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IN MEMORIAM GYULA KRISTO
(1939-2004)

Exegi[t] monumentum
aere perenniss...

Anfang dieses Jahres erlitt die ungarische und internationale Wissenschaft einen
unersetzlichen Verlust: Am 24. Januar starb Gyula Kiristd, eine Koryphie der
Universitit Szeged, hochgelehrter Lehrer ganzer Generationen von Historikern,
ein unermiidlicher Erforscher des ungarischen Mittelalters, an schwerer Krankheit.

Seine quantitativ wie qualitativ aulerordentliche Tatigkeit umfasst die
ungarische Geschichte vom Uralgebirge bis Mohacs, mit der Arpadenzeit im
Zentrum. Er war ein wahrer Meister der auf Quellen begriindeten
mikrophilologischen Analyse, die die Basis seiner weitblickenden Theorien
bildeten.

Er zeichnete sich durch ein unglaubliches Wissen, aul3erordentliche Erudition,
einen nicht alltiglichen Heif3 und eine einfithlsame Humanitit seinen Kollegen und
Studierenden gegeniiber aus. Er war nicht nur mit seinem engeren
Wissenschaftsbereich vertraut, er war sozusagen auf allen Gebieten bewandert.
Seine wissenschaftlichen Ergebnisse haben einen interdisziplindren Wert. Er las
und sprach mehrere Sprachen und hielt an maf3gebenden Konferenzen in Ungarn
wie im Ausland Vortrige, die immer einen grofen Widerhall hatten. Dartiber
hinaus betreute er gewissenhaft seine Studierenden und schuf eine Schule fiir die
Mittelalterforschung, Dank seiner Tatigkeit wurde Szeged eines der maf3gebenden
Zentren der Mittelalterforschung in Europa. Er rief die Szegeder Werkstatt fiir
Mittelalterforschung ins Leben und leitete sie bis zu seinem Tod. Im letzten Band
des Mittellateinischen Jahrbuches verottentlichte Gyula Kristd einen Artikel tiber die
Titigkeit eben dieser Arbeitsgemeinschaft. Das internationale Interesse an seiner
beispielhaften wissenschaftlichen Arbeit zeigen seine ins Deutsche, Franzdsische
oder Englische tbersetzten Biicher wie z. B. Die Arpadendynastie... Die Szegediner
Universitit verdankt ihr weltweites wissenschaftliches Gewicht nicht zuletzt seiner
Tatigkeit. Zahlreiche hinterlassene Schriften werden im Ausland auch in Zukunft
Anspruch auf wissenschaftliches Interesse hegen. Gyula Kristd hatte neben all
diesem auch noch die Kraft, wichtige Amter zu bekleiden: In den 80er Jahren war
er Dekan der Philosophischen Fakultit und Rektor der Universitit, er war
Herausgeber wichtiger Zeitschriften, Mitglied in Fachgremien sowie Betreuer
zahlreicher Dissertationen usw. Ab 1998 war er Mitglied der Ungarischen
Akademie der Wissenschaften. Als Anerkennung seiner Arbeit ehrte man ihn mit
zahlreichen Auszeichnungen. Fir seine jahrzehntelange Treue zur Stadt und
Universitit erhielt er auch den Ehrenbiirgertitel von Szeged. Ausserdem hat er
noch den Ehrentitel: doctor honoris causa Universitatis Quingueecclesiensis (Funfkirchen,



Pécs) fir seine Hilfe, die er bei der Grindung vom ILehrstuhl fur
Mittelalterforschung an der Universitit von Pécs geleistet hatte, bekommen.

Uber sein eine ganze Bibliothek ausfillendes Schaffen kénnte man eine
umfassende Monographie schreiben. Seine beispiellose Leistung kann auch
zahlenmilig belegt werden: Er war Verfasser oder Mitautor von 101 Biichern,
Herausgeber von 25 Binden, die Zahl seiner sonstigen Schriften liegt bei 600, die
er in zwolf Sprachen publizierte. Darunter ragen die Binde der von thm initiierten
Reihe Urkundensammiung ans der Anjou-Zeit hervor. Ein Zeichen seiner vielseitigen
Titigkeit ist, dass er neben Monographien, Studien, ILexika auch
Quellensammlungen,  Ubersetzungen und Textausgaben publizierte. So
veroffentlichte er im Jahre 1985 beim Akademie Verlag z.B. die kritische Ausgabe
der fiir die europiische Mittelalterforschung unverzichtbaren Chronik von
Thurdezy, deren Mitautorin die Verfasserin dieser Zeilen war. Daneben hatte er
noch Kraft, Lehrbtuicher fiir Studierende zu schreiben.

In den finf Jahren seiner Mitgliedschaft in der Ungarischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften publizierte er 33 Biicher und zahlreiche Studien und hinterlie3
seinen Mitarbeitern und Schillern mehrere angefangene oder zum gréBten Teil
abgeschlossene Arbeiten.

Sein wissenschaftliches Selbstverstindnis verband die ciceronische Auffassung
bistoria — lux veritatis mit dem petrarkischen Prinzip der Humanisten ad fontes: Seiner
Auftassung nach fihrt der wahre Weg zur Erkenntnis der Geschichte tiber die
Fakten, und die Fakten basieren auf den Quellen.

Sein Andenken, sein geistiges Erbe wird von seinen Kollegen, Schiilern,
Freunden und Verehrern pietitvoll bewahrt.

Erzsébet Galdntai

Verzeichnis der wichtigsten in Fremdsprachen ibersetzten Monographien
von Gyula Kristo

% Johannes de Thurocz: Chronica Hungarorum II. Commentarii 1-2. Composuit:
Elemér Malyusz adiuvante Julio Krists. Bibliotheca Scriptorum Medii Recentisque
Aevorum Seties Nova VIIL., IX. Akademie Verlag, Budapest, 1988. 603,500...S.

% Die Arpadendynastie. Die Geschichte Ungarns von 895 bis 1301. Budapest, Corvina
1993.3108.

% Die ersten Kénige Ungarns. Die Herrscher der Arpadendynastie. Herne. Verlag Tibor
Schifer 1999. 481 S. (Mitautor: Ferenc Makk).

% Die Geburt der ungarischen Nation. Studien zur Geschichte Ungarns. 4. Herne.
Verlag Tibor Schifer 2000. 201 S.

% Early Transylvania. (895-1324). Ludicus. Budapest, 2003. 264 S.

% Histoire de la Hongtie Médiévale. 1. Le temps des Arpads. Presses Universitaires de
Rennes 2000. 224 S.

** Hungarian history in the ninth century. Szegeder Werkstatt fiir Mittelalterforschung,
Szeged, 1996. 229 S.
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Zoltan VARADY, H-7100 Szekszard, Rakocez u. 1., Hungary, varadyz@igytk.pte.hu

ZOLTAN VARADY

Summary of the epigraphic examinations performed on stone-
carved inscriptions made in the Medieval Transdanubia

Abstract

The Romanesque inscriptions (with Antiqua letters then more and more Uncials) have appeared at
about 1000 A.D. in Hungary. This style has lasted until the middle of the 13% century. The eatly
Gothic style (with the domination of Uncials) appears just after the mid-point of the 12% century and
also lasts untl the middle of the 13" century. Gothic maiuscula characters were first found in
Transdanubia on stones carved in the first half of the 14® century, but the oldest such inscription
found could be dated 1289 in Hungary. The end of its use dated about 1400. The first relic proving
the apparition of the new style of Gothic minuscule in Hungaty is a tombstone fragment found in
Buda, traced back to 1366.The period of the carved Gothic minuscule writing ended at the middle of
the 15% century, although some late provincial versions made in 1524 or later.

The first known stone-carved inscription done in humanistic capitals dates from 1467. The different
versions of this type are also observed and persist until 1539-40 or longer, ie. to the historical end-
mark of the area.

Key words
Medieval Hungarian history or archacology, medieval epigraphy

The first stone-carved inscriptions made in Transdanubia during the Middle Ages
wete done — as overall in Hungary — in the period after 1000 A.D,, foundation year
of the Hungarian Kingdom, the first known written records being created in the
period of the Romanesque architecture. The Zalavar-stones, which could be
traced back as being carved in the 11" century, show the classical forms of the
Romanesque characters, except for “C”, “G” and “IN”, and the inward inclination
of thelegs of “M”. Only the letter “C” was carved in an angular shape.

VT BOGYAY, “Szt. Istvan korabeli oltartéredékek Zalavarrl a Vas varmegyei mizeumban,” Dundntili
Szemle VIII (1941), 88-93 (Hereafter BOGYAY 1941); G. ENTZ, “Un chantier du XI° siecle a Zalavar.
(XL szazadi kéfaragébmihely Zalavaron),” Bulletin du Musée Hongoris des Beanx Arts 24 (1964), 17-46,
109-124 (Hereafter ENTZ 1964); Arpdd-kori kdfaraguinyok. Kataljgus, eds.: M. TOTH and E. MAROSI
(Székestehérvar: 1978), 69, 72-73 (Hereafter AK-Kat); 1. VALTER, Romanische Sakralbanten
Westpannoniens (Eisenstadt: 1985), 17; S. TOTH, “A keszthelyi Balatoni Mizeum kézépkori kétara,” in
Zalai Miizenm 2. (Zalaegerszeg: 1990), 149, 150, 164, 165. (Heteafter TOTH 1990)
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The European fashion of the time,’ to use tied letters (ligatures), enclaves and to
cross the legs of the vicinal letters is not characteristic.

The tombstone fragment found in Veszprém,” put to the turn of the 11/12*
centuries, shows just anuqua characters, like the fragment of a bishop’s chair
armrest found in Esztergom,’ traced back to about 1200, and the fragment of an
altar wing found in Nagylozs,” believed to be created in the first decades of the 13"
century.

Given that some uncial characters also appear in the inscriptions originating from
the Romanesque age,” our next group consists of the inscriptions, where along
with the unequivocal domination of the antiqua, orﬂy a few uncial letters can be
found. Such are the stone fragment of Zalaapan traced back to the 11" century,
containing a single uncial “I”’, the “Jakob-stone” and related fragments found in
Pécs,’ dated back to the 12" century, showing uncial “H” and “M” letters, and the
altar donation plate of King Imre, to the Zirc Abbacy,’ carved at the turn of the
12/13" centuries, showing a single uncial “T”. The group closes with the
“Gaudeat-stone” found in Buda, usually dated back to the second half of the 13"

2R. M. Kr.o0s, Einfiibrung in die Epigraphik des Mittelalters nnd der friihen Neuzeit (Wissenschaftliche
Buchgesellschaft, Darmstadt: 1980), 124. (Heteafter KLOOS 1980)

31 ADAM, A sessprimi syékesegyhiz I (Veszprém: 1912), 125-126, 129 (Hereafter ADAM 1912); S,
TOTH, “Veszprémi kozépkori sitkGtGredékek,” Veszprim Megyei Mﬂzeummé Kizleményer 2 (1964), 181
(Heteafter TOTH 1964); Lapidarium Hungarienm (Magyarorszdg épitészeti tiredékeineke gyiiteménye) 1., ed. M.
HORILER (Budapest: Orszagos Memlékvédelmi Hivatal 1988), 415-416.

* H. HORVATH, Kizépkori budai fejek (Budapest: 1941), 79; E. MAROSL, “Einige stilistische Probleme
der Inkustationen von Gran,” Ada Historiae Artinm Acadentiae Scientiarnm Hungariae XVII (1971), 192-
198; AK-Kat. 196-197; 1. HORVATH — M. H. KELEMEN - L. TORMA, Konzdirom megye rigészeti lopqgmﬁga 1.
Esztergom és a dorogi jaras (Budapest: 1979), 104 (Hereafter HORVATH — KELEMEN — TORMA 1979); E
MAROSI, Die Anfinge der Gotik in Ungarn. (Esgtergom in der Kunst des 12-13. Jabrbunderts), (Budapest:
1984), 36. (Hereafter MAROSI 1984a)

5 L. FELD, “A nagyldzsi temetSkapolna és épitéstorténete,” Soproni Szemle (1981:4), 305.

6 KLOOS 1980, 124.

7 ENTZ 1964, 115; TOTH 1990, 149, 163.

8 A. IPOLYL, A kizépkori szobriszat emlékei Magyarorszdgon. Kisebh munkdi (Budapest: 1873) (Hereafter
IPOLYT 1873); 1. HENSZLMANN, Magyarorszdg dkeres3tény, romsdn és dtmeneti stilii emlékeinek. rivid ismertetése
(Budapest: 1876), 68; P GERECZE, “A pécsi székesegyhaz régiségel,” Archaeoligiai Ertesiti XV (1895),
134, 345-348, 356-357, 361; O. SZONYL, A pécsi piispiki mizenm kdtdra (Pécs: 19006), 3, 211-212, 216-
217, 221 (Hereafter SZONYI 1906); T. GEREVICH, Magyarorszdg ronnkori enlékei (Magyarorszdg mitvészeli
emléker 1) (Budapest: 1938), 169 (Hereafter GEREVICH 1938); E. VERNEI-KRONBERGER, Magyar
kizépkori - siremlékek  (Budapest:  1939), 111 (Hereafter VERNEI-KRONBERGER 1939); Magyar
miivelddéstorténet, ed. S. DOMANOVSZKY (Budapest: Magyar Térténelmi Tarsulat 1939) I1. 492; D.
DERCSENYL, A pécsi kdtdr (A Janus Pannonius Mizeum Fiizetei 1 (1962)), 16; D. DERCSENYI,
Romdnkori épitészet Magyarorszdgon (Budapest: 1974), 190 (Hereafter DERCSENYI 1974); AK Kar. 1978,
143-144, 156; MAROSI 1984a, 67; Pannonia Regia. Miivészet a Dundntiidon 1000-1541, eds. A. MIKO — 1.
TAKACS (Budapest: Magyar Nemzeti Galétia 1994), 145-147.

