @Ko nd af
appointed Tsar by the Fr4Onks o6with their own bis

6715 (1207)6 Peopl e f r om o v €hursheofitte dolycFadayp(30p t e t he

6723 (1215)Some Prussians kill Ovstrat and his son Lugota, and lardskwolodovichcomplains
to the Novgorodians about this (54).

6725 (1217)When the Novgorodians héefore Medvezhia Golova, the Chud send forrtamtsi In
battle, thenemtsiflee; some are killed or captured (57).

Fire destcouotless Valaadiahwateh ¢ n t he o6 Véazhisagbda5¢hurch (

6726 (1218)Tverdislav, suspected of betraying Matei to the prince, goes to the Liudin end and the

Prussians; a Prussian miarkilled (58i 59).

6727 (1219)Mstislav Mstislavichand VolodimirRiurikovich go to Galich to fight against the son of
the king of Hungarythe Galicians, Czechs, Poles, Morasgand Hungarians oppose them (59).

Novgorodians undévsevolod Mstislavich attack outpostsr#mtsj Lithuanians and Livonians (59).
6728 (1220)Tverdislav is protected by the Prussianstartie O L i 60).i n end 6
6732 (1224) Nemtsikill ViachkoBorisovichand take lurievporpai (61).

6736 (1228)laroslavVsevolodichis insulted in Pskov and decides to attack Riga with troops from

Pereiaslavl. The Pskovians are afraid asklthe Rigan®r help if Novgorod attaks Pskov. Pskov
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refusesto support laroslav, and so Novgorod also refuses to fight. Pskov had summeanisénd

others but dismisses them against once the danger is over (66).
6738 (1230)A common grave is establishedi 6 Pr us s(vOon Street 6
6739 (R31) God is merciful, sendingemtsié f r o nthesade rwi t h corn anf7). fl our

6741 (1233)lzborsk drive outaroslav Volodimirich, the children of Boris and themtsi The

Pskovians surtand Izborskand kill one of thenemtsj Danila(72).

Nemtsidrive aut Kiuril Sinkinich and take him to Medvezhia Golova, where he iprisoned until

rescued byaroslavVsevolodich(72).

6742 (1234)Novgorodians under laroslagtackthe nemtsj laying waste to the land around lurev
Dorpat.Nemtsidefend lurev and Medvezhia Golova, but are eventually defeated. laroslav concludes a
peace with them on his own termsi(73).

6743 (1235) After a series of conflicts between Rusian princes, the princes take money from the

nemtsito ransom VolodimiRiurikovich and his wife, whom the Cumans have captured (74).

6745 (1237)Nemtsicome in a great force from overseas to Riga. Thesasj theRigans the Chud
and a Pskovian force al/l attack the Lithuanians,

6748(1240) Swedes arrivin many shipsvith their prince and Ishops, intending to take Ladoga.
GodprotecttNovgorod &6from the f or ei gAleksasdiNevskiiamethe ar e r
men of Novgorodnd Ladogd77).

Nemtsj along with men of Megkzhia Golova, lurev and Veliad, take 1zborsk and then defeat the
Pskovians too. They do not take Pskov, but do take Pskovian hostages; Pskov had been in talks with
thenemtsj and Tverdilo Ivankovich had begunride Pskov in tandem with them (778).

Nemtsialso attack the Vod and exact tribute from them, and make ia #ddporia. Theycome
within 30 versts of Novgorod, attacking merchants. While the Novgorodiaiastenaptingto get
Aleksandr back to lead them, themtsiand Chud invadéhe Novgorodian distric{78).

6749(1241):Aleksandr attacks &poria.He takes the town, and captures soramtsi(78).

6750(1242) Aleksandr attacks theemtsiand Chud, who have already taken Pskov. He liberates
Pskov, and dr aws ulpa ke & nemidiand @had fall theredot aneecaprieds d
Thenemtsilater send to Aleksandr, informing him that they are withdrawing from the Vod land,

Luga, Pskov and Lotygola, and hostagre exchangdd8i 79).

6761 (1253)Nemtsiattack Pskov, but flee when Novgorodian reinforcements arrive. These

Novgorodians decide they will pillage themtsidistrict beyond the Narovd.he &éaccur sed
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transgressors of rightodo are defeated agthé n by th
year (80).

6764 (1256) Swedes, along withthentt and Sum and 6éDi dman and his di

on the Narova, but flee when they hear the Novgarmlare cominé81).

6770 (1262)Dmitri Aleksandrovich and the Novgorodians attaeH|-fortified lurev alongside
various other princes and troops (83).

6771 (1263): Mindovg is murdered. His murderers take Polotsk (84).

6773 (1265)Voishelgconverts o Chri sti ani ty. He | eaves his mona
Li t h u amditaken_ghdaim. Some Lithuanians escape to Pskov and are baptised thEg&)84

6776 (1268)Certain Novgorodians wish to attack Lithuania, but they eventually go to Rakovor

instead Nemtsisend deceitful envoys from Riga, Veliad and lurev, who assure the Novgar tlakin

they will not offer any resistance to the Rus at Rakovor. Novgorodians and many Rusian princes

defeat the Chud, but discover a great force of treachesrussiat the river Kegola, near Rakovor.

There is a terribl e Ileremsd,e Ovaithobgressoetdt h wh Gt es s and
(861 87).

6777 (1269)Nemtsiattack Pskov in a great force, fleeing when they learn that the Novgorodians are
coming(87).

laroshv laroslavicltcomplainsabout t he Novgorodi amenidsi8iiB®.ody conf

In the winter, many princes come togetheatiackKolyvan from Novgorod, but theemtsisubmit to

their terms and withdraw from athé Narova regio(87i 88).

6778 (1270)One of the Novgodi ans & gr i d\aa roc d\aywaacgoesdxpelihgthe

men from other lands who live among és? ( 8 8 ) .

Younger version
6783 (1275)A fire that broke out near the court of themtsidamages church of th@memtsi(323).

6791 (1283)Nemtsiarrive at Ladoga with troops, killing Novgorodian merchatttsmen of Ladoga
resist them (325).

6792 (1284): A force afiemtsiattempt to subdue the Korel, but the Novgorodians defeat them (325).
6793 (1285): Lithuanians attack the Novgorodian regi@s).3

6800 (1292)Swedes attack the Korel and Izhera, but are killed or captured (327).
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6801 (1293) Swedes establishtown on Korel land; Roman Glebovich and a Novgorodian force
attack the town later in the yed@2(/i 28).