9 E ROMER, -4 Bakony. Természetrajzi é régészeti vizlat (Gy6t: 1860), 151 (Hereafter: ROMER 1860); K.
HORVATH, Zire tirténete (Veszprém: 1930), 6; 1. GENTHON, Magyarorszdg miivésgeli emlékei 1. Dunntil
(Budapest: 1959), 441 (Hereafter GENTHON 1959); M. DAX — I ERI —S. MITHAY — S. PALAGYI — L.
TORMA, Veszprém megye régészets topogrdfidja 4. A papai és a zir jards (Budapest: 1972), 266-267 (Hereafter
DAX—ERI - MITHAY — PALAGYT— TORMA 1972); MAROSI 19844, 123.



SUMMARY OF THE EPIGRAPHIC EXAMINATIONS . ...

centuty, ie. the times after the Tartar invasion."” In this text, just the letters “F” and
“I”” were carved in uncial shape.

Contemporary to the above stone relics, the items of the group characterised as
eatly Gothic were created, where the uncial shapes are more frequent.

Let us mention the border stone of Vérs," traced back to the period 1165-
1172, i.e. the time of King Istvan III., and the decorative and solemn inscriptions
carved onto the Porta Speciosa in Esztetgom,” carved during the last years of
reign of King Béla III, ie. about 1190. Rather similar to the Porta Speciosa
inscriptions — with respect to decorativeness and tractation of the characters — are
the insctiptions on the tombstone of the canon Vilmos of Esztergom" and the
tomb cover stone of Apollinatis in Székesfehérvar,"* both dated to the beginning
of the 13" century, even if massive increase of the proportion of uncial characters
is not seen.

The knight tombstone fragment found in Pilisszentkereszt,” and traced back to
about 1230, also contains the uncial versions of several letters, sometimes together
with their antiqua pair (I, “U”), sometimes without such pairs (“E”, “H”).

The Romanesque inscriptions have appeated at about 1000 A.D. in Hungary, as
well as in other parts of Europe. However, - as the above mentioned stone-carved
inscriptions indicate — this style has lasted in Hungary unul the middle of the 13"
century, i.e. some hundred years longer than in Europe.'® The early Gothic style
appears just after the mid-point of the 12" century, more exactly in 1165 — again at

10 Magyar Miivelidéstorténer 1. Ed. S. DOMANOVSZKY (Budapest: 1939), 199, 624; L. GEREVICH,
“Budapest miivészete a késébbi kézépkorban a mohicsi vészig,” in Budapest tirténete t. 11. (Budapest:
1975), 240.

1 Hpl. (=J. HAMPEL), “Két Arpad-kori feliratos emlék;” Arhaeoligiai Frtesiti X (1890), 127-132, 127-
130; BOGYAY 1941, 88-93; GENTHON 1959, 367, TOTH 1990, 151, 166.

12 GEREVICH 1938, 1180; GENTHON 1959, 91; J. H. KOLBA, “Romz’mkon‘ feliratos sitkélap,” Foka
Archaeolpgica XIV (1962), 114 (Hereafter H. KOLBA 1962); DERCSENYI 1974, 13, 193; E. MAROSL, “Az
esztergomi Porta Speciosa ikonografidjahoz,” in Esgmetirténet; tanulndnyok a magyar kizépkorril ed Gy.
Székely (Budapest: 1984), 346-351 (Hereafter MAROSI 1984b); MAROSI 1984a, 32, 36, 166-167, 169;
E. MAROsL, “Esztergomi stilustétegek 1200 kéril,” in Pannonia Regia. Mivészet a Dundntilon 1000- 7547
eds. A. MIKO — 1. TAKACS (Budapest: 1994), 154-158; Pannonia Regia. Miivészet a Dunantidon 1000-1541,
eds. A. MIKO— 1. TAKACS (Budapest: 1994), 159-165.

13 1. N. MATHES, Veteris arcis Strigoniensis nonumentornm ibidem erntorum, aliarnmque antiquitatum bithographicis
tabulis ornata descriptio (Strigonii: 1827), 60-61 (Hereafter MATHES 1827); IPOLYT 1873, 185-186;
VERNEI-KRONBERGER 1939, 13; GENTHON 1959, 91; H. KOLBA 1962, 114, 118; HORVATH-
KELEMEN-TORMA 1979, 106; MAROSI 1984a, 36; B LOVEI — L. VARGA, “Sitemlékek,” in
Magyarorszdgi mitvészet 1300-1470 koriil 1L ed. E. MAROSI (Budapest: 1987), 340 (Hereafter LOVEI —
VARGA 1987); 1. TAKACS, “Esztergomi siremléktSredékek a 13. szazadbdl” A Hungarica XV1
(1988:2), 122-123, 130-131. (Hereafter TAKACS 1988)

14 H, KOrBA 1962, 111-123; P LOVEL “The sepulchral monument of Saint Margaret of the Arpad
dynasty,” Acta Historiae Artium Acadentiae Scienfiarum Hiungariae XXVI (1980), 213 (Hereafter LOVEI
1980); MAROSI 1984a, 223; TAKACS 1988, 127-128.

15 L. GEREVICH, A pilisi disztervi apdtsdg (Szentendre: 1984), 15; TAKACS 1988, 125; Pannonia Regia.
Miivészet a Dundantilon 1000-1541, eds. A. MIKO— L. TAKACS (Budapest: 1994), 256-257.

16 K1.0Os 1980, 124-125.
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the same time as throughout in Europe — but lasts until the middle of the 13"
century, i.e. some 50 years longer than in the regions westward from Hungary."”

Gothic maiuscula characters were first found in Transdanubia on stones carved
in the first half of the 14" century. The only relic to be precisely dated is the
tombstone'® of Miklds, son of viceroy (governor of Croatia) Miklds, carved in
Segesd in 1346. Elsewhere in Hungary, this style appeared much earlier, e.g, on a
tombstone fragment'” found in Buda, traced back to 1289.

The Gothic maiuscula style becomes rather widespread from the middle of the
14" century on. One typical example is the tombstone plate in Visegrad,” bearing
the year 1360, where a provincial version of this letter style appears. The same
provincial version of the Gothic maiuscula letters was found on a tombstone in
Taliandérogd™ also traced back to the period around 1360. To this period can be
traced back a tombstone fragment found in Nzgymaros too.

The Siegftied-tombstone in Pannonhalma™ is however unbroken and richly
decorated, besides its origin is undoubtedly and precisely identifiable, as the year
13065 stands figured on it. Years are also carved on the tombstone of Gutatétios™
(1370) and the Pal-tombstone of Bata™ (1377).

17 KLoos 1980, 125, 131.

18 P ENGEL — P. LOVEI — L. VARGA, “Gotikus sirkévek Mariavolgyrdl és SegesdrSL,” Miivészertirténeti
Ertesiti 30 (1981), 142-144; P ENGEL — P. LOVEI — L. VARGA, “Zsigmond koti baréi sitkdveinkrdl,”
Ars Hungarica X1 (1983), 21; P ENGEL — P. LOVEI — L. VARGA, “Grabplatten von ungatischen
Magnaten aus dem Zeitalter der Anjou-Kénige und Sigismund von Luxemburg,” Acta Historiae
Artinm Acadenviae Scientiarnm Hungariae XXX (1984), 43-44; P. LOVEL, “Hindu-arab szamjegyek a 14.
szazadi Magyarorszagon,” Matematikai Lapok 33 (1986), 25-26; LOVEL - VARGA 1987, 334-335;
Lapidarinm Hungariown. Magyarorsdg pitészeti tivedékeinek. gyifiteminye. 1. Altalinos hely jzez‘ézp Ed. M.
HORILER (Budapest: 1988), 159. (Hereafter LAHU)

K. H. GYURKY, “Feliratos sitké 1289-es évszammal a budai domonkos kolostorbdl,” Budapest
Régisdge XXV (1984), 247-252; LOVEL -VARGA 1987, 334, 339.

20 LOVEI - VARGA 1987, 335.

21 K. ERY — A. KRALOVANSZKY, “Taliand6t6gd, Szt. Andras-templom,” Régészeri Fiigetek 29 (1976),
88; LOVEI - VARGA 1987, 334-335, 463.

221. GENTHON, Magyarorszdg miiemlékei (Budapest: 1951), 347. (Hereafter GENTHON 1951);
Magyarorszdg Miiemléks "1opogrdfidia 1. (Budapest: 1958), 562-563; LOVEI - VARGA 1987, 461.

2 IpOLYI 1873, 187; B. CZOBOR, Egyhizi emlékeink a XIV. szdzadbl. Magyarorszdg torténeti emlékei az;
1896-05 exredévi kiallitdson 1. (Budapest: 1896), 169 (Hereafter CZOBOR 1896); P. GERECZE,
“Szobraszati emlékek Magyarorszagon,” in Magyarorszdg ag ezredik évben V. ed. S. Matlekovits
(Budapest: 1898), 71 (Hereafter GERECZE 1898); K. DIVALD, Magyarorszdg miivészeti emlékei (Budapest:
1927), 108 (Hereafter DIVALD 1927); Magyar Miivelodéstirténet 11 ed. S. DOMANOVSZKY (Budapest:
1939), 1. 1939, 359; VERNEI-KRONBERGER 1939, 23; D. DERCSENYI, Nagy Lajos kora (Budapest:
[1941]), 108 (Hereafter DERCSENYI 1941); L. VARGA, “Szobraszat,” in Miivészet I Lajos kirdly kordban
1342-1382. Kataldgus eds. E. MAROSI — M. TOTH— L. VARGA (Budapest: 1982), 267 (Hereafter VARGA
1982); LOVEIL - VARGA 1987, 335, 463, 466; E. MAROSL, (ed.) Magyarorszdgi miivészet 1300-1470 kil 1-
IL (Budapest 1987), 137. (HereafterMAROSl 1987)

2 E. KOZAK, “A gutatéttosi tk. templom feltarisa,” Archacolégiai Ertesits 103 (1976), 103-104;
LOVEL- VARGA 1987, 337-338.

2> L. HOKE, “Bita, Czikadot, Féldvat, Madocsa, Szekszard monastetiolégidjahoz,” Magyar Sion (1869),
346; P. SOROS, Az elenyészett bencés apitsigok (=L. ERDELYI — P. SOROS (eds.), A pannonbalmi $34.-

10



SUMMARY OF THE EPIGRAPHIC EXAMINATIONS . ...

This letter type was used on the cover plate of a sarcophagus™ presumed to
have housed the corpse of King Lajos I, (the Great), probably carved in the
period 1370-1380. The tombstone of Zachatias of Como,” found in Buda, carved
in maiuscula letters in relief, was probably made even later, around 1400.

The Gothic maiuscula style petiod started™ in Europe at about 1230, whereas
in Hungary the oldest such inscription found could be dated 1289. Some delay in
adoption of this style vs. Europe is thus probable, whereas the end of its use is
roughly simultaneous.”

The first relic proving the apparition of the new style of Gothic minuscula style
in Hungary is a tombstone fragment found in Buda,” traced back — with some
uncertainty — to 13606.

Next comes the double tomb memorial Salamoni Bereck from Gyét,” on
which the year 1364 is figured, although it was probably carved only in 1367.

Benedek-rend tirténete X11/B) (Budapest: 1912), 122; VERNEI - KRONBERGER 1939, 64; M. KONYI - ].
HOLUB - J. CSALOG — D. DERCSENYL, “A batai apatsag temploma,” Tola nregye ;mt/ﬁaba/ 5. fiizet (Pécs:
1940), 60; GENTHON 1951, 425; GENTHON 1959, 34; Z. VARADY, “A batai sitké és epigrafiai
Osszeftigaésel,” Béri Balogh Adinm Miizenm Evkimye X1 Ed. F VADAS (Szekszard: 1984), 105-121;
LOVEL- VARGA 1987, 335, 462, LAHU 1988, 375.

26 TPOLYI 1873, 189; A. MAROSI, “Székesfehérvar mivészeti emlékel,” in Magyar Miivelidéstirténet 171,
ed. S. DOMANOVSZKY (Budapest: 1930), 409, 418; Magyar Miivelidéstirténet II ed. S. DOMANOVSZKY
(Budapest: 1939), 159; VERNEI-KRONBERGER 1939, 21-22; DERCSENYI 1941, 110-111; D.
DERCSENYL, “A székesfehérvari bazilika kéfatagvanyai,” in Ensdékkinyy Gerevich Tibor sziiletéséneke 60.
yfordnlgiara (Budapest: 1942), 38-39 (Hereafter DERCSENYI 1942); D. DERCSENYL, A syékesfehérvari
bazilika (Budapest: 1943), 56, 98-100, 124 (Hereafter DERCSENYI 1943); GENTHON 1959, 352; S.
TOTH, “Veszprémi kozépkori sitkGtoredékek,” VVeszprém Megyei Miizennok Kozleményei 2. (1964), 168; P,
LOVEL “A székesfehérvari Anjou-sitkdpolna miivészettorténeti helye,” in Mifvészet 1. Lajos kirdly
kordban 1342-1382. Kataljgns eds. E. MAROSI — M. TOTH — L. VARGA (Budapest: 1982), 200-201
(Heteafter LOVEL 1982); VARGA 1982, 268; A. KRALOVANSZKY, “A székesfehérviri Anjou-
sitkpolna,” in Miivészet 1. Lajos Kordban 1342-1382 ed. E. MAROSI — M. TOTH — L. VARGA (Budapest:
1982), 165; E. SZAKAL, “A székesfehérvari Anjou-siremlékek és 1. Lajos kirdly sfrkapolnaja,” i
Miivészet 1. Lajos Kordban 1342-1382 ed. E. MAROSI — M. TOTH — L. VARGA (Budapest: 1982), 195
ENGEL— LOVEI - VARGA 1983, 29-32; LOVEI - VARGA 1987, 464, 466; .. KOVACS, “Targykultira és
kismivészetek a 14-15. szizadi Magyarorszagon,” in Mﬂg)wrmzagz Miivészet 1300-1470 /éom/ ed. E.
MAROSI) (Budapest. 1987), 217; Pannonia Regia. Miivészet a Dundntidon 1000-1541, eds. A. MIKO — 1.
TAKACS (Budapest: 1994), 274-275.