6802 (1294) O Ti t ma n of\Dietmdni@] secretlg arects a fam the Novgorodian side of the

NarovaNovgor odi ans burn it and his o6l arge villagebé

6803 (1295) Swedes under Sig erect a town [Priozersk/Kekshwirprel land, but the
Novgorodians plunder it and kill S{$28).

6806 (1298)Nemtsid o 6 much evi |l 6 in Pskov, kiDodmonhapnd monKk s

the men of Pskov drive them away (329).

Older version
6807 (1299) Fire in the 6Varangi anemSi9eet 6 damages th

6808 (1300)Swedes establish a strong town on the Neva
Rome from ®h.e Popebd

6809 (1301)Grand Prince AndréAleksandrovichand the Novgorodians attack the Swedish town
and sack it (91).

6810 (1302) Envoys are sent ovélnesea to Denmarto conclude a peace (91).

6819 (1311)Novgorodians go overseas to the land ofrtmntsito fight the EmNemitsiretreat inside
thedetinetsat Vanai while the Novgorodians plunder the surrounding land, refusing to agree to peace

and eventually returninga Novgorod (93
A Varangian church burns dow#3).
6821 (1313)Nemtsiattack the people of Ladoga and burn the area (94).

6822 (1314)The Korel kill off the Rusian intmtants of Priozersknd bring immemtsiinstead.The

Novgorodians retaliate, killing theemtsiand the Korelian traitors (94).

6825 (1317)Nemtsicome to Ladoga and kill many merchants (95).

6826 (1318)Novgorodians take Liuderev, the town of the prince and bishop of the Sum (95).
6830 (1322)Nemtsitry to take Priozersk, but fail (96).

lurii Danilovich accompaniethe Novgorodias t o @V yolt corwimemtedfhut tailste take

the town despite besiegiitgfor a month (96).
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6831 (1323)Novgorodians establish a town at the mouth of the Neva aslémel of Orekhov, and
conclude an eternal peace with the ambassadors kinthef the Swede$§97).

Lithuanians ravage therea around thieovot, but areexpelledby the Novgorodians (97).

6834 (1326) Envoys from Lithuania and various Rusian princes conclude a peace with Novgorod and
with thenemtsi(98).

6836 (1328)lurev burns down, and its churché®£hnits) are destroyed. Thousandsngimtsiand
four Rus dig98).

PVL (Povest vremennykh let, Pimary Chronicle), Laurentian Codex?

Introduction: A description of the route from the Varangians to the Greeks, taking in Rome. St.

Andrew is said to have travell to Rome along the Dniepeii J.
6367 (859): Varangians impose tribute on Slavonic tritmea beyond the sea (19).

630 (862): Varangians are driven out by (@sheir tr
opposed to the Gotlanders, Angles, diagk. Rurik, Sineus and Truvor arrive, and the Rusian land

receives its name (120).

6390 (882): Oleg takes Varangians and others to capture Smolensk, Liubech and Kiev; those who

accompany him are c¢al | eodaydriBRutesoithe Vafamgiag2ldi P3).ges Nov g o

6406 (898): The newly Christianised SlafdVoravia ask for a teachainderstandingeither Greek
nor Latin(26). Some decry the translation of Scripture into a language other than Hebrew, Greek or
Latin,butt he O Roman Pop€@d. condemns t hem

6415 (907): Oleg attacks Constantinople with an army including Varangiarets@nd many more
(29).

6449 (941): Igor sends for Varangians (45).
6450 (942): The Croats are defeated by Simeon (45).

6452 (944): l gor 6s alli es ad4iidn), mndany cCthenvarangiant i nop | e

witnesses to Istaos(Bls treaty are Chri

2PSRL 1.
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6485 (977): Vladimir attackisrst Novgorodand then Polotswith Varangian aid (7576).
Varangians want a share i78). 6theiré town which tnh

6488 (980): One of the wives of the pagan Vladimir is a Czech woman (80).

6489 (981):Vlad mi r t akes Polish townsian[f éwhtcbhl dGe(O8mhdPw
6491 (983): The tale of the Varangian martyrs ).

6492 (984): Vladimir conquerthe Radimichians, whoafeof t he race of the Pol e

6494 (986): Vladimir is visited by representatives of various faiticijdingnemtsisemt by the Pap
(85). A Greek philosopher wagivladimir againsthe Lating who use azymesS6i 87).

6495 (987): The Testing of ttheeworbhpioftvarieuiithd/1 adi mi r &

including a visit to a&hurchof thenemtsi(107), which leaves them unimpres$&@g).

6496 (988): Vladimir converts and is taught the Creed. There follow acaufithts ecumenical
councils andadenunciation of Latingl12i 16).

6500 (992): Vladimir attacks the Croats (122).

6504 (996): After hidnpeaowithehe grincesmarounyina Bolestdvthe 6 | 1 v €
Pole, Stefan the Hungarian aAddrikhnthe Czech ( 126 ) .

6523 (1015): laroslawuling in Novgorodhires Varangiant defend him frontis father Vladimir
(130).

Georgi i, Borisbés | oyal Hungarian servant, i s mur

Varangiansn the pay ofSviatopolk (134).

Sviatopolk murders Sviatoslav, who has fled to gany (139).

|l arosl avds Varangians do violence to the Novgoro
laroslav attacks Sviatopolk with a thousand Varangians and other troops (141).

6524 (1016): Sviatopolk flees to the Poles (142).

6526 (1018): Sviatopoland Boleslav with his Poles attack laroslav, Rus, Varangians and Slovenes
(142).A voevodaaunts Boleslav (143). Boleslav enters Kveith Sviatopolk and sends hisuzhina

out to the surrounding towns (143).

Novgorodians insist that laroslav continue to fight against Boleslav and Sviatopolk, and more
Varangians are hired (143). Sviatopolk murders Poles in Kiev, and Boleslav flees, taking with him

many men, property and the Cherven towns (144).
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Sviatopolk driven through Poland by divinewrath,i es i n t he wil derness Obet
Czech | anddo (145).

6532 (1024): laroslv fights alongside lakutie Blind and his Varangians against Mstislav
Vladimirovich (148 49).

6538 (1030): Boleslav of Poland diedahe Poles rebel (1480).

6539 (1031): laroslav and Mstislav [of Chernigov] go against the Poles, recapture the Cherven towns,

capture many Poles and take them to R50).

6544 (1036): laroslav defends Kiev with Varangians (151).

6549 (1041): laroslamttacks the Mazovians (153).

6551 (1043): laroslav marries his sister to Kazimir {(B5).

6555 (1047): l arosl av subdues the Mazovians on K
6576 (1068): Iziaslav laroslavich flees to the Poles (171).