27]. SZENDREL “A budavari Domokos-templom kidsatdsa,” Arhacoligiai Ertesity XXII (1902), 399
(Hereafter SZENDREI 1902); GY. FORSTER, “A budavari Haliszbastya és a domokos-szerzetesek
templomanak romjai,” in Magyarorszdg Midemléke I ed. Gy. FORSTER (Budapest: 1905), 154, 162
(Hereafter FORSThR 1905); H. HORVATH, “A székesfGvarosi muizeum kozépkoti lapidatiuma a
Halaszbastyan,” Magyar Mivelidéstorténet VIIL. ed. S. DOMANOVSZKY (Budapest: 1932), , 116
(Hereafter HORVATH 1932b); H. HORVATH, A Fivdrosi Miizenm kdemléktirinak leird lajstroma
(Budapest: 1932), 16 (Hereafter HORVATH 1932c); H. HORVATH, Buda a kizépkorban (Budapest:
1932), 28 (Hereafter HORVATH 1932d); VERNEI - KRONBERGER 1939, 29; D. RADOCSAY, “Les
ptincipaux monuments funéraites médievaux conservé 4 Budapest,” in Méanges offerts d Szaboles de
Vajay (Braga: 1971), 477. (Hereafter RADOCSAY 1971)

28 KLOOS 1980, 131.

2 KLoos 1980, 132-133.

30 RADOCSAY 1971, 470.
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ZOLTAN VARADY

Precise dating is however possible for the tombstone of the king’s }zaamter Janos,”
(1370) and the tombstone of Onodi Cudar T4szl6 in Pannonhalma® (1372).

This latter one is important, due to the fact, that the tombstone of his
predecessor, the abbot Siegfried, head of the same Abbacy, also precisely known as
being carved in 1365, was still carved in Gothic maiuscula style.

This is a proof for the hypothesis that the Gothic minuscula style has become
fashionable in Hungary in the period 1365-1370, as shown by relics in
Transdanubia and in Buda.

The identification of the reasons for this sudden change needs some more
research.

In the following decade a larger number of inscription-bearing stones mark the
widespread use of this letter type, such as a stone fragment in Buda (1372),"
tombstone fragment in Székesfehérvir (1373), as well as the tombstones of
Pauher Henrik (1373), Tamias, son of Miklés (1375)," Bernard (or Bene) of
Florence (1376),* as well as the tombstone of an unknown defunct in Buda
(1380)” and of Nadasdi Janos in Szentgotthard® (1380). From this time on, the

31 ROMER 1860, 631; IPOLYI 1873, 186-187; CZOBOR 1896, 169; E, VARJU, “A gy6ti székesegyhdz
kézépkori sitkével,” Arhaeoligiai Ertesity XVIL (1897), 338-339 (Hereafter VARJU 1897); VERNEI-
KRONBERGER 1939, 22; LOVEI - VARGA 1987, 463, 592.

32 HORVATH 1932d, 87, HORVATH 1932c, 15; VERNEI-KRONBERG 1939, 18; DERCSENYT 1941, 53,
106; H, HORVATH, “Budai miivészsitkovek a 14. szdzadban in Arpddhizi Szent Margit siremléke és egyéb
tanmlmdnyok (Budapest: 1944), 15-115; RADOCSAY 1971, 470-471.

3 IpoLy1 1873, 187; CZOBOR 1896, 169-170; GERECZE 1898, 71; DERCSENYI 1941, 108-109;
VERNEI-KRONBERGER 1939, 23; I, TAKACS, “Czudar Liszl6 sitemléke a pannonhalmi bazilikiban,”
Miivészer XXII:6 (1981), 44-45; VARGA 1982, 271; LOVEI - VARGA 1987, 464-460.

3 RADOCSAY 1971, 471.

3 A. MAROSI, “Adatok Székestehérvar kéemlékeihez,” Székesfebérudri Szemie 11 (1932), 49; VERNEI-
KRONBERGER 1939, 64; DERCSENYI 1941, 107; DERCSENYI 1942, 37; DERCSENYI 1943, 97; TOTH
1964, 169; LOVET 1980, 123; LOVEI 1982, 183, 189; VARGA 1982, 267; ENGEL — LOVEI - VARGA
1984, 39; P ENGEL— P LOVEI - L. VARGA, “Fénemesi sitkévek a Zsigmond kori Magyarorszagon,”
in Miivelddéstorténeti tanulmanyok a magyar kizépkorril ed. E. FUGEDI (Budapest: 1986), 211 (Hereafter
ENGEL — LOVEI — VARGA 1986); LOVEI - VARGA 1987, 461; LAHU 1988, 230-231.

36 FORSTER 1905, 152; HORVATH 1932b, 113-114; HORVATH 1932c, 14; H. HORVATH, Budai
kdfaragik és kdfaragd-jelek. (Budapest: 1935), 36; VERNEI-KRONBERGER 1939, 20; DERCSENYI 1941,
107; RADOCSAY 1971, 471.

37 SZENDREI 1902, 399; FORSTER 1905, 152; HORVATH 1932d, 11; HORVATH 1932b, 99, 113;
HORVATH 1932c, 14; VERNEI-KRONBERGER 1939, 20; DERCSENYI 1942, 37; RADOCSAY 1971, 471.
38 SZENDREI 1902, 399; FORSTER 1905, 152; HORVATH 1932d, 10; HORVATH 1932b, 98, 113;
HORVATH 1932¢, 13-14; VERNEI-KRONBERGER 1939, 19-20; DERCSENYT 1941, 106; D, RADOCSAY,
“Dalles funéraires armariées a Buda et a Cassovie du moyen-age,” Arhivum Heraldicun: 19606, 51;
RADOCSAY 1971, 472; LOVEI - VARGA 1987, 834.
¥ K. H. GYURKY, “Das mittelaltetliche Dominikanerkloster in Buda,” Fontes Archaeologici Hungariae
(Budapest: 1981), 137.

M. ZIINSZKYNE STERNEGG, “Gotikus és reneszansz cimeres-kovek a  szentgotthardi
plébaniatemplomban,” Miészettintineti Ertesits XV (1966), 261-262 (Hereafter ZIINSZKYNE 1966); M.
ZIINSZKYNE STERNEGG, “A szentgotthardi ciszterci apatsig torténete és mivészeti emlékei (1183-
1878) in Sgentgotthird heytorténeti, miivelidéstirténets, helyismereti tanulmdnyok (Szombathely: 1981), 370
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SUMMARY OF THE EPIGRAPHIC EXAMINATIONS . ...

Gothic minuscula style enjoys wide populatity, although only a limited number of
relics could be exactly dated. The foundation stone of the Corpus Christi Chapel
in Esztergom®' was carved in 1384, Kraft Berchtold’s tombstone in Buda* in 1392
and palatine Lackfi Istvan’s tombstone in Keszthely® in 1397.

The populaity of the Gothic minuscula style lasted throughout the 15" century,
too.

Around the turn of the 14/15 centuries were carved the tombstones of
Benedeks son in Buda," of Tomaji Pal* in Lesencetomaj and of the canon
Gyorgy" in Pécs. The year 1414 is marked on the tombstone of Frenizlin'" in
Buda. The tombstone of Alsani Balint* in Pécs carties the year 1408, the one of
vaivode (governor of Transylvania) Marcali Miklos® in Székesfehérvar the year of
1414.

(Hereafter ZIINSZKYNE 1981); VARGA 1982, 267; LOVEI - VARGA 1987, 461; MAROSI 1987, 147;
LAHU 1988, 391-392.

# MATHES 1827, 82; HORVATH — KELEMEN - TORMA 1979, 105; L. ZOLNAY, A kizépkori Esztergom
(Budapest: 1983), 102.

2 HORVATH 1932d, 88; H. HORVATH, “A kozépkoti Pest-Budinak helyszinen maradt emlékei”
Magyar Miivelédéstirténet V1. ed. S. DOMANOVSZKY (Budapest: 1932), 360, 376 (Heteafter HORVATH
1932a); HORVATH 1932¢, 14; VERNEI-KRONBERGER 1939, 28; RADOCSAY 1971, 472.

P GERECZE, “A MOB rajztaranak jegyzéke,” in Magyarorszdg Miemléke 1. ed. Gy. FORSTER
(Budapest: 1905), 429; R. BEKEFL, .4 Balaton kirnyékének egybazai és varai a kizépkorban (Budapest: 1907),
233 (Hereafter BEKEFI 1907); B. DORNYAY — J. VIGYAZO, Balaton és kirnyéke részletes ntikalanza.
(Budapest: 1934), 240-241 (Hereafter DORNYAY — VIGYAZO 1934); VERNEI-KRONBERGER 1939,
21; GENTHON 1959, 158; T. KOPPANY — P. PECZELI — K. SAGI, Keszthely. (Budapest: 1962), 29;
ENGEL—LOVEI - VARGA 1986, 217-218; LOVEI - VARGA 1987, 587.

44 SZENDREI 1902, 400; FORSTER 1905, 154, 166; HORVATH 1932d, 26; HORVATH 1932, 15;
VERNEI-KRONBERGER 1939, 29; RADOCSAY 1971, 477.

4 DORNYAY-VIGYAZO 1934, 231; VERNEI-KRONBERGER 1939, 29; A. RADNOTI — L. GERO, A
Balaton régészeti és torténeti emlékei (Budapest: 1952), 128-129; GENTHON 1959, 185; ENGEL — LOVEI -
VARGA 1983, 24; LOVEI - VARGA 1987, 588.

#IpOLYT 1873, 186 SZONYI 1906, 238-241; O. SZONYI, “A pécesi dommuzeum,” in Magyar
Miivelidéstirsénet V1. ed. S. DOMANOVSZKY (Budapest: 1929), 508-536 (Hereafter SZONYI 1929);
VERNEI-KRONBERGER 1939, 25; LOVEI - VARGA 1987, 592.

4THORVATH 1932d, 88, 104; HORVATH 1932a, 360, 376-377; HORVATH 1932c, 15; VERNEI-
ICRONBERGER 1939, 28-29; RADOCSAY 1971, 477-488.

8 GERECZE 1898, 49, 71; A. ALDASY, Alsdni Bdlint bibornok (Magyar torténelmi életrajzok, Budapest:
1903), 134; SzZONYI 1906, 241-244; SzONY! 1929, 532-536; HORVATH 1932d, 27; Magyar
Miivelidéstorténet I ed. S. DOMANOVSZKY (Budapest: 1939), 540; VERNEI-KRONBERGER 1939, 25-26;
LOVEL - VARGA 1987, 591; MAROSL 1987, 137, Miivészet Zsigmond kiraly kordban (1387-1437) L
Kataligus eds. L. BEKE — E. MAROSI — T. WEHLI (Budapest: 1987), 302. (Hereafter ZSK-kat. 1987)

# P GERECZE, “A muemlékek helyrajzi jegyzéke és irodalma,” in Magyarorszdg miiemiéke 1I. ed. Gy.
FORSTER (Budapest: 1906), 307; HORVATH 1932b, 115; MAROSI 1932, 49; H. HORVATH, “Zsigmond
kiraly és kora,” in Székesfiviros Torténeti Monogrdfiar VIII-IX (1937), 155; VERNEI-KRONBERGER 1939,
30; DERCSENYT 1942, 39-40; DERCSENYT 1943, 58, 102, 122; GENTHON 1959, 352; ENGEL — LOVEI
- VARGA 1983, 29-30; ENGEL — LOVEI - VARGA 1984, 47; ENGEL — LOVEI - VARGA 1986, 219-220;
LOVEI - VARGA 1987, 587.

13



ZOLTAN VARADY

The inscriptions attesting the construction of the Csesznek castle were made™
in 1424. Tombstone fragments of Hédervari Katalin in Buda and Visegrad bear
the year mark’ 1426, that of Szerdahelyi Péter in Pécsvarad,* 1428. More recent is
the tombstone of bishop Henrik of Pécs™ from the year 1445. There are no relics,
which could be precisely traced back to the following decades. The next known
inscription is carved on the tombstone fragment of an unknown defunct in
Buda,” bearing the year-mark 1491, however in Arabic figures. This group closes
with two Transdanubian relics: the window frame stone from the Simontornya
castle” (1508) and the tomb cover plate of canon Zathai Jinos in Somogyvar™
(1524), showing a provincial version of the letter type.

The relief version of the Gothic minuscula appears some time in the first
period of the 15" century.

The tombstone of the royal treasurer Kanizsai Miklés in Zalaszentgrot” dates
from 1404 or the immediately subsequent years, the memorial of vaivode Stiborici
L Stibor in Székesfehérvar”® bears a fragmentary date of 1414. Miklds, bishop of
Cereta died * in Gyér, in 1428; at about the same year are dated the tombstone

50 B, DORNYAY, Bakony (Budapest: 1927), 229; GENTHON 1959, 281; M. HEJ}, “Gétikus faragvanyok
a cseszneki varbol,” Folia Archaeologica X1 (1959), 135-139, table XV, 1-3; MAROSI 1987, 127, Figure
975.; LAHU 1988, 154-155.