6577 (1069)lziaslav and Boleslaattack V&slav Briacheslavich in Kiev. Other princes discourage
Iziaslav from attacking Kiev with Poles. The Kievans welcome Haslavthen dismisses the Poles
to find food and has them murdered (1748).

6581 (1073): Iziaslav attempts to buy helpfirBoles, but he is robbed and turned out of Poland
(183).

6582 (1074): A demon in the guise of a Pole appears during a service at the Caves (190).
Iziaslav returns from Poland (193).

6583 (1075):Nemtsienvoys are unimpressed by Sviatodkwslavictd schas (19899).

6584 (1076): Vladimir Vsevolodich and Oleg Sviatoslavich aid the Poles against the Czechs (199)
6585 (D77): Iziaslav marches dfiev, with Polish support (199).

6593 (1085): laropolk Iziaslavich escapes to the Poles (205).

6594 (1086)iaropolk returns from the Poles (206).

6600 (1092): Vasilko Rostislavich and the Cumans attack the Poles (215).

6604 (1096): Testament of Vladimir Monomakh: Vladimir makes peace with the Poles at Suteisk, and

spends time in Polada7 and the 6Czech forestd (2



168

6605 (1097): Vasilko Rostislavich was intending to invade Poland, and believes (after the Liubech
conference) that he will now be given up to the Poles (266). Both Sviatopolk Iziaslavich and David
Igorevich seek aid from the Poles, witieformer gong to Brest anthelatter to \blodislav (269).

Daviddés Poles are bought off by Sviatopol k. Davi

Sviatopolk sends laroslav his son to incite thangarians against Voloddre returns with

Hungarians and besieges Peremyshl (270).
David has returned from Poland and attacks the Hungarians with Cuman trodp&lf270
laroslav flees to the Poles (271).

6607 (1099): Sviatopolk drivé3avidinto Poland, and the Hungarians are defeated near Peremyshl
(273).

6610 (110 2)daughter Bhydavapssénkidtize Poles to marry Boleslav (276).
6612 (1104): Peredslay@viatopolld s d a mayrkeg aeHungarian prin¢280).

6614 (1106)Sviatopolk takes in I1zbygnieZpygniew], brother of Boleslav (281).

Vladimir -Suzdal chronicle

6627 (1119): laroslavets Bwopolchich flees from Volodimean-Volynia to the Poles (292).
6630 (1122): The Poles capture Volodar Rostislavich of Peremyshl, brother of Vasilko (292).

6646 (1138): laropolk Vladimirovich of Kiev collects troops from margaarof Rus anHungary
(305).

6650 (1142): Vsevolod Olgovich of Kiev sends his son Sviatoslav, Iziaslav Davydovich and
Volodimer of Galich to help Volodislaagainst the Boleslavichi; theyeet and fight at Chrnsk
[modernday Czersk] (310).

6652 (1144)Volodimerko of Galich allies with Hungarians against Vsevolod Olgo(8dii).
6653 (1145): IgoOlgovichand his brotherattack the Poles in supportather princes (312).

6657 (1149): Iziaslav Mstislavids supported byfungarians and Polegcluding Bdeslavand his

brother Endrikh Poles and Hungarians take fright aimhndon lIziaslalzecause not all of their

SPSRL 1.
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number are present yet (323). During a battle in Lutsierachict{one of thenemtsj tries to kill
Andrei lurevich Bogoliubskii (325).

6658 (15 0) : l zi asl av, frustr at e dredelyKielwith Hungaeo p s 6 ¢

andPoleg 327) . L a t have no patrémorsy anyosbe Humgarians or the Poles, louly in

ow

the | and of Rusé (329). Helphetakelkiev 329>, Hungari ans

6659 (1151): Iziaslav has sent his son Mstislav to the Hungarians, to ggpert$332, 335). When
Mstislav and the Hungarians are camped near Sapogyn, they learn that Volodimerko is coming after
them (335). Drunk, they boast thieir strength, busre roundly defeated by Volodimerko (336).

6660 (1152): Iziaslav again sends Mstislav to the Poles and Hungarians asking for help against
Volodimerko. The Poles refuse but the Hungarians agreé $3R6The Hungarian king does not fight
onSundayshaccor di ng t d37hTlhenext dag & latedtakds pl&eE. Overcome by the
forces of the Hungarians and Iziaslav, Volodimerko sues for peace; Iziasav does not wish to be

reconciled, but the Hungarian king persuades him (337).
6662(1154): Cumas destroy a Polish churchdqzhnitsa (344).

6663 (1155): Mstislav lIziaslavich goes to the Poles when ousted_fiohesk [utsk (345).

6668 (1160): Andr ei Bogol i ubperkapsgncludinghemtgis &é mast er s

althoughthis is not specified) to beautify the Cathedral of the Dormition (351).
6683 (1175): laroslalziaslavich taxes all diev, including Latins(367).

6702 (1194): The reconstruction of the Church of the Dormitionin¥iadr i s compl et ed
searchig for masters from theaemtsj rather, he [Vsevolod lurevich] found masters from Servants

of the Mother of Godand fromur own peopled (411).

6714 (1206)RomanMstislavich of Galicttakes two Polish towns, but he and his small druzhina are
murdered i Poles (425).

Many Rusian princes descend on Galich. The inhabitants send to the king of Hungary for protection.

The Hungarians eventually leave again after reconciling the Polei2i@26

6729 (1221): Mstislav Mstislavich fights the Ryarians and captes their princg445).

6747 (1239): The princes of Chernigov escape to the Hungarians when attacked by the Tatars (469).
6749 (1241): The Tatars defeat the Hungarians (470).

6750 (1242)iaroslav Vsevolodovich sends his séndrei to Novgorod to help Aledandr Nevskii

againstthememtsi They are defeated 6éon a | ake beyond

o\

Psk
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6771 (1263): Part of th€ale of the Life of Aleksandr Nevskiicludinghisbat | e agai nst t he
Swedeq477 81).

6793 (1285): Lithuanians attack Tver, but are regua (483).

6810 (1302): Grand Prince Andrei Aleksandrovich attaekatsifrom Novgorod; he takesnemtsi
fortressand kills and captusamanynemtsi(486).

Kiev chronicle?

6619 (1111): Rusian princes r et ur greafgloy,fwith hei r ¢ a
news travelling] to their people and all the far countries, to the Greeks and the Hungarians and the
Pol es and the Czechs. It reached as far as Rome,

6620 (1112): Evfimiia Volodimernedaughter of Vladimir Moomakh, is sent to Hungary to marry
theprince[Kalman | (273).

6626 (1118): laroslav $atopolchich flees from Volodimen-Volynia to the Hungarians when
attacked by Vladimir Monomakh (285).

6628 (1120): Vladimir Monomakh sends his son Andrei againg®dles (286).
6629 (1121): laroslav Sviatopolchich returns with Poles to Cherven, but achieves nothing (286).

6630 (1122): The Poles capturelodar Rostislavichgrince of Zvenigrod and Peremyshl] by
cunning (286).

6631 (1123): laroslav Sviatopolchichcatne Poles and Czeched Hungarians surround Volodimer
innVol yni a, where VIadi mir Monomakhoés son Andr ei i
pri ded. idnkandRolesretuanrhome 728

6645 (1137): Vsevolod Mstislavich marries hisigater Verkhuslava to a Pole (300).

6647 (1139): The Hungarian king sends support to laropolk Vladimirovich against Vsevolod
Olgovich, prince of Chernigov (301).

6648 (1140): Poles return home after a Galidiatynian conflict (306).
6649 (1141): Vsevolo®Igovichb s daughter is sent to the Poles t

6650 (1142): Vsevolod sentiss daughteZvenislava awayo the Poles, to marry Boleslav (313).

4PSRL 2.
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6651 (1143): O0AlIl the brothers gathered, and the
[Olgovichl,ard t hen went homed c(edled).atRroemms wmalSlvyi at os | a\
marriage to Vasilkovna of Polotsk.

6652 (1144): Many Rusian princedong withVolodislav of Poland, attack Volodimirko of Galich

and his Hungarian allies and make him submit to Vsevolod (315).

6653 (1145): The Polish king Volodislav attempts to stir up trouble between Vsevolod and Igor
Olgovich (318)l gor and ot hcthe hgant of thecPelish laggdy dvihetr e t wo br ot h
Volodislav, Boleslav an¥zheka Mieszkd, swear allegiance to Igor and give him Wizna (318).

Volodislav of Poland mutilates his man Petruk and exiles him to Rus; Petruk is the man who tortured
and rdobed Volodar Rostislavich in 1122 (319).

6654 (1146): Rusian princes under Vsevolod go to Galich along with Boleslav of Rbasdpin-
law of Vsevolod, to fight Volodintko (319).

6655 (1147): Cumans attack part of Hungary (342).

6656 (1148): Iziaslabbavydovichuses Hungarian troops against Chernigov; some of his Hungarians
drown (362).

IziaslavMstislavichand his brother Rostislagi ve each ot her gifts, 1ziasl
and all the imperial | andsabtnd anrdo nRotshtei sMaarva nogfi raonn

6657 (1149): IziaslaMstislavichsends to his relatives amotige Hungarians, Poles and Czechs for

aid against lurii Dolgorukii and Viachesla¥adimirovich. They willingly send support, and the

Polish prince Bolesl|l av kni gtatiosis obstacles arisegigchudingd@ s on s
Prussian invasion of Poland. Iziaslav and his Polish and Hungarian allies therefore attempt a

reconciliation betweeh zi asl av and lurii, telling lurii, &éWe
brotherhooddé (387). lurii and Viacheslav reply t
reconciliation, they should return to their own lands. When the Poles and Hungarianstinanezr

home, enmity breaks out ag4B88).

6658 (1150): Iziaslav Mstislavich is abandoned by his troops when he is about to fight Volodimer of

Galich, and says he will fisih hi s |j d-dummgay i @wist mnd Pol ehavée (401) .
nopatmony in Hungary or Poland [6l]i,t .budtwiotnhl yt hien H uhr
Ru® ( 4 05 ) .en dends hasdiothey thetHngarians (405) and the king of Hungary agrees to

fight al ongsi de hi mungavian boguhintre=eventoally céharce thee kidggo

turn back (406)

l zi aslavds brother marries a Hungarian princess
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Iziaslav,his brothetVolodimer andheir Hungarian allies all march dfiev. Inhabitants of

Dorogobuzhpart of | ziasl avds former patrimony, compl
Hungariansd with him (410). l zi asl av consul ts wi
and wilingness to ride to Kiev (4134). Iziaslav enters Kiev as Grand Pgnousting lurii

Dolgorukii, and feasts with the Hungarians (416). The Kievans are amazed at all the Hungarians

congregating in laroslavés court (416) .

6659 (1151): Iziaslav and Viacheslav (his uncle anduter) do the Hungarians great hongiinen

dismiss them(419 20) . Mstisl av, l zi asl avds si@d).Thei s sent to
Hungarian king sends help to Iziaslav and Viacheslav with Mstislav (434). Mstislav sets up camp near
Sapogyn, where he discovers that Volodimer of Galich is comieglafn (44142). The drunken

Hungarians boast of their strength, but are defeated; Mstislav flees to Lutsk with his druzhina (442).

6660 (1152): Mstislav is sent to the Hungarians again to ask for help against Volodimer of Galich
(446); a battle takes pla (448 49). Hungarians do not fight on Sundays, according to their custom
(448). The wounded Volodimer begs the Hungarian king and Iziaslav to forgive him, promssing hi
loyalty; Iziaslav does not wigte pardon him, despite the encouragememtheiHungaan king,who

has beemersuaded by his archbishapdvoevody The Hungarian king narrates the acquisition of a

piece of the Cross by Stefan of Hungary (repeated by Petr Borislavich, co{48622).
6662 (1154): the Polish churchazhnitsa in Peréaslavl is burned down by the Cumans (476).
6663 (1155): Volodimer Mstislavich sends his mother to the Hungarian king (482).

6664 (1156): Volodimer flees to the Hungarian king, hatiegn robbedtyy Mstislav Iziaslavich
(485).

6665 (1157): VolodimeMstislavich returns from the Hungarians to fight with other princes against
Mstislav Iziaslavich (486).

6667 (1159): laroslav of Gah talks the princes of Ruhe king of Hungary and the Polish princes

into helping him against lvan Rostislavich; all @gto send troops (497).

6669 (1161 : Andr e Bogol i ubski i perhapsnglsdingnemasst er s f r om
although this is not specified) to beautify the Cathedral of the Dormition (512).

6671 (1163): Poles make waround Cherven (522).
6675 (L167): Volodislav the Pole is sent agaitiee Cumans with troops (526).

6677 (1169): Mstislav Iziaslavich sends to Galich and the Poles for help when he is about to take the
Kievan throne (533).

6680 (1172): Mstislav sends Volodislav the Pole (again) thithCumans (549).
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6681 (1173): A princess [the wife of laroslav Vladimirovifleps from Galich to the Poles with
many boyars (564).