> GERECZE 1906, 642; GENTHON 1951, 268; S. DERCSENY! — M. HEJj, Magyarorszdg midtenléki
topografidia V. Vas megye mitembékei I-I1. (Budapest: 1958), 450; ENGEL — LOVEI - VARGA 1983, 40-41;
ENGEL — LOVEI - VARGA 1984, 55-56; ENGEL — LOVEI - VARGA 1986, 226; LOVEI-VARGA 1987,
461, 588, LAHU 1988, 159.

52 ENGEL—LOVEI - VARGA 1983, 22, 24; LOVEI - VARGA 1987, 335.

53 TPOLYT 1873, 192; SZONYT 1906, 244-246; VERNEI-KRONBERGER 1939, 26-28; LOVEI - VARGA
1987,592; LAHU 1988, 172-173; ZSK-kat. 1987, 302.

54 HORVATH 1932c¢, 30; VERNEI-IKRONBERGER 1939, 42; RADOCSAY 1971, 483.

5 GENTHON 1959, 292; M. HORLER, “Mddszertani adalékok a magyar késckozépkori épitészet
kutatasdban,” Epités-Epitészettudomany X1 (1979), 43; M. HORLER — M. TABAJDL, A simontornyai vir
(Szekszard: 1987), 12,18, 26, LAHU 1988, 372-373.

5% P GERECZE, “A somogyvari Szent Egyed monostor-templom maradvanyai,” Arhaeoligiai
Kordemények XX (1897), 148; DORNYAY - VIGYAZO 1934, 62; G. ENTZ — L. GERO, A Balaton-kirnyék
mitiendékel (Budapest: 1958), 167; GENTHON 1959, 149; ]. BALOGH, “Kora-renaissance és késé
tenaissance,” in A magyarorsdgi miivésyet torténete eds. D. DERCSENYI — A. ZADOR (Budapest: 1973),
209, 335. (Heteafter BALOGH 1973)

57 E ROMER, Kinizsi Pal sivkive (Gyoti torténelmi és régészeti fiizetek 2.) (Gy6t: 1863), 41; GERECZE
1906, 1040; DORNYAY-VIGYAZO 1934, 364; GENTHON 1959, 437, ]. NEMETH, Zala megye miienlékei
(Zalacgerszeg: 1977), 101; ENGEL — LOVEI - VARGA 1983, 28; ENGEL — LOVEI - VARGA 1984, 46-47;
ENGEL — LOVEI - VARGA 1986, 218-219; LOVEI - VARGA 1987, 587; L. VANDOR, Nagykarizsa
tirténete a honfoglalastd] 1690-ig Nagykanizsa: [1988]), 47.

58 DERCSENYI 1942, 40; DERCSENYI 1943, 59-59, 102-103; VERNEI-IKORNBERGER 1939, 32-33; L.
GEREVICH, “Budapest mivészete az Arpad-korban,” in Budapest térténete I. (Budapest: 1973), 281;
ENGEL—LOVEI - VARGA 1983, 31; ENGEL— LOVEI - VARGA 1984, 47-48; ENGEL — LOVEI - VARGA
1986, 220-221.

5 VARJU 1897, 339-441; VERNEI-KRONBERGER 1939, 27; LOVEI - VARGA 1987, 463, 696.
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SUMMARY OF THE EPIGRAPHIC EXAMINATIONS . ...

fragment of the royal doorkeeper Kanizsai Istvan, found in Csorna” and the
tombstone of Szécsi Miklos in Szentgotthard(’1 The baptising well of
Asvanyrar6” is dated 1430, the so-called Chatillon shield-bearing fragment in
Buda,” 1433. The tornbstone fragments of count Frangepan Janos™ found in
Buda and Sarospatak originate from 1436. Doboi Miklds, abbot in Pannonhalma,
died 1438-1439, his tombstone must have been made in those years.” The
tombstone of Garai Tlona, wife of Szécsi Miklds attest® a death year of 1441.
Here comes an interruption of several decades, as the next relics to be traced back
exactly are the tombstone of Dobringer Miklos” in Buda (1462) and the
tombstone of Dénes,” archbishop in Ersztergom, son of the above mentioned
Szécsi-couple, dated 1465.

The tombstone of Gergellaki Bertalan™ bears the date 1469. On the side plate
of the memorial of Vitéz Janos, archbishop of Esztergom,” the year of death

00 E. TOMPOS, “Sopron cimeres miemlékei,” Arrabona 18 (1976), 148; ENGEL — LOVEI - VARGA
1983, 28-29; ENGEL — LOVEI - VARGA 1984, 47; ENGEL — LOVEI - VARGA 1986, 219; LOVEI -
VARGA 1987, 588.

61 ZLINSZKYNE 1966, 259-260; ZLINSZKYNE 1981, 370-373, 376; 1. VALIER, “Szentgotthird
torténete a mohacsi vészig” in Szensgotthird belytoriéneti, nuivelidéstorténeti, belyismereti tanulpinyok
(Szombathely: 1981), 68 (Hereafter Valter 1981); ENGEL—LOVEI - VARGA 1984, 58; ENGEL — LOVEI
- VARGA 1986, 230; LOVEI - VARGA 1987, 588; LAHU 1988, 391-392.

62 Magyarorszdg Vrosai és 1V drmegyéi 14. eds. . SZIKLAY — S. BOROVSZKY (Budapest: 1908), 5-21, 19-20
(Hereafter MVV); GENTHON 1959, 17.

63 SZENDREI 1902, 400; FORSTER 1905, 120, 154; HORVATH 1932b, 114, 122; HORVATH 1932c, 15;
HORVATH 1937, 156; VERNEI-KRONBERGER 1939, 30, 32, 39; RADOCSAY 1971, 478; V. GERVERS -
MOLNAR, “Sarospataki sfremlékek,” Mifvészettirténeti Fiigetek 14 (1983), 116. (Hereafter GERVERS —
MOINAR 1983)

6+ VERNEI-KRONBERGER 1939, 43; M. CSANKY, “Kézlemények a Nemzeti Muizeumbdl,”
Szepmiivészet 11 (1941), 37; RADOCSAY 1971, 480; GERVERS-MOLNAR 1983, 21; ENGEL — LOVEI -
VARGA 1986, 217-218.

% P. SOROS . REZNER: A pannonhali fiaptsag tirténte 111. (Budapest: 1905), 47-48.

60 1. VALTER, “Elézetes beszamol6 a szentgottharadi ciszterci monostor dsatasatol,” Arhacoligiai
Ertesit 102 (1975), 91; VAITER 1981, 68; ZIINSZKYNE 1981, 373, 376; ENGEL — LOVEI - VARGA
1983, 44-45; ENGEL - LOVEI - VARGA 1984, 58; ENGEL - LOVEL - VARGA 1986, 230-231; LOVEL -
VARGA 1987, 588, 695, LAHU 1988, 392.

67 VERNEI-KRONBERGER 1939, 64; RADOCSAY 1971, 480.

68 MATHES 1827, 101-102; IPOLYT 1873, 185, 191, 194; GERECZE 1898, 71; DIVALD 1927, 106, 109;
Magyar Miivelidéstirténet 11 ed. S. DOMANOVSZKY (Budapest: 1939), 403, 655; VERNEI-KRONBERGER
1939, 37; HORVATH 1941, 8; GENTHON 1959, 91; HORVATH — KELEMEN - TORMA 1979, 106; A.
MIKO, “Jagello-koti reneszansz sitkoveinkrdl,” Ars Hungarica XIV (1986) 102; (Hereafter MIKO 1986)
LOVEL- VARGA 1987, 699; MAROSI 1987, 138.

0 H. HORVATH, “Il Rinascimento in Ungheria,” Ammuario 111 (1939), 100; VERNEI-KRONBERGER
1939, 37-38; H. HORVATH, “Kénig Mathias und die Kunst Ungarische Jabrbiicher XX (1940), 211;
HORVATH 1941, 29; RADOCSAY 1971, 480-481.

70 MATHES 1827, 101-102; IPOLYI 1873, 194; GERECZE 1898, 71; MVV 1901, 479; MVV 1908, 320;
Magyar Miivelidéstirténet I1 ed. S. DOMANOVSZKY (Budapest: 1939), 465; VERNEI-KRONBERGER 1939,
37; J. BALOGH, Az esgtergomi Bakdez-kdpolna. (Budapest: 1955), 17 (Hereafter BALOGH 1955);
HORVATH — KELEMEN - TORMA 1979, 106; Mathias Corvinus und die Renaissance in Ungarn 1458-1541.
Schallaburg. Ausstellmgskatalog. (Wien: 1982), 139-140. (Hereafter Kat.Schall. 1982)
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(1472) is marked in Arabic figures. The tombstone of an unidentified defunct”
Pula bears the year 1474. In this decade were carved the tombstones of Bodd
Miklés in Székesfehérvar and of Nadasdi Darabos Gyérgy in Szentgotthird,”
died after 1467.

Another tombstone fragment of an unknown defunct in Buda™ was dated to
the 1480%. The tombstone of provost Szantéi Ambrus in Esztergom” is matked
1483 in Arabic figures. On the tombstone fragment of an unknown master builder
in Buda, the date 1488 in Arabic figures can be read.”

The tombstone of master Marton and his wife in Tata was carved in an
unusual provincial version of the style, with a date of 1492 in Arabic figures.”” A
tombstone fragment in Veszprém, attributed to Vitéz Janos junior,”® bears a date
of 1499, which cannot be confirmed by its character shapes.

Some German tongue inscriptions found along the western border of
Hungary show character shapes of the Gothic minuscula, or Fraktur. Traceable
examples of Hungarian relics showing inscriptions in this style are the keystone of
the St. Michael church in Sopron” (1482), the tombstone on Nathaniel
Kramberger™' (1510) and the Jurisich-tombstone *' in Készeg (1538).

The Gothic minuscula, letter-type was developed in Europe from the earher
Carolingian minuscula, first appearing on tombstones from the eatly 14™ century,”
such as the one of archbishop Simon de Bucy in Paris (1304) or archbishop Peter
von Aspelt in Mainz (1320). At the beginning of its widespread use, upper-case

71 1. BRI — M. KELEMEN — P NEMETH — L. TORMA, Veszprinm megye régészeti topogrifidfa 2.V eszprimi jdrds
(Budapest: 1969), 182 (Hereafter ERI — KELEMEN — NEMETH — TORMA 1969).

2'TOTH 1964, 174-176; LOVEI - ENGEL 1983, 1-8; LOVEI - VARGA 1987, 699; MAROSI 1987, 138,
676.

73 IPOLYT 1873, 194; GERECZE 1906, 1040; VERNEI-KRONBERGER 1939, 70; GENTHON 1959, 347;
ZIINSZKYNE 1966, 262; VALTER 1981, 69; ZLINSZKYNE 1981, 376; LAHU 1988, 391-392.
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letters were still used, but these gradually disappeared until the middle of the 15"
century. Mostly Gothic maiuscula were used as capital letters. Later, in the 16"
century, the upper-case characaters of the Fraktur type were in use.”

There is some similarity in Hungary to the European trend; upper-case
characters are rarely used in Gothic minuscula stone-carved inscriptions. On one
of the eatliest relics, the Salamoni Bereck tombstone, Gothic maiuscula were used
as the capital letters “4” and “P”* In a somewhat unusual way, the “Z” character
of the name on the Frenizlin-tombstone (Buda, 1404) is a maiuscula.®> Next in
time, Gothic maiuscula were found in the Csesznek building inscription for capital
“A” and “S” (1424) “N”, “G”, “H” and “P” uncials were used as initials on the
front stone of the castle’s entrance gate.*® Capital “A” characters wete found on the
tombstone of Szerdahelyi Péter (1428), Henrik bishop of Pécs (1445) and Zathai
Janos (1524); this latter one also shows capital “H”, “J” and “N” letters.”

Among the relief-type inscriptions, Gothic maiuscula type capitals were used
for “I”” and “R” on the tombstone® of Vitéz Janos (1472), for “H” and “” on the
tombstone” of the Szécsi couple, for “/4” and “C” on tombstone” of Frangepan
Janos, all of them decorative version of the Gothic maiuscula. Capital “A4” and
“D” were carved onto the tombstone of Dobringer Miklos (Buda, 1462), the latter
being a version of the antiqua type.”

The first letter of the console inscription in Siklés™ is also a maiuscula type
“A”. Only the starting “S” is maiuscula type on the tombstone of Gergellaki
Bertalan, on the Buda fragment from 1480 and on the tombstone of Szantdi
Ambrus™ (1483). This latter relic also shows a “Z” maiuscula, as the first character
of the name. Capital “C”, “H”, “I’, “M”, “IN”, “R” and “I””” were used on the
tombstone of master Marton (1492) roughly the ones from the maiuscula
alphabetic set.”* Upper case Fraktur “A4”, “F”, “G”, “I’ and “1” characters were
used on the tombstone of Nathaniel Kramberger” (1510). The Jurisich-
tombstone (1538) shows™ upper case Fraktur characters for the letters “A4”, “C”,
“B”,CF CGY “HY, “D, <L, <07, “R” and “17. The widespread use of the

83 KLOOS 1980, 137.

84 See note n. 31.

85 See note n47.

86 See note n. 50.

87 See note n. 52, 53, 56.
8 See note n. 70.

8 See note n. 61, 66.

90 See note n. 64.

91 See note n. 67.

92 K. SZAKAL, “Gétkus erkély a siklosi varban,” Mienmbtkvédelens X (1966), 84-86; MAROSI 1987, 674;
LLAHU 1988, 176.

93 See note n. 69, 74, 75.
94 See note n. 77.

%5 See note n. 80.