6682 (1174): Princes fheeHuilwga®mieamh setc.®d®.ine ht, 0 s Bima

Volodislav the Pole isaptured by the Rostislavichi, one of whom is about to take Kiev (570).
laroslav of Galich calls on the Poles for support (571).

Sviatoslav Vsevolodovich, who is angry that laroslav Iziaslavich has just taken the Kievarfahrone
himself afterpromisingi t t o h i m, [| ameneither a lungariammor a ®ole; rather, we are

grandchildrerof the same grandfati@er ( 57 8 ) .
laroslav taxes all of Kiev, including Latins (579).

6683 (1175): The Tale of t he Mucamefrom Tsdrgraflord r e i B C
ot her countries, from the Rusian | and, or a Lati

splendour of Vladimir seeing O6t®BAU)e Christianityd
6687 (1179)Sviatoslavmarries his son Vsevolod to Kazimerna of the P#&8).

6696 (1188): Volodimelaroslavichof Galicig the victim of a plotasksfor aid from the Hungarian
king. When Roman Mstislavich, who has taken Galich, hbatghe king is coming, Héees to the
Poles. The Hungarian king places s Andrei inGalich, but takes Volodimer back to Hungary
committing a grave sin by going back on his promise; his enemy Romatogéazsmirin Poland
(660 62).

6697 (1189): The Huragian king sends to Sviatosl&sevolodovichof Kiev for his son (662).

Referring toGalichandits current Hungarian princéhe metropolitasays to Sviatoslav and Riurik

Rostishvich, coeruler with Sviatoslay 6 Lo ok, f or eawagyhceurs phatvrei markye!'nd (
The Galicians send for Rostislav Berladnichich from Smolensk tdirefg but the Hungarian king

sends troops to support his o6 6 3 ) . Rostislav says, o1l wildl not

l ay down my head in my patrimony®d ( 66ungariansbut Hun
punishthe Galicians fo wanting a Rusian prin¢eaping, pillaging, and stabling horses in their
churchesl§ozhnits) (665).

6698 (1190): Volodimer laroslavich escapes from Hungary and goes to the Tsanarntisewho

receives him with love when he realigbatVVolodimer isa relative of Vsevolodurevichof Suzdal

(666). He entrusteim to Kazimir and the Poles, permitting him to rule in Galich (666). Volodimer
undertakes to pay him tribute. The Galicians mee
son (666). Vsevod of Suzdal sends to all the princes and the Hungarian king and the Poles and

makes them swear not to oust Volodimer (667).



174

Thechronicler reports on thehird Crusadethed T s a r nemfsiw it thike a |l | his | and6é al
Hol y Maspillingy thesbibod for Christ(667).

6703 (1195): Roman of Galich goasce moreo the Poles for helprhe Poles offer their support in
return for Romandés partici pat iMeahkaMieszka](686u 1 t i mat e |
87).

In a dispute, laroslaVsevolodichand all the Olgovichagree not to take Kiev while Rurik is alive,
but refuse to abandon their ancaktlaim to Kiev, telling Rurik that they are neither Hungarians nor
Pol es, but O6grandchi I(6GB9.en of the same grandfathe

6705 (1197):Desci pti on of a chur ch ilikeitistmonortherrsldand o6 Ther e

[ Scandinavia? Or northern Rus?], and all those v

Galician-Volynian chronicle®

Galician section

6710(1202) The Hungarian king has lefppar r i son i n Sanok after Roman
hands of Poles. The presence of many Hungarians inf3aéans that the Galicians do dare to
act when Riurik Rostislavich attacks Galich (717).

Romanédés wife flees thb &o¢é arrhyleskn despiteéhe factthat i ved O wi
Roman had been killed in Poland (718).

6711(1203) Lest ko of Poland and the Hungarian king p
Romanés son, Danilo, is sent t osonVasikgeman,in whi | e F
Poland (719).

When a conflict arises between two Igorevich brothers, Roman and Volodimer, Roman defeats

Volodimer with Hungarian aid and takes Galich (i72@).

6712(1204) Oleksandr Vsesiodovich of Belz takes Volodimén-Volynia with Lestko of Krakow
and Kondrat of Mazowie. Poledtack the town andttempt to destroy therdrch of the Mother of
God, but are restrainday their leaders. Poles captiBeiatoslav Igeevich and Oleksandr rules in
Vladimir (720).

SPSRL 2.
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At the same timehee Poles also imprison Volodimer Sviatopolchich (720). Lestko takes Ingvar
laroslavichof Lut skdés daughter in marriage (720). Citi
and child to rule over them (7221).

Anna, Roman6és \Wwastkoghat whileoOtefxdaradii hakd/olddimerin-Volynia, her son
Vasilko hasonly Berestia. Vasilko receives Befrom Oleksandrwho had taken it back from Ingvar
(721).

Andrei of Hungary learns that Galich is in disarray and sends Benedikt to capture Romahgorevi
and send him to Hungary (7222).

6714(1206) The Galicians summon Mstislav laroslavich to fight the Hungarian Benedikt, it he

unsuccessfuf722).

Roman Igorevich escapes from Hungary, and he and his brother Volodimer advance on Galich.
Benedikt fees to Hungary. Volodimer takes Galich, and sends his son with gifts to Hungary (722
23).

King Andr ei of Hungary and his boyars plan to ma

6715(1207) o6 The gr eRitl iRmdnains t mwar d emagiddthe gowesful ni ece Ki n
Ludovic Lonokrabovich, anid now known as SAlzhbit because she was a servant of God (723).

6716(1208) The Igorevichi attempt to dispose of some of the boyars of Galich. Other Galician

boyars flee to Hungary, then return with Hungariarcés, hoping to put Danilo on the Galician

throne.Having won round the people of Peremyshl, this combined fayssiege to Zvenigorod,

where they are joined by reinforcements from Poland and elsewhere. The Hungarians are forced to

flee until they are rescued by the Rus, who fight off the Cuman allies of Roman Igorevich. Roman
Igorevich is captured. The forces themtiolodimer Igorevich out of Galich; Galician and Volynian
boyars as well as Hungarian voevodas put Danilo
Hungarians want to take the Igorevichi to Hungary, but instead the Igorevichi are hanged in Galich

(723i 27).

6717(1209) TheHungarian king comes to Galich, bringing his sistelaw, RomarMstislavictd s
wife, to discuss events. He says that Romands wi

responsible. There is trouble in Galicia, and Roinan wi f e and Dani 128). fl ee t o
6718(1210) Lestko takes Belz from Romands relatives

The Hungarian king marches against Galich, but many afupiporters and relatives (including the

Patriarch of Aquileia and mamemtsj are attacked by treacherous boyars. Tihg kas to return to
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Hungary tosuppress revolt there. The prelungarian Galician boyar Volodislav Kormilichich

begins to reign in Geh. Danilo and his mother go back to Poland, and are received by Lestko (729).

6719(1211) Lestko tries to take Galich with Polish and Rusian troops, but is countered by Volodislav
Kormilichich, Hungarians and Czechghe Poles and Rus prevail, but Lestannot take Galich.

Instead, he takes many prisoners and retluestko informs the Hungarian king that Galich should

not be ruled by a boyar, and suggests that his d
is captured and dies in exilehd Hungarian king gives Galich to his son, and Peremydldstko.

Lestko acquires Volodimén-Volyniaf or Romanés two son$3l). Danil o and

6720(1212) Theking of Hungary takes Peremyshl away from Lestko again. Lestko sends for his
6breotbh Msti sl av Mstislavich [6the Boldé)] in Novg
having met little resistance: the head of the Hungarian garrison in Galich is away in Hui3gary

32).

6721(1213) Danil o takes Mst i s tMstisBwsrefuses todumbreLestkban mar r i
Danil obés behal f. Danil o takes many towns (Berest
Lestko is angry at Danilo, and sends men to attack the land on either side of the River Bog. Danil
sendsmenagi nst L e s anldl mansPolesrdie.dgstko and the Hungarian king advance upon
Peremyshl, thinking that Mstislav had encouraged Danilo to taiestz Eventually, this Polish

Hungarian army reaches Galich and drives out Mstislavi G482

6723(1215): Danilo sends for the Lithuanians to attack thie®avho are ravaging the la(35 36).

6725(1217) Filia andtheHungarians march on Galich, but he retreats with his Hungarian and Polish

troops when Mstislav Mstislavich arrives with Cumans (736).

6727(1219) Lestko marches against Danilo to stop him aiding Mstislav. Kondrat plans to reconcile
Lestko and Danil o, but then realises Lestkobs tr
leaving Koloman in Galich. Mstislav and the Cumans fthetHungarians and Poles. Filia is

captured, and Mstislav takes Galich from the Hungarians. There is great rejoicing that Danilo and

Mstislav have been delivered O6fro3). the foreigner

6729(1221):0Oleksandr had made peacehaLestko, Koloman and Filia, and Lestko makes peace
with Danilo and Vasilko, so Lestko betrays Oleksandr (who is consistently hostile to Danilo and
Vasil ko) . Danil o and Vasil ko sad¢3).Bel z (Ol eksano

6733(1225) Oleksandr inites Mstislav Mstislavich to attack Danilo. Danilo and Lestkpose
Mstislay, driving him into Belz. Mstislav returns to Galich, while Danilo and the Poles rdvaliga

Vasilko takes so many prisoners and horses that the Poles are jedizusunices§/45 46).
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6734(1226) Mstislav Mstislavichmarrieshis younger daughter to Andrei, the son of the Hungarian
king, to whom he gives Peremyshl. Deceived by an adviser, Andrei flees to Hungary and gathers an
army. They march to Peremyshl. The igaran king stops in Zvenigorod, because he has been told
by a sorcerer thide will die if he sees GaliciMstislav meets thking with his troops, but they are
prevented from fighting. The king takashumber of Rusian townbut the Hungarians are deted

outside Galich by Mstial. Lestko and the Poles tryhelp the Hungarian king, who is now

retreating, but Daniland Vasilko do not let them (7480).

Mstislav wants to give Galich to Danilo, but is persuaded to give it to Andrei, the son of the

Hungarian king, instead (750).

6735(1227) Mstislav tells Danilo that he has sinned
suggests that they both march on Galich and take it back (752).

6736(1228) Danilo sends to Poland for help against Kiev @hernigov, but a peace is eventually

made, and the Poles return home {Z=3.

6737(1229) The O6great Polish princed Lestko is murde
from Danilo and Vasilko, with whom he is on good terms.

Daniloand Vasilkomo i nt o Pol and and besiege Kali sh, even
fight. The elders of Kalish plead witkondrat and heconcludes a peace with them. The Rus and the
Poles promise mutual aid in the future. Danilo and Vasilko return to Rusrin gioother prince had

gone so far into Poland (7638).

Danil o and his army | ay siege to Galich. Having
son to leave unharmed. Béla of Hungary arrogantly attacks Galich, but Danilo summon Poles and
Cumans as allies. Bela eventually flees, aisgltroops suffer divine retributio@anilo is left in

possession of Galich (7661).

6738(1230) Godless Galician boyaend Hungarianplot to murder Danilo and give his land to the
Hungarians (762).

6739(1231): The boyar Sudislav persuades Andrei, the Hungarian king, to fight Daitohas
ousted Oleksandr Vsevolodichhe Hungarian king and his two sons besiege laroslavl, which is
eventually given up to the Hungarians€Tking then moves on to Volodimar-Volynia. Impressed,
he says, 61 hav eevanmthe landswhtiieemssiu ¢ (h7 Gddinenisv\n
surrenderedo the king, and the kinglaces his son in Galich. Danilo fights Andrei, son of the
Hungarian king (76/368).

6740(1232) The campign against the Hungarians continues {(788.
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6741(1233) Danilo and his Rusian allies attack the Hungarians again; the Hungarians still have

possession of Galich (7701).

6742(1234) Danil o besieges Galich. The kingbés son di
(771).

On his return from a campaign in Rus, Dagitees toGalich, but then flees to Hungary to avoid a
revolt In the winter, Vasilko, Danilo and some Poles attempetike Galich, buthey are
unsuccessfu|774).

6743(1235) Mikhail Vsevolodovich and lIziaslav Mstislavich, the princes of Chernigov and
Smolensk, attack Danilo with Rus, Po{esder Kondrat) and CumarBy the summer, Mikhail and

his son have taken Geh and shut themselves in the town with many Hungariars {5j.

When Danil o and Vasil ko arrive at Btésmasghtfoa i n an
the Knights Templar, who are cal |l efthefand omon6p. [ k

Danilo sends Lithuanians and Novgorodians against Kondrat while he is in Hungary (776).

Friedrichthe tsar [Holy Roman Emperca]t t acks t he &6Gertsi k [=Hertzogs=
and Vasilko wish to help until Bela forbids then7@/77).