% See note n. 81.
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Fraktur type is related to the extension of literacy, and appatition of the cursive
letters shapes.

The Fraktur type letters were developed starting from the Gothic minuscula,
via the bastarda tape, and first appeared at the beginning of the 16" century.”
Around the middle of the 16" century, in the German-speaking regions, e.g. the
Munich area, Fraktur type letters have become of general use instead of Gothic
minuscula, whereas In other areas Renaissance writing is adopted.” As seen above,
the relics of Fraktur writing are of roughly the same age in western Hungary, as
the German-speaking areas.

The period of the carved Gothic minuscula writing ended at the middle of the
15" century, although some late versions wete found especially in provincial areas,
made in 1524 or later.

The turn of the 14/15" centuries sees the apparition of the relief-type Gothic
minuscula writing, rather fashionable in Hungary in the period between 1400 and
1440. After a pause of several decades, this writing appears again and is found
from 1460 until the end of the reign of King Matthias (1490).

The German-tongue inscriptions also appear from 1460 on, in the western
regions of Hungary, first as Gothic minuscula, from 1510 on as Fraktur type. The
Fraktur type letters however did not become of widespread use in Hungary,
instead the humanistic (classic) capitals started to be used from the times of King
Matthias, and rapidly became popular.

This timely evolution is completely according to European history; eg. the
period of the Gothic minuscula is dated 1394 and until 1520 or so in the
neighbouring Lower Austrian region, t00.”

The first known appatrition of the humanistic capitals can be exactly dated, as
the year 1467 is figured on the half-pillar head of Vetési Albert. 10

Further cardy inscriptions using this letter type, where date years could be
found, are the stone carving with Aragonese-shield"”" from Esztergom (1482), and
the carving with Bathory-shield'"” from Nograd (1483) beside the relics bearing

97 Kroos 1980, 139, 141. 142; H. H. HORNUNG, Dz Inschriflen Nieder-dsterreichs (Die Deutschen
Inschriften Bd. 10., Wiener Reihe 3. Bd.) (Stuttgart: 1966), 157-158. (Hereafter HORNUNG 1966)

98 R. M. KLOOS, Die Inschriften der Stadt und des Landkreises Miinchen. (Die Deutschen Inschriften Band 5,
Miinchenet Reihe Bd. 1.) 1958. 101, 126-127; KLOOS 1980, 143;

99 H. H. HORNUNG, 1966. 231, 158-159.

9 GERECZE 1906, 1017-1018; BEKEFI 1907, 50-52; Magyar Miivelidéstirténet IT ed. S. DOMANOVSZKY
(Budapest: 1939), 567; J. GUTHEIL, “Matyas koranak veszprémi emlékei,” Dundntiili S zende VI (1940),
124,127 (Hereafter GUTHEIL 19402); . GUTHEIL, Publicationes 1 es3premienses 4. (Veszprém: 1940), 11
(Hereafter GUTHEIL 1940b); GENTHON 1959, 419; TOTH 1963, 140; Kat.Schall. 1982, 561; MK-kat.
1983, 71; KOPPANY 1984, 184-186; MAROSI 1987, 127, 137, 676.

100 MATHES 1827, 65; ]. BALOGH, A magyarorszdg miivészet tirténete 1. Korai renaissance (Budapest: 1961),
286 (Hereafter BALOGH 1961); Kat.Schall. 1982, 617; A. MIKO, “Ippolito d Este esztergomi érsek
udvara és a reneszansz kéfaragas Magyarorszagon,” Ars Hungarica XV (1988:2), 133.

102 Magyarorszdg Miivészeri Topografidia 111 1954, 308; J. BALOGH, A muivészet Matyds kirdly udvardban I-11.
(Budapest: 1966), 1. 299, 11. 230 (Hereafter 1966); R. E TOTH, Rendissancebantomst in Ungarn (Budapest:
1981), 217 (Hereafter E TOTH 1981); LAHU 1988, 310.
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only building dates. Art history considerations correlate many other stone carving
relics to the period 1480-1500.

Precise dating was possible for the fragments of a humanistic tombstone in
Buda'” (1494) and of the tombstone of an unknown lady of honour in
Esztergom'™* (1495).

Further dated relics are the Monelli-tombstone'” (1496), the tombstone of
Gosztonyi Andrés in Esztergom'”, the tombstone of Vémeri Zsigmond'” (1500).
The foundation stone of the Bak6cz-chapel in Esztergom is marked'” 1506; the
fries inscription'” of the same chapel, as well as the memorial of Garazda Péter'"
wete possibly carved in 1507. The tabernacle of the town of Pest,'"" in the parish
church, also dates from 1507. The year 1508 is figured on the tombstone of the
master tailor Albert.'”?

Later relics with inscriptions in this type of writing are the tombstone of
Egervari Bereck'” in FEgervir, Beéri Istvin and FEgerviri Veronika in

103 HORVATH 1932¢, 29; RADOCSAY 1971, 483.

104 HORVATH — KELEMEN — TORMA 1979, 149; KatSchall. 1982, 678-679; Matyds kirily és a
magyarorsydg reneszdnsy 1458-1541. (Magyar Nemzeti Galéria kiallitisa 1983. febr. 24-jun. 26) ed. Gy.
TOROK (Budapest: 1983), 78; A. MIKO, “Két vildg hataran (Janus Pannonius, Gardzda Péter és
Megyericsei Janos sfremléke),” Ars Hungarica X1 (1983), 50 (Hereafter Mik6é 1983); ]. BALOGH,
Kolozsviri kdfaragd miihelyek. X1/1. s3dzad (Budapest: 1985), 15; MIKO 1986, 99; LAHU 1988, 121.
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muiivészeri emlékes, (Budapest: 1938), 26, 75; VERNEI-KRONBERGER 1939, 44; L. GEREVICH, “Gétikus
hazak Budan,” Budapest Régiségei XV (1950), 206-208; L. GEREVICH, “Johannes Fiorentinus und
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36, 40; GEREVICH 1959, 313; GENTHON 1959, 92; K. H. GYURKY, “Die St. Georg-Kapelle in der
Burg von Veszprém,” Ada Archaeologica 15 (1963), 384; BALOGH 1966, 132, 299; ], BALOGH,
“Késérenaissance kéfaragvanyok 1., Ars Hungarica 2 (1974), 42; . BALOGH, Die Anfiinge der Renaissance
in Ungarn, Mathias Corvinus und die Kunst. Graz, 1975, 192; HORVATH — KELEMEN - TROMA 1979, 93;
MIKO 1986, 99.
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110 VERNEI-KRONBERGER 1939, 41; BALOGH 1955, 36, 40; GEREVICH 1959, 313, 328; BALOGH
1966, 299; BALOGH 1974, 42; BALOGH 1975, 192; HORVATH — KELEMEN - TORMA 1979, 93, 97,
Kat.Schall. 1982, 614; MIKO 1983, 49; MIKO 1986, 99-100.
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121, HORVATH, “IV. Béla kirdly sitja nyomédban,” Dunakanyar téjékoztats 1980:1. 88-89; KatSchall.
1982, 681; MK-kat. 1983, 78. ;
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Zalaszentgrot' ™ (both dated 1515), the Szentléleki-tombstone in Csatka'" (1516).
The year 1519 is figured on the tabernacle of Pomiz,'"® 1521 on the foundation
body of the ornamental well in Virosléd,'"” 1526 in a doorframe frontal stone
from Devecser.® Art historical considerations place creation of the doorframe
arch with the Bakics-shield in Marévar'” to 1527-1533. The year 1540 can be read
on a well brim in Pécs,” and the captains from V1se%rad imprisoned in the
“truncated tower” of Buda castle, made their wall carving = in 1541.

After 1500, increased use was made of ]igatures and enclaves. A first example
thereof is the tombstone of Perneszi Pal’s wife in Porva.'” Further such relics are
the tombstone of viceroy Myslenovith in Nagyvazsony]23 (1512), of the Semjén-
brothers in Nagykapornak'** (about 1520), and the inscription on the Perényi-
bastion in the Sikl6s castle, where the year 1540 is figured.'”

Provincial versions of the humanistic capitals have appeared as early as the
beginning of the 16" century. The gate-shield inscription of the church in Decs
shows'® the year 1515.

Along with other regions, in Hungry too, an early version of the humanistic
capitals was found, which can also be considered as being an alternative version.
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The e}g'taph of Vitéz Janos (1472) is written'”’ in these characters in a relief
form'®, whereas — as mentioned above — the lateral plate of the tomb bears relief
inscriptions made in Gothic minuscula.

This seties of relics continues with the ornamental well in Visegrad, decorated
with the coat-of-arms of the Hunyadi family, traced down by the art historians'”
to 1483.

The inscriptions found on the doorframe fragment and frontal window
beam" of the Simontornya castle ate related to the constructions work done here
in 1508-1509. The window insctiption was done in Gothic minuscula, whereas the
text on a nearby plate is written in humanistic capitals. This remarkable example of
joint use of several letter types is considered as proof of the European culture of
the owner, his sensibility to fashion trends.

To this group of inscription is related the text on the Madonna of Bathori
Andris,”! dated 1526, where also the characaters of the early humanistic capital
alphabet were used.

The creation of the humanistic (or Renaissance) capitals was performed in Italy,
both in its eatly version as in the classical version inspired by the ancient Roman
characters.” In the German-speaking areas the humanistic capital characters
appeared only toward the end of the 15" century, and had only limited use. Along
with the eatly version of the humanistic capitals, the Gothic minuscula and its
successive versions continued to be in use.

The first known inscriptions in humanistic capitals are in Mainz, Munich and
Heidelberg, traced back to the period 1484-1508."> In Hungary, howevet, the
Italian version of the humanistic capitals was used already in 1467, on the half-
pillar head of Vetési Albert.”*

Within the humanistic capitals style, the insctiptions showing excessive use of
ligatures and enclaves, along with provincial tractation are separate sub-groups.
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These inscriptions were in widespread use in Transdanubia at the beginning of the
16" century.

The group termed as early humanistic capitals deserves special attention. These
eatly shapes, showing Gothic reminiscences were used as a transitory writing until
the middle of the 15" century. Majuscules were shaped according to models used in
the 12-13" centuries.”” After the year 1419, this type also shows some Byzantine
influence, above all in the German-speaking areas. It was also in use in the Trans-
alpine areas, mostly as a transition form between the Gothic maiuscula and the
classical humanistic capitals. The eatly humanistic capitals have also become
popular in the Netherlands, by their use in the paintings of the van Eyck
brothers.”® Early humanistic capitals were used in Italy on tomb memorials of
popes and other prominent clergymen, starting from 1427 in Siena, Florence and
Rome. Starting from 1430, this writing was used in mural pictures and also in
carved inscriptions in Basel and Ulm.

In Germany, especially in the Swabian and Bavarian painting, the popularity of
the early humanistic capitals is possibly due to the alphabet published by Sigmund
Gotzkircher in 1435-1436. This type was in use until the years of the decade
starting with 1520." In Hungary, they were widely used in the early years of the
16" century, and — while the pure classical version of the humanistic capitals stood
under the direct influence of the Italian writing — the eatly version was most
probably transmitted from the German-speaking areas. The characters found on
some Hungarian memorials of clergymen are very similar to those carved on
tombstone of clergymen in Basel and Ulm."**

Summarizing the data gathered on humanistic capitals, it can be stated that their
appatrition in Hungary can be traced back to the time when King Matthias was
crowned (1464). The first known stone-carved inscription done in humanistic
capitals dates from 1467. The so-called early version of the humanistic capitals has
also become faily widespread; its first known example dates from 1472. In the
years of the turn between the 15" to 16™ century the insctiptions showing
excessive use of ligatures and enclaves and the provincial, rustic version of the
humanistic capitals are also observed. This latter type seemingly disappears after
1520, the other forms of humanistic capitals, however, persist until 1539-1540, i.e.
almost to the historical end-mark of the era (1541 — the Turkish occupation of
Buda, the Hungarian capital).

From this time, along with the advance of the Renaissance style in the northern
and western parts of Hungary as well as in Transylvania, the humanistic capital
writing becomes the generally used standard in Hungary, still characteristic of our
culture today.

135 K1.00s 1980, 153; KUBINYI 1986, 55;
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In der ungarischen Geschichtsschreibung ist seit langem bekannt, dass die erste
polnische Geschichtssynthese, die zwischen 1113-1115/16 entstandene Gesta des
bis heute unbekannten Gallus Anonymus' viele Angaben von der ungarischen
Geschichte aufgezeichnet hat”* Besonders wertvoll sind die Informationen des
Geschichtsschreibers tiber ungarische Konige, wie Koloman den Biicherfreund
(1095-1116), Ladislaus 1. (1077-1095), Peter von Orseolo ( (1038-1041 bzw. 10406)
und Stefan den Heiligen (1000-1038). In dem vorliegenden Aufsatz soll Konig
Petet, bzw: eine der am meisten diskutierten Probleme der Gesta, die Frage von
Bazoatium niher untersucht werden.

Im Gegenteil zu Koloman und Ladislaus, die Gallus Anonymus wegen der
zeitlichen Nihe personlich oder beinahe persénlich bekannt haben darf, und ihre
Gestalten in breiterer Fassung tradiert hat, hinterlie3 tber Koénig Peter nur
wenigere Angaben, und die von ihm bewahrten Informationen sind auch sehr

Y Galli Anonymi chronicae et gesta dueum sive principum Polonorum, ed. K. MALECZYNSKI (Monumenta
Poloniae Historica ns. 2) Cracoviae, 1952 (im weiteren: Gallus); Siche noch die neue Edition des
Werkes bet: J. M. BAK — U. BORKOWSKA — G. CONSTABLE — G. KLANICZAY (Hrsg): Gesta Principum
Polonornm — The Deeds of the Princes of the Poles. Translated and annotated by Panl W. Knoll and Frank Schaer,
with a preface by Thomas N. Bisson, (Central European Medieval Texts, 3) Budapest — New York, 2003
(im weiteren: GpP)

2 Vgl.: D. BAGL: Szent Istvan és Szent Laszl6 Gallus Anonymus gestdjaban. Megjegyzések a II1. konyv
25. fejezetéhez, Sgdzadok 139 (2005), S. 291-334.
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durftio. Vom Nachfolger von Stefan dem Heiligen hielt der Autor fur wichtig,
folgendes aufzuzeichnen:

Nachdem Mieszko, der nach dem Tod von Koénig Bolestaw nur kurz lebte,
gestorben wat, hinterblieb das Kind Kasimir mit seiner kaiserlichen Mutter. Seine
Mutter hat thn zwar frei erzogen, und hat das Land - soweit es von einer Frau zu
erwarten war — mit Ehre reglert, trotzdem haben die Verriter sie aus dem Land
vetjagt, und hielten ihren Sohn, um den Betrug zu verschleiern, bei sich gehalten.
Soweit er erwuchs, und zu regieren anfing, haben die Bosen, damit er sich wegen
der seiner Mutter zuteil gewordenen Unbilligkeiten an thnen nicht Rache nimmt,
gegen ihn revoltiert, und haben ithn dazu gezwungen, nach Ungarn zu gehen. Weil
zu dieser Zeit Ungarn von Stefan dem Heiligen regiert wurde, der erst dann hat das
Land mit Wort und Zwang bekehrt, und der mit den Bohmen, dem bosesten
Feind der Polen Frieden und Freundschaft gehalten hat, und ihretwegen solange er
lebte, Kasimir nicht freilief3.

Als er von dieser Welt abging, hat Peter von Venedig den Thron besetzt, der
angefangen hat, eine Kirche dem Heiligen Peter in Bazoarium zu bauen, die bis
heute kein Konig in dem Ausmal}, wie man sie zu bauen anfing, nicht beenden
konnte. Als die Bohmen auch von ihm verlangt haben, er solle in dem Falle, wenn
er die von den Vorgingern geetbte Freundschaft mit thnen aufrechterhalten wolle,
Kasimir nicht freilassen, er will thnen in koniglicher Simme folgende Antwort
gegeben haben: ,Soweit im Gesetz verankert wird, dass der Konig von Ungarn der
Pfortner des béhmischen Fursten ist, werde ich tun, was ihr von mir vetlangt.

Und mit dieser Entriistung hat er der béhmischen Gesandtschaft entgegnet,
unbeachtet ihre Feindseligkeit oder Freundschaft, hat Kasimir hundert Pferde und
ebenso viele Krieger gegeben, die mit thm gehalten haben, und hat ihm nicht
vetboten, dahinzugehen, wohin er will.’

Diese Erzihlung von Gallus Anonymus soll aus zwei Gesichtspunkten
bewertet werden, die — angesichts des Ganzen der Gesta — voneinander kaum zu
trennen waren. Der eine ist die Zeichnung des Staatsmannsportrits von Konig
Petet, bzw: die Natur der Bezichungen zwischen Kasimir dem Erneuerer und thm,

3 Gallns 1., ¢. 18: ,Mortuo igitur Meschone, qui post obitum regis Bolezlaui parnm vixdt, Kazintirns cum matre
imperiali puer parvulus remansit. Que cum libere filinm educaret et pro modo femineo regnum honorifice gubernares,
traditores eam de regno propter invidiam eiecernn, puernnique sunm secunt in 1ego quasi decepeionts obrumbraculum
tennerunt. Qui cum esset adultus etate et regnare cepisset, maliciosi verdt, ne matris ininrianm vindicaret, in eum
ansurrexernnt, enngue in Ungariam secedere coggernnt. Eo nanmque tempore sanctus Stephanus Ungariam gubernabat,
eamquie tunc prinum ad fidem minis et blanditis convertebat; qui cum Bobemicis, Polonorum infestissinus inimicis, pacem
et aniicitian refinebat, nec eunt liberum, quoadusque vixit, eorum gratia dimittebat. Quo de hac vita nigrante, Petrus
Venetions Ungarie regnum recepit, qui ecclesiam sancti Petri de Bazoario inchoavit, quam nullus rex ad modum
inchoationis nsque hodse consumavit. Hiv Petrus etiam rogatus a Bobemicis, ne Kazimirum dimitteres, si cum eis
amicitiam ab antecessoribus receptam retinere vellet, voced regali respondisse fertur: Si lex: antiqua diffinierst, quod
Ungarorum rexc Bobemicornm dhcis carcerarius fuerss, facianm que rogatis. Et sic Bobenorum legationi cnm indignatione
respondens, eorumaque andicitiam vel ininticiciam parvipendens, datis Kazimiro C equis totidenque militibus, qui eum
Secutts fiterant, armiis et vestibus preparatis eum honorifice dipisit, nec tter e, quocnmque vellet ire, denegavit”
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der andere ist die Frage einer der am meisten diskutierten Ortsbezeichnungen der
Gesta,

Was die Beurteilung der Person von Kénig Peter anbelangt, sei bereits hier zu
betonen, dass die Beschreibung vo Gallus Anonymus einzelartigen Wert hat.
Bekanntlich hat die ungarische Geschichtsschreibung von Peter eine ganz andere
Tradition geschaffen:

,Nachdem Peter zu Konig wurde, hat er sein fir die konigliche Majestit
eigenes gutwilliges Verhalten vollkommen verworfen, und mit teutonischer Wut
hat er Ungarns Nobilititen ignoriert, die Giiter des Bodens hat er gemeinsam mit
den als Wildtiere briillenden Teutonen und den als plappernde Schwalben
plaudernden Lateinern mit geschwollenen Augen und ungentigsamem Herzen
aufgefressen, die Befestigungen, Wachposten und Burgen hat er der Bewachung
der Teutonen und Lateiner anvertraut. Peter war ja selbst tiberaus genussstichtig,
und zu jenen Zeciten konnte niemand der Ehre der Gattin, oder der
Unbefangenheit seiner Tochter oder Schwester wegen der Schikanen des
koniglichen Trosses sicher sein, die sie unbestraft vergewaltigen durften. Nachdem
also die Obersten von Ungarn die Not des Volkes gesehen haben, die den
Menschen in Gottes Entgegensetzung angebracht wurde, haben mit gemeinsamer
Entscheidung den Konig gebeten, seinen Leuten zu befehlen, mit der gottlosen
Gemeinheit aufzuhéren. Aber der des eitlen Hochmutes geschwollene Konig hat
den verdammten Gestank des in thm angehauften Giftes freigelassen, indem er
folgendes sagte: ,Soweit ich bei meiner Besinnung bin, werde ich alle Posten von
Richtern, Unterrichtern, Kapitinen, Dorfobern, ferner von allen Obersten und
Michtigen in Ungarn durch Teutonen besetzen, das Land von Hungaria werde ich
mit Gastansiedlern durchstrdmen, und das ganze Land gebe ich in die Macht der
Teutonen’ Und der fiigte noch hinzu: ,Diese Bezeichnung, Hungaria, ist ein
Derivat des Wortes Angatia, daher haben sie zu dienen.

Die ungarische Geschichtsschreibung war immer in der Hinsicht geteilt,
inwiefern der Bericht der Ungarischen Chronikkomposition fiir wenigstens
annshernd wahres Bild tber Peter gibt. Gy. Gyorfty hat den Koénig in seiner
klassischen Monographie auch verurteilt, und hat ihm — im Grunde genommen

* Chronici Hungarici compositio saeculi XIV, in: Saiptores rernm Hungaricarum. Edendo gpers pragfuit E.
SZENTEPTERY, I-IL, Budapest, 1937-1938 (im weiteren: SRH) ¢.71, SRH 1, 323-324.: ,, Postguam antem
Petrus factus est rex, ommem rege serenitatis benignitatem abiecit et Teutonico furore seviens nobiles Hungarie
aspernabatur; bona terre superbo oculo et insatiablili corde cum Leutonicis beluina feritate rugientibus et cum Latinis
yrundinum garrulitate mnrmmrantibus devorabat, munitiones, presisia et castella Tentonicis et Latinis custodienda
tradebat. Erat enim ipse Petrus nininm lascivns, nullusque eo tempore tutus esse poterat de pudicitia uxoris sue vel filie
Seu sororis virginitate propter insultus satellitun regis, qui eas ingpune violabant. V identes igitur principes 1 ngarie mala
gentis sue, que contra Deunm (*) eis inferebantur; conmmricato consilio rogavernnt regem, nt precipere suis a tam detestabils
apere desistere. Rex: antem faustu superbie inflatus pestifernm preconcepti venens fetoren in propatulum effidss, dicens. »Si
aliguamdin sanus fitero, onmes indices, fam clarissimos et spectabiles quam pedaneos, centuriones et efiam decuriones ac
villicos ommesque principes et potestates in regno Hungarie Tentonicos constituam, et terram eins hospitibus implebo et eam
universaliter in potestaters Tentonicorum redigame. Et dicebat : »Hoc nomen Hungaria derivatum est ab angaria, ideo
ipsi debent angariaric. Hec itaque fuerunt fomenta discordie inter Petrum regem et Hungaros.”
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aufgrund der Chronik — vorgeworfen, er habe das Lebenswerk von Stefan dem
Heiligen zerstort.” Hingegen haben A. E Gombos und besonders Gy. Kiistd
haben darauf aufmerksam gemacht, dass die weniger befangenen, vor allem
auslindischen zeitgendssischen Quellen ein viel mehr objektiveres Bild tiber den
Konig geben, wihrend die ungarische Chronik — im Interesse der Nachfolger von
Vazul, die ab Andreas I. ununterbrochen regiert haben — tendenzits die Reputation
von Peter degradiert hat’ Daher wird der Wert der von Gallus Anonymus
gegebenen Charakterisierung von Peter erhoht, dass die Entstehung der Gesta
beinahe zeitgendssisch ist mit der der ersten Redaktion der ungarischen Chronik,
was auch belegen kann, dass tber Peter gleichzeitig zwei abweichende
Beurteilungen entstanden.

Obwohl der Quellenwert dieser Charakterisierung von Konig Peter héchstens
fir die Wende des 11-12. Jh. relevant ist, und die groBziigige Behandlung von
Kasimir allein bei Gallus Anonymus aufbewahrt wurde, verbirgt sich hinter dieser
Passage der Gesta ein tatsichlich existierendes Problem der Mitte des 11. Jh.
Bekanntlich hat Polen nach der so genannten Merseburger Vereinbarung seine
traditionell auf Bolestaw 1. den Tapferen zurtckgefihrte Unabhingigkeit verren.
Das Land wurde praktisch unter Mitwirkung von Kaiser Konrad aufgeteilt, und
nach dem Tode von Mieszko IL. ist eine politische Krise in Polen zu bemerken,
deren Hohepunkt der Heidenaufstand und ein bohmischer Angriff bedeutet
haben, infolge dessen die Bohmen auch Gnesen besetzt haben und die Reliquien
des Hl. Adalberts nach Prag mitgenommen haben.” Die einzige Hoffnung des
Throns blieb Kasimir, der — wie es sich von dem zitierten Text herausstellt — nach
Ungarn flichen musste. Ob die bei Gallus Anonymus beschriebene Hilfeaktion
von Konig Peter in der Witklichkeit geschah, wissen wir nicht, dennoch sei
gleichzeitig hinzugeftigt, dass die Geschichte im Gedachtnis des polnischen Hofes
aufbewahrt wurde, und dazu beigetragen haben darf, dass zu Beginn des 12. Jh. die
Verewigung von Peter in der Gesta notwendig wurde, und zwar in einer Form,
dass auch ein hinsichtlich der polnischen Geschichte irrelevanter ihm
zugeschriebener Kirchenbau aufgezeichnet wurde.

Die zu Ehre des HL Peter in Bazoarium gebaute Kirche beschiftigt die
Geschichtsschreibung seit langem. J. Katona, der in seiner Historia bereits die
Ungarn betreffenden Angaben von Gallus Anonymus zu nutzen versuchte, hat die
Tradition gegriindet, die Bazoarium spiter mit Pécs (Funfkirchen) in Verbindung
brachte! Obwohl Katona Bazoarium mit Pécsvarad identifizierte, fanden seine

5 GY. GYORFFY: Lizviin kirdly és miive, Budapest 1977, S. 379, bzw. S. 571-572.

OF A. GoMBOS: Torténetiink els6 szazadaibol. Eszrevételek az Ostarrichi 976-ki  kelet
hatarvonalihoz, az 1030-iki német-magyar haboruskodashoz és Péter uralkodasihoz, Szazadok 45
(1911), S. 497-512,, bzw. S. 569-585., besonders S. 508-512. und S. 570-572; GY, KRISTO:
Megjegyzések az un. poganylazadasok kora torténetéhez, in: DERS: Tanulminyok az Arpdd-korrd,
Budapest 1983, S. 93-131., besonders S. 101-102.