Danil o rides to Galich and asks its inhabitants,
(777). He entes the city and hangs his standarst temtsig &t e s 6. Rost i,whbav Mi kheée
had taken GalicHlees to Hungary (777 8).

6746(1238) Mikhail Vsevolodovich flees from the Tatars to Hungary (782).

The Hungarian king refuses to marry his daughter to Rostislav Mikhailovich, and sends him away
(783).

Mikhail and his son flee to Kondrat in Poland when they learn that Kiebd®mstaken; he then
moves on to the OWroadmdavw]l aanedtsplleadneldaocdal[léked Ser e

he is robbed and many of his people are murdered, and he returns to Kondrat in B&i8w).(7

6748(1240) Danilo is in Hungary when the Tatars attack Kiev. Batyi hears that Danilo is in Hungary

and advances oviolodimerin-Volynia; he takes ¥lodime, andthen moves on to Hungary. Danilo

is strandedn Hungary, because he has only ¢nsaller druzhina withim. He then leaves for

Barduev in Poland, and is reunited with his family on the way. Boleslav, son of Kondrat, gives him
Vyshegorod, and he stays there until itis safetoreturntoRuBani | o6s son | ater | e
rejoins him (78588).
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6749(1241). Kuril the pechatnikreminds Rostislav Mikhailovich of the kindness Danilo and Vasilko
showed to him when the Hungarian king had banished him and his father from Hungary (791,
referring to 783).

Danilo attacks the Bolokhovians; they had forgotten Nasilko interceded for them before Boleslav

of Mazowie when the Bolokhovian princes had entered Mazowie without permission (792).
6751(1243) Rostislav Mikhailovich flees to Hungaand marries Betas daughter (794) .

6753(1245) Mikhail Vsevolodovich ofChernigov, father of Rostislav, flees to Hungary but is not

received with honour. He is subsequently martyred at the Horde (795).
Danilo and Vasilko attack Boleslav in Poland, attacking and eventually sparing Liublir6j95

Rostislav Mikhailovich and Bimany Hungarian allies march against Peremyshl. Danilo and Vasilko
send men against Rostislav, but they are defeated. Danilo attacks Rostislav again. Rostislav flees to
Hungary (797).

6757(1249) Rostislav, supported by Hungarian and Polish troops fhentitingarian king and

Lestko of Poland, attacks Danilo. Danilo and Vasilko fight him, soliciting aid from Kondrat and the

Lithuanians; the enemy Poles sing O0Kyrie el eison
Rostislav and the Hungarians flleh e Pol es cal | Dahile anRVasilkogplrsueatigeb e ar d s
Hungarians, Rostislavés Rusian supporters and th

and heads to Hungary (80Ib).
6758(1250) Kondrat of Mazowie invites Vasilko to joimm against the latvingiar(808).

Bela offers to marry his daughter to Danil obs so

Metropolitan encourage him, telling himatithe king is a Christian (8).

6759(1251) 6 The gr eat drRtdiédi he Waamillustrious and ¥eoygoddp r i nce] 6
(80910) . Bol eslav of Mazowie also dies, having | e

Danilo and Vasilko ask the new prince of Mazowie, Somovit, for aid against the latvingians. Rus and

Poles together fight the 1| atvi3ngi ans as OChri sti

6760(1252) Danilo helps the Hungarian king against tleentsi The tsar [Holy Roman Emperor]
has already taken a great deal of land and killed the archduke (Frie@iliementsi are amazed by
the Tatar weaponry and splendour of Danilo and his trabpsHungarian king greatly values his
show of suppor{813 14).

Persecuted by Mindovg, the Lithuanians Tevtevil and Edivid flee to Danilo and Vd3dkdo and
Vasilkosendenwps t o Pol and edimefor Ghyistian®[fd ghagainst hév pagans 6

(815), i.e. the Lithuanians and other pagan tribes. Danilo sends ykenincle of Tevtevil and
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Edivid) to the latvingians and Zhemoitans and to Riga, toémtsithere. Most of them are won

over, but thenemtsiare reluctant to make peace agr eei ng o n |l ThenémdsitherDani | 006 s
come to the aid of Tevtivil of Lithuania against Mindovg. Teuvtivil fights with Rusian and Cuman

support, and wins plunder for Danilde is then baptised in Riga. Mindovg sends many gifts to the

Grand Master of the Teutonic Knightsoghii dvoriane816), hoping for aid, but the Grand Master

insists he must be baptised first. Mindovg sends to the Pope and is baptised, but falselgflithe c

bet ween Mindovg and Tevtivil conti nBes, with Dan

6761(1253) Danil o, Vasilko, and others attack Novgor
instructions. Mindovg sends to Danilo asking for peace gatential marriage between their
families (818 20).

6762(1254) A succession conflict erupts between the Hungarian and Czech kings over who should
take Archduke Friedrichdés | ands after his death.
thenemtso |, and so marries Danilobs son Remnsétand. t o t he
The king then asks Danilo for help against the Czechs. Danilo agrees, and makes war on the Czechs
alongside Boleslav of Poland, as no Rusian prince had ever dfare.dVhen they are fighting the

Czechs, he tells the Poles he is fighting with not to be afraid, but they still refuse to attack Opava. The

next day, Danilo and some of his forces do attack the town, and there is a conflict between Danilo and

the Czech ad nemtsiinhabitants, which Danilo loses. Danilo continues his campaigri 2820

Danil o returns home through Krakow, where the Pog
blessing, crown and title from the Pope. Danilo feels he shotlch@et thenin a foreign land
(chiuzhei zem)j and returns to Kholm (826).

6763(1255) The same papal envoys arrive in Rus to crown Danilo. Previously, the Pope had sent the
Bishop of Bern and Kamenets to Danilo, but Danilo had refused a crown then because wfrthe Ta

threat and the fact that the Pope had not promised him aid (826). Danilo still does not want to accept a
crown when the enys arrive in Dorogychin, but his persuaded by his mother, Boleslav, and the

Polish boyars, who offer him support againstthegpans i f he accepts the crov
accepts a crown from the papal envoys. Innocent IV denounces those who slander the Greek faith and

wishes to hold a counain orthodoxy and the unification of the churches (827).

Danilo attacks the latvingianahom the cunning Poles begin to aid (828).

Danilo is on a campaign against the Lithuanians when Tatars approach Bako29]828

Danilo asks for Hungarian support in his conflict with Iziaslav Mstislavich of Smolensk (830).

Dani |l 06s s o miedSothe daughter ofi Mindowggof Lithuania (830).
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6764(1256) Dani |l o and Somovitdéds and Bol esl|l dgands Pol es
head of all the troopsodo (831).