7 Gallus 1., ¢. 19.: ,,Eo tempore Bobenii Gneznen et Poznan destruscerunt, santique corpus Adalberti abstmlernnt.”

8 . KATONA: Historia critica regnm Hungariae stripis Arpadianae ex: fide domesticornm et exterorum seriptornm, 'T.
1, complectens res gestas Sancti Stephans, Petrs, Sammelis Abae, Pestini, 1779, S. 590.
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Vorstellungen sowohl in einem Teil der ungarischen, als auch der polnischen
Geschichtsschreibung guten Anklang, Gy. Pauler setzte sich schon eindeutig dafiir
ein, dass sich hinter Bazoarium Pécs versteckt, wobei er eine Verbindung mit der
Aufzeichnung der Ungarischen Chronik gefunden hat, wo berichtet wird, dass
Konig Peter in der von ihm gegriindete Basilika von Pécs beigesetzt wurde.”
Aufgrund des Textes der Chronik schien logisch zu sein, dass Gallus Anonymus
tber diese, zu Ehre des HI. Peter gebaute Kirche geschrieben hat. Im weiteren hat
der Verbreitung der Ansicht, die Bazoarium mit Pécs identifizierte, sehr viel
geholfen, dass K. Maleczyniski, der kritische Editor der Gesta —in Einklang mit M.
Plezia, der vor der Edition eine MonograPhie der Gesta gewidmet hat — in der
kritischen Ausgabe fiir Pécs Stellung nahm."

Andere Vertreter der polnischen Geschichtsschreibung haben sich dennoch
nach eigenartigen Interpretationsversuchen gestrebt. T. Tyc loste die Bedeutung
von Bazoarium als Vasvar (Castrum Ferrerum, Eisenburg) im Komitat Vas auf.
Grundlage daftir war, dass er zwei ungarische Ortschaften miteinander
verwechselte. Gallus Anonymus berichtet sehr ausfithrlich tiber die Pilgerfahrt von
Bolestaw III. Schiefmund in Ungarn, wo der polnische Fiirst auch das Grab des
HI. Agidius in Somogyvar (Simigium) aufsuchte. Tyc identifizierte Simigium
dennoch nicht mit Somogyvar, sondern Stimeg im Komitat Veszprém, und daher
hat er von Anfang an unrichtig darauf geschlossen, dass die geographische Nihe
von Vasvar zu Stumeg fiir Gallus Anonymus erméglichte, die von Konig Peter
gebaute Kirche personlich zu sehen." Mit einer anderen Moglichkeit der
Identifikation experimentierte R. Grodecki, der in Borsod an der Theiss
Bazoarium gefunden haben will."”

Neben diesen zwei Ansichten, deten Unrund am besten beweist, dass weder
Vasvar, noch Borsod mit Peter in Zusammenhang gebracht werden kann, hat sich
G. Labuda mit einer ganz anderen Konzeption gemeldet. In einem Aufsatz hat er
versucht, Bazoarium mit Vac (Waitzen) zu identifizieren, wobei er teils Angaben
der Ungarischen Chronik benutzt hat,” teils dennoch sprachwissenschaftliche
Argumentation eingesetzt hatte: er hat eine Wortableitung Bazoatium-Vazoarium-
Vic angeboten.” Man soll gleich hinzufiigen, dass man sich mit seinen
Feststellungen nicht einverstanden sein kann, da die zitierte Chronikpassage spatet,
aus tendenzidsen Griinden entstand,” und die sprachwissenschaftliche
Argumentation kaum anzunehmen wire, da Vac in keinen Quellen in der Form

9 SRH 1, S. 342-343.

10OM. PLEZIA: Kronika Galla na tle bistoriografii X11. wieksn, Krak6ow, 1947, S. 189; Gallus 1., c. 18, Anm. 11.
YWTTYC: Z diigiow kultury w Polsce Sredniowieczng, Poznar, 1924, S. 121

12 Anonim tgn. Gall Kronika polska, Przetozyt R. GRODECKI. Krakéw; 1923, S, 2.

BSRHI, S. 388.

14 G. LABUDA: Bazoar w kronice Galla. Proba identyfikacji, Studia Historyezne 12 (1969), 161-170., Vgl.
dasselbe in ungarischer Sprache: DERS.: Bazoar Anonymus Gallius krénikajaban. Azonositasi kisérlet,
Szdzadok 104 (1970),S. 173-177.,S.176-177. )

15 Vol.: J. GERICS: Kalman-koti krénikaink és legendaink koronafogalmahoz. In: E. H. Balazs — E.
Figedi — E Maksay (Hrsg): Malyusz Elemér emlékkonyv. Budapest, 1984, S. 131-140. bes. S. 132-135.
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von Vazoar oder Bazoar vorkommt, konnte Labuda im Zeitpunkt der
Veroffentlichung seines Aufsatzes noch nicht wissen, dass eine Richtung der
spateren ungarischen Forschung den Beginn des Baus der Basilika von Vac ebenso
mit Peter verbinden wird."’

Zweifelsohne ist festzustellen, dass den grof3ten Aufruhr um die enigmartische
Ortschaft herum ein Aufsatz von D. Borawska ausgelst hat. Thre Theorie, obwohl
ihre Richtigkeit unseres Erachtens in Zweifel gestellt werden kann, ist von
wissenschaftshistorischer Bedeutung, weil sie abweichend von den fritheren
Vorstellungen Bazoarium tibethaupt nicht in Ungarn suchte, sondern in Venedig,
und identifizierte Bazoarium nicht mit einer Ortsbezeichnung, sondern dem
Namen einer Familie."”

Mit ecinem anderen, dennoch Ungarn ebenso  ignotierenden
Lokalisierungsversuch meldete sich M. Bednarz, der Bazoarium in Jerusalem, auf
dem Mons Caprarius gefunden zu haben dachte.™

Gemeinsamer Zug dieser Feststellungen ist die Ignorierung selbst des Textes
der Gesta. Gallus schreibt eindeutig tiber Konig Peter als Kénig von Ungarn, und
die ganze Passage geht um die ungarische Titigkeit des Nachfolgers von Stefan
dem Heiligen, was eine nicht mit Ungarn verbundene Theortie tber Bazoatium
ziemlich fraglich macht.

Hingegen hat J. Karacsonyi bereits 1897 zum Ausdruck gebracht, dass man
hnter Bazoarium Buda (Ofen), die Pripositur von Altofen zu ahnen hat, deren Bau
die Ungarische Chronik Stefan dem Heiligen beigemessen hat. Karicsonyi
bemerkte zuerst, dass Buda in den mittelalterlichen arabischen Quellen Badoar
genannt wird. Daher hat er dem Bericht der Ungarischen Chronik tiber die
Griindung der Pripositur von Buda griindliche Kiritik erteilt,” und im weiteren
stellte er fest, dass allein Gallus Anonymus den Namen des richtigen Griinders der
Kirche, d. h. den von Konig Peter aufrechterhalten hat.”’ Seine Argumentation hat

16 GY. KRISTO: A vdrmegyék  kialakulisa Magyarorszagon, Budapest 1988, 429; Sieche noch in
Zusammenhang damit: I.. KOSZTA: A vaci puspokség alapitasa, Szdzadok 135 (2001), S. 363-375., bes.
S. 366.

17D BORAWSKA: Gallus Anonim czy Italus Anonim?, Przeglad Historyezny 56 (1965), S. 111-124., hier
S.114-115.und S. 119.

18 M. BEDNARZ: Sanctus Petrus de Bazoatio w Kronice Galla Anonima, Studia Historyezne 14 (1971),
S. 429-430.

Y'Vel: SRH 1, S. 316-317.: ,,Deinde sanctus rex: venit in civitatem, que Vetus Buda vocatnr una oum filio sno
Sancto Emerico et regina. Et cum bi non invenisset aliqunod pium opus in Christo, in quo possit laudari Creator
onminm, statint sanctissimus 1ex de thezanro predicti Kean ducis Bulgarorum et Sclanorum, quem occiderat, cepit in
medio civitatis edjficare grande cenobinm in honore apostolornm Petri et Panli, ditando illud multis precliis et simili
libertate Romane ecclesie fulciends, in memoriam et honorem curie Romane, quam corporaliter visitarat. Dum igitur
edificaretnr; magisti lapicide de Grecia ducti erant et sanclissinus rex: cum regina ratione devotionis ibidem degebant.
Regina antem oruces, tabulas et ornamenta procurabat. Quia vero illid grande apus inceptum mimltos annos conduxerat,
ideo vivente Sancto Stephano rege illud cenobinm non potnit consumar, sed volente Deo post multum femporis
sancissimus rex Ladislans, nepos eonsdens Beati Stephani, illud opus consumavit, ut scilicet possit adimplere votum
proavi sui, sicit inferius plenins declaribatur”

20 J. KARACSONYT: Péter kiraly és az 6-budai ptépostsag, Szdzadok 32 (1897), S. 291-297.

28



BEMERKUNGEN ZU ,,BAZOARTUM® ...

viel spater T. Lewicki von ihm unabhingig, ebenso aufgrund von arabischen
Quellen belegen konnen, der wie Karacsonyi die Wortinderung Badoar-Bazoar in
den Mittelpunkt seiner Argumentation stellte, aufgrund wessen er darauf schloss,
dass Gallus unter Bazoarum Buda verstanden haben kann?' Nachdem
tberzeugend nachgewiesen werden konnte, dass die Eintragung der Ungarischen
Chronik tiber die Griindung der Ofner Kirche von Stefan dem Heiligen einer
spateren, im 13. Jh. durchgefiihrten Interpolation von Magister Akos von Akos zu
verdanken ist,> und da die Parallele Badoar-Bazoar auch durch das Geschichtswerk
von Anonymus nachgewiesen werden kann,” fand die Identifizierung von
Bazoatium mit Buda sowohl in die ungarische* als auch die polnische
Geschichtsschreibung® ihren Weg,

Unabhingig davon, dass die Ubereinstimmung von Bazoarium mit Buda nicht
bestritten werden kann, * bedarf die Problematik von Bazoarium notwendig
Fragestellungen, deren Beantwortung wegen der wenigen Quellenangaben nur in
Form von hypothetischen Feststellungen erfolgen kann.

Insofern Gallus Anonymus tatsichlich die noch nicht beendete Kirche in
Buda gesehen hat, trigt seine Information einen tiberaus groflen Wert, da in der
mittelaltetlichen ungaﬁschen Geschichtsschreibung eine grofle Unsicherheit zu
bemerken ist, mit wem die Errichtung dieser Kirche verbunden werden kann.
AuBer der oben erwihnten Interpolation von Magister Akos sei hier eine andere
(offenbar auch spitere) Eintragung des Kapitels 124. der Ungarischen Chronik
erwihnt, laut deren Géza 1. (1074-1077) die Kirche bauen lie.”” Das gibt auch ein
Indiz dafir, dass wegen der im allgemeinen ungiinstigen Beurteilung der Regierung
von Peter fiir die spiteren Fortsetzer der Chronik keine ILehnen vorhanden waren,
anhand deren sie den Bau der Kirche hitten mit Peter verbinden kénnen. Im
Lichte dessen ist noch mehr interessant, woher Gallus Anonymus tber die
Bautitigkeit von Peter erfahren haben darf?

21T LEWICKE: Bazoarium w Kronice Galla-Anonima, Onomastica 13 (1968), S. 164-171., bes. S. 170-
171.

2 E. MALYUSZ: Az V. Istvin-kori gesta, Budapest, 1971, 18; Jobannes de Thurocz; Chronica Hungarorum. I1.
Commentarii L.~ Composuit - Elemér Mdbyusg, - adjmvante Julio Kristd, Budapest, 1988 (im weiteren
Commentarii), S. 278.

2 P. Magistrs, qui Anomymus dicitur; Gesta Hungarorum. Pragfatus st fexctumque recensuit AE. JAKUBOVICH.
Annotationes exegeticas adiecit D. PAIS, SRH L, S. 35.

2% Vgl: GY. GYORFFY: Budapest torténete az Arpad -kotban., in: L. GEREVICH (Hrsg): Budapest
torténete 1. Budapest tirténete az dskortdl ag Arpzzd -kor végéig, Budapest 1973, S. 217-350., S. 267,; V.
BERTALAN — J. ALTMANN: A kézépkori Obuda, in: Cs. Kiss — E MOCSY: Obﬂda w;:(agadaz Budapesg
1996, S. 139-200.

2> M. PLEZIA: Nowe studia nad Gallem-Anonimem, in: Mente et litteris. O kulturze i spoteczeristwie wiekdw
Srednich, Poznan, 1984, S, 111-121., bes. S. 111.

26 Hingegen setzte sich — unseres Erachtens unbegriindet, ohne Riicksicht auf die Feststellungen der
Literatur ein: GpP S. 77., Anm. 3.

27SRH 1, S. 395.: ,,Rex igitur Geysa fundavit ecclesiam Vaciensem et dotavit eam prediis multis et possessionibus.
Non solum ecclesiam illam, verum etiam Budensem, cui constituit tributum de Pesth et tres villas in Sinvigio ac ornamenta
pretiosa”
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In dieser Angelegenheit dient selbst die Gesta mit wertvollen Informationen,
indem da berichtet wird, dass die Kirche ,,bis zum heutigen Tage* (usque ad diem
hodiernam) nicht vollstindig beendet wurde. Wenn man der Bemerkung von Gallus
glauben kann, kann man darauf schlielen, dass die Kenntnis von Bazoatium auf
einer ganz frischen, mit der Entstehung der Gesta zeitgendssischen Information
ruht. Frage ist also, woher diese Nachricht fiir Gallus bekannt wurde?