6765(1257) Danilo receives tribute from the latvingians, and gs@se of it to the Poles as proof
that he received it (8336).

Bela IV abandons Danil obds son Roman i n Austri a,
Archduke Per emys| repeatedly attacks and besi ege
nemtsb i f Roman wil | renounce Bela | V. Roman refus

[Ineperets/Himberg] (8367).
Danilo begins a campaign against the Tatars. Mindovg offers his help (838).
6766(1258) Danilo attacks the Lithuanians (83®).

6767(1259) The tale of the buiredtsiandRugfdreigierso | m. Danil o
(inoiazychnikyand Pol es6 to | ive in Khddhm. wbahmi B®Romainlidd

stained glasstatues, carvings, icons and a ceiling with gold starazure (8445).

6768(1260) Another Kholm church, SMary the EvetVirgin, is built, with icons and a Hungarian
chalice (84546).

Vasilko defeats the Lithuanians on behalf of Burandai, a Tatar 4346

Volynian section

6769(1261) Danilo flees tdPoland and Hungary before the Tatars (8Bdyandai attacks Poland.

The chronicler relates thelé of a brave Pole who attacks a Tatar (853).

6770(1262) Mindovg and his Lithuanians attack the Poles and kill the Polish prince Somovit. They
then turn orVasilko (855).

Danilo is in Hungary (857).

Princes of Rus and Boleslav of Poland meet and conclude a treaty about the lands of Rus and Poland
(8571 58).

Mi ndovg, ruler of Lithuania, dies. Thei5)hronicl e
6771(1263) The murder of Mindov@nd its consequencé60 61).

6772(1264) Voishelk is now sole ruler of Lithuania (861).
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Roman of Briansk marries his daughter to Volodimer Vasilkovich. During the celebrations, he is
attacked by Lithuanians (862).

Shva n o, Danil obs son, aiby). Vasil ko aid Voishel k (8

6776(1268) The Lithuanians begin a campaign against Boleslav and the Poles. Boleslav blames

Shvarno for this campaign, and from then on Shvarno and Boleslav are at odds. The Poles ravage the
landaromd Khol m, but the O6border Polesd had already
were coming to attack them. Poles loot a great deal and defeat the Raseriiutlly a peace is

concluded864i 67).

Vasilko, LevDanilovichand Voishelk meetattteo us e o f geMehindne dof thenamisfe 6
for talks, but Lev murders Voishelk out of envy (868).

6778(1270) Troiden, ruler of Lithuania, is a pagan, but his brothers are good orthodox Christians
(869).

6781(1273) There is peace with Boleslamdthe Poles. Lev and Mstislav Danilovich fight in the

conflicts between Boleslav and the prince of Wro

6782(1274) Troiden is no longer on good terms with Lev after attempting to take Dorogychin. Lev
raises an army against him (873).

6784(1276) VolodimerVasilkovichand LevDanilovichremove the Prussia who have settled on
theirland (874).

6785(1277) Rusian princes attempt to take Goroden, but the Rnssthere offer resistance (876
78).

6786(1278) Troiden sends a great army agsithe Poles (878).

6787(1279) Famine affects the Rus, Poles, Lithuanians and latvingians. When Volodimer sends the
latvingians grain, Kondrat kills his men and steals the grain, but denies this; Boleslav informs

Volodimer that this has happened. Volodr and Kondrat fight, and then make peacei(80@Q

Bol esl| av ogfo oKdr,a kroews,t raa ion e d , printe, gliks,andlisintafoed i@the nd ki n
church of StFrancis (880).

6788(1280);Succession probl ems ensue amdfPolamd (tielvress | av 6 s

on the borderland), but the Poles win and Lev is dishonoured§381

6789(1281) Lestko, the new ruler of Poland, attacks Lev in retribut@82).
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Kondrat is at peace with Volodimer, but not Boleslav; Volodimer offers tokatglrat against
Bol eslav. The Poles have a cust onB8®Albutewobfi ng t he
Vol odi mer s men, ®&akRr Ms&haho)y87catand safely (88

6790(1282) Nogai orders the Rusian princes to aidThagars against the Hungarians. While Lev is
away, Boleslav sacks his villages. Lev and Volodimer set out for Berestia, hoping to join up with the
Lithuanians there. The army goes against Boleslav; when the Lithuanians finally arrive, they pillage
the areaaround Liublin (88890).

The chronicler recounts a time when the Poles ravaged Berestia, but were routed by the Berestians
(890).

The Tatars starve in the mountains of Hungary {92
Volodimer and his allies attack Boleslav again (891).

6791(1283) Telebuga orders the Rusian princes to attack Poland with him. Nogai has beaten him to
Krakow, so Telebugeetreats to Lvi 891 94).

There is a great plague in Poland (895).
6792(1284) There is plague in Rus, Poland and among the Tatars (895).

6793(1285) There are great floods intheland oftteantsi t he sea bur st i ts bank
anger. More than 60,000 people drown and 111 stone churches are flooded (896).

Lestko son of Kazirn attacks Kondrat; Kondrat is victorioasd returns hompraisingGod (896).

6794(1286) Thenemtsiin Riga are attacked by Lithuanians and Zhemoitans, and retreat into their
towns. The attackers reach Medvezhia Golova, but have no succesgnits®f Torun take revenge
on the Zhemoitans (8987).

Lestko of Krakow @es. His people mourn his death (897).
6795(1287) Tatarsrepeatedhattack the Polesided by Ru¢897).

Volodimerdr aws up a testament . shhsntonsshe dolodimirdrobloyard i mer & s
and 6t heemRiuswmsnpe op!l e bestangentdloud @) s t he t

Volodimer asks Mstislav to protect Kondrat (208).

Kondrat learns he is to reign in Krakow, but is disgraced by lurii Lvovich, who pillages Liubliin (909
11).

6797(1289) Volodimer dies and is mourned by all obMdimerin-Volynia, hemtsiandSurohians,

peopleof Novgorodok, and Jewsd (920).
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Mstislavascends the thronke,i vi ng 6i n peace with nemtgand ands ar ou
Lithuanirans&d,g awer | and 6from the Tataads to the

Kondrat against Sudomir (933).

6798(1290) There are succession confliatsPoland. Boleslav reigns in Krakow, but Indrikh of
Wr o ¢ § a w, nemtsigartisonhchadlenges him (9335).

6799(1291) Mstislavdos brother Lpeivl laa gless Blon cersil knhvé 3 nl &
Wr ocgaw. He t hen theQzech king\dashedav, but doesthgt mamage th take
Krakow (935 37).
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