Vor der historischen Forschung steht schon seit langem klar, dass der Autor
der Gesta auf dem polnischen Furstenhof mit den zur Fassung seines Werkes
wichtigsten Hinweisen versorgt wurde, da darf er auch die dynastischen
Traditionen der Piasten kennengelernt haben. Es hegt auch daran kein Zweifel,
dass Gallus Anonymus diesbeztiglich von einem der engsten Vertrauensminner
von Bolestaw III. Schiefmund, Kanzler Michael von Adwaniec untertichtet
wurde” Die Rolle in der Entstehung des Werkes betont nimlich selbst Gallus: er
erwihnt den Kanzler in der Epistel des Ersten und Zweiten Buches, wobei er sich
selbst im Ersten Buch swiprmor, ihn aber gpifexe des Werkes nennt” Unseres
Erachtens ist es nicht auszuschlieSen, dass die Kenntnis von Bazoatrium ebenso
aufgrund einer vom Krakauer Hof stammender Information ruht.

Es ist wohlbekannt, dass die geistig-ideale Zusammenfassung des Inhaltes der
Gesta im Kapitel 25 des Dritten Buches zu lesen ist. Neben vieler, tiberaus
wichtger Feststellungen des Autors tber die Griinde und Notwendigkeit des
Unterganges von Zbigniew, dem Halbbruder von Bolestaw III. Schiefmund hat
dieses Kapitel die Pilgerfahrt des Firsten nach Ungarn aufrechterhalten. Gallus
Anonymus berichtete ausfiihrlich tiber die Ungarnreise von Bolestaw; und au3er
der Angabe konkreter Reiseziele, d. h. Somogyvar und Székesfehérvar (...iter
peregtinacionis ad Sanctum Egidium sanctumque regem  Stephanum...
consumavit),” hat auch bemerkt, dass der Fiirst Bischofssitze, Abteien und
Priposituren besucht hat., und manchmal dies in der Begleitung von Konig
Koloman erfolgte.”!

Aufgrund dieser Angabe der Gesta ist hinzunehmen, dass die Informationen
tiber Konig Peters Bautitigkeit auch als Folge der Pilgerfahrt in Krakau bekannt
geworden sind. Das weist auch darauf hin, dass tiber Kénig an der Wende des 11-

28 Fiir die guten Beziehungen der Piasten und der Adwaniec-Familie siche: PLEZIA, Kronika Galla, S.
40-41.; T. GRUDZINSK: Ze studiéw nad kronika Galla. Rozbidr keytyczny pietwszej ksiegi, Zapiski
Towmgymml\ ankowego 1w Torunin, 17 (1951:3-4), S. 69-113., 20 (1954), S. 29-100., 23 (1957), S. 1-58, hier
(1951) S. 81-112; J. BIENIAK: Polska elita polityczna XII wieku (Czese 11 Wréida i zgoda), in: S.K.
KUCZYNSKI (ed.): Spleczeristwo Polski Sredniowieczng, t. 3, Warszawa, 1985, S. 2-49., bes. S. 25-28., S. 32.,
sowie Anm. 67. Vgl. noch GpP, S. XXXI. Hingegen dennoch: J. ADAMUS: O monarchii Gallowe,
Warszawa, 1952, S. 37.,S. 53. und bes. S. 79.

2 Gallus 1., epistola: . ..necnon etiam cooperators suo venerabili cancellario Michael, ceptigue laboris opifici...”
Ebenda, I1. epistola: ,,. . .cogperatori imitande religionis Michaeli cancellario. . .”

30 Gallus. 111, c. 25.

3V Ebenda, 1L, c. 25: ,,Ad quecumque locum episcapalens, vel abbaciam, vel preposituram dux septentrionalis
veniebat, episcopus ipsins loci, vel abbas, vel prepositus vel ipse rexc Ungarorum Colummannus aliquociens obviam
Bolezlano cum ordinata processione procedebat”’
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12. noch vielleicht in der lokalen oder regionalen Tradition bekannt war, dass er die
Kirche in Buda gebaut hat. Kann sein, dass die Umgebung von Bolestaw
unmittelbar von Koloman dartiber erfahren hat, weil wie Gallus dartiber berichtet,
nicht auszuschlieBen ist, dass sich Koloman und Boleslaw aul3er ihrer Begegnung
am Grab des Heiligen Stefan noch mehrmals getroffen haben.

Aber wenn ja auch in Form von einer Hypothese scheint notwendig zu sein,
niher nachzugehen, ob der Informator von Gallus Anonymus unabhingig von
der Richtigkeit der Ubereinstimmung von Bazoarium mit Buda, wirklich die in
Buda gebaute Kirche gesehen haben kann.

Wenn man den Text der Gesta fiir mal3gebend hilt, und in diesem Falle
scheint es erforderlich zu sein, ist aufgrund des Berichtes die Folgerung gezogen
werden, dass Konig Peter mit den Bauarbeiten angefangen hat (inchoavit), aber bis
heute, d. h. bis zur Entstehungszeit des Ersten Buches der Gesta kein Koénig in
dem Mafle oder in dem Ausmal} beendet hat, wie man es begonnen hat (ad
modum inchoationis). Der Text kann auch so verstanden werden, dass der
Vermittler der Information ein Gebéude vor sich hatte, das noch nicht fertig war.
Den halbfertigen Zustand der Kirche in Buda ist durch nicht schriftliche, sondern
materielle Quellen zu belegen, aufgrund deren nicht auszuschlieBen ist, dass man
die Kirche im 12. Jh. noch immer baute,” aber es widerspricht dieser Vermutung
die Kenntnis, laut deren die Beendung der Kirche mit Ladislaus dem Heiligen zu
verbinden ist, der eine jihrliche Geldsumme der Ofner Kirche zur Verfiigun,
stellte,” was darauf hinweist, dass die Beendung der Kirche ihm zu verdanken ist.’

Neben dem Text der Gesta und der zitierten Urkundenpassage ist auch die
Frage bemerkenswert, warum fir Gallus Anonymus wichtig wurde, tber eine
Kirchengriindung in seiner Gesta, in der er die etinnerungswiirdigen Taten von
Bolestaw III. verewigen wollte. Hinsichtlich der Konstruktion der Gesta vertritt
nimlich diese Bemerkung von Gallus Anonymus einzigartigen Wert, weil er sehr
wenige dhnliche Taten von Herrschern aufgezeichnet hat, und man fiige noch
hinzu: es geht hier nicht um die Kirchengriindung des Protagonisten des Werkes,
Bolestaw IIL, oder eines seiner Ahnen, sondern eines der Nebenfiguren der
Erzihlung, Unseres Erachtens liegt der Grund des Interesses an der Bautitigkeit
von Koénig Peter daran, dass sich der Auftraggeber der Gesta wegen des anderen,
mit Peter verbundenen Ereignisses, d. h. der Freilassung von Kasimir dem
Erneuerer fiir den ehemaligen ungarischen Konig an sich interessiert hat. Kasimir
der Erneuerer spielt wichtige Rolle unter den wiirdigen Vorfahren von Bolestaw

32 M. TOTH— E. MAROSI (ed.): Arpid-kori kdfaraguinyok. Kataljgns, Székesfehérvar, 1978, S.129.

33 Vgl.: Diplomata Hungariae Antiguissina accedunt epistolae et acta ad bistoriam Hungariae

pertinentia volumen 1 ab anno 1000 usque ad annum 1131 edendo operi G. GYORFFY, Budapest, 1992, S.
105.: ,...rex Ladislans ad usum fratrum Bodensis ecclesie scilicet CCCLX pensas singulis annis de sua camera
ordinaverat...”. Siche die Urkunde vollstindig bei: G. FEJER: Codex Diplomaticus Hungariae ecclesiasticns ac
civilis, 11, Budae, 1823, S. 129.

3% Commentarii, S. 276; Es wird ebenso Ladislaus als AbschlieBer der Arbeiten betrachtet von: E.
FUGEDT: Topogtfia és varosi fejlédés a kozépkori Obudan, Tanulminyok Budapest Mitlyiabdl 13 (1959),
S.7-56.,S. 20.
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I Er hat nidmlich die Ordnung nach dem Heidenaufstand wiederhergestellt. Die
Bedeutung dieses politischen Werkes, bzw. die Erinnerung der in Ostimittel-
Europa im 11. Jh. nicht unbekannten heidnischen Reaktion” datf zu Beginn des
12. Jh. noch wach sein, und Gallus Anonymus wollte auch nicht versdumen, tiber
die schidlichen Folgen der Rebellion zu betichten.”

Gallus Anonymus wollte durch die Schilderung der politischen Taten von
Kasimir dem Erneuerer fiir die Gegenwart Vorbild geben, was auch sehr
charakteristisch durch einen in den Mund des Firsten gegebenen Satz
nachvollzuziehen ist. Laut der Erzdihlung von Gallus Anonymus will Kasimir
seiner Mutter, die thn abreden wollte, nach Polen zutiickzukehtren, weil das Volk da
noch im Unglauben irre, und ithn sogar der Kaiser durch Donationen zum Bleiben
anregen wollte, folgendes geantwortet haben: |, Keerlei  miitterliches  oder
Onkelschaftserbe feann man ehremoller besitzen, als das viterliche”” Die zeithistotische
Bedeutung dieses Satzes ist klar und deutlich. Kasimir der Erneuerer gehorte zu
den Vorfahren von Bolestaw II1., die das Regnuz von Bolestaw 1. dem Tapferen
weitergebaut haben, und die fiir wichtig gehalten haben, die ,,vitetliche Erbschaft
zu pflegen. Konig Peter hat also durch seine, in der Gesta aufgezeichnete, in der
Hoftradition bewahrte, Kasimir gegentiber bewiesene grof3ziigige Handlung fur
Gallus Anonymus zum Weitetbauen des politischen Werkes von Bolestaw L
beigetragen. Fur Boestaw III. war natiidich die Bewahrung der Gestalt von
Kasimir dem Erneuerer wichtig, und daher wurde Gallus Anonymus diese in der
Hoftradition bewahrte Geschichte bekanntgegeben. Der Fakt, dass die
Kirchengriindung von Peter in der Gesta eingetragen wurde, weist darauf hin, dass
sich Bolestaw III. tiber die dynastischen Gesichtpunkte hinaus fir Konig Peter
interessiert hat. Man kann daher nicht ausschlieBen, dass er im Laufe seiner
Pilgerfahrt in Ungarn auch hinsichtlich des aus der eigenen Hoftradition bekannten
Konigs otientieren wollte. Es ist nicht unvorstellbar, dass er wihrend der Reise die
vielleicht noch in Bau befindliche Kirche gesehen hat. Es ist dennoch weitethin
fraglich, warum Boleslaw eben diese Kirche beobachtet haben soll, deren Griinder
man damals in Ungarn nicht zu hoch geschitzt hat?

Wie bereits darauf hingewiesen wurde, hat Gallus Anonymus in seinem
Bericht tiber die Pilgerfahrt Bolestaws erwihnt, dass der Fiirst auch bischéflichen
Sitze (locus episcopalem) aufgesucht hat. Obwohl man vom Text nichts niheres
erfihrt, um welche Zentren es sich handelte. Wenn man dennoch die
Hauptreiseziele des Firsten in Betracht zieht, ist das von Somogyvar nicht fern
liegende Pécs nicht auszuschlieflen, wo Konig Peter bestattet wurde. Als wichtiger
Faktor dieser Argumentation sei hier erwihnt, dass die Basilika von Pécs laut

3 Vgl: CH. LUBKE: Das ,junge Europa” in der Krise: Gentilreligiése Herausforderung um 1000,
Zeitschrift fiir Ostmittelenropaforschung 50 (2001), 4., S. 475-496., S. 477., und bes. Anm. 6; DERS.: Das dsthiche
Eurgpa, Miinchen, 2004.

36 Gallus 1., c 18-21.

37 Ebenda, 1., . 19: ,,Nulla hereditas avuncrlorun vel materna iustius vel honestins possidebitur quam paterna.”
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Informationen der Ungarischen Chronik im Jahre 1064 abgebrannt hat,” und die
bauhistorischen Forschungen tiber Pécs belegen, dass der Wiederaufbau im 12. Jh,
noch im Gange war,” die Beschreibung also, dass die Kitche in Bazoatium von
Peter begonnen wurde, aber noch nicht beendet ist, ist fiir Pécs charakteristisch.

Unseres Erachtens ist nicht auszuschliefen, dass Bolestaw II1. sich in Ungarn
nach Konig Peter erkundigt hat. Hochstwahrscheinlich wurde er tber die
Kirchengriindungen von Peter unterrichtet. Entweder hat Bolestaw und seine
Umgebung die Kirche in Buda gesehen, oder wurden dartiber zur Kenntnis
gesetzt, dass der Grinder dieser Pripositur auch Peter ist. Da Gallus Anonymus
eindeutig dartiber schreibt, dass Boleslaw bischofliche Sitze aufgesucht hat, ist
nicht auszuschlieen, dass er auch Pécs aufgesucht hat, wo der fiir ihn wichtige
Konig beigesetzt wurde. Gallus Anonymus hat die notwendigen Informationen
zur Fassung seiner Gesta aus der Umgebung von Bolestaw erhalten, und ist leicht
vorstellbar, dass sein Informator, oder er selbst die zwel, von Peter gegriindete
Kirchen so verwechselt haben, dass die in Pécs gesehene, wegen der Abbrennung
noch halbfertige Kirche mit der in den auslindischen Quellen tblichen
Bezeichnung von Buda identifiziert hat, weil der Griinder und das Patrozinium in
beiden Fillen tibereinstimmen.

(B0

¥SRHL,S.363.
39 TOTH-MAROSL: Arpddkori. .., S. 137.
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Regnum et communitas regni': représentations de la ‘patrie’ dans la
littérature légendaire hongroise et dans les chroniques®

Abstract

The present paper assume the manifestations in the main narative sources (legends and cronicles) of
two crucial terms of the medieval ,state” and society notions, ’pattia” and ’regnum’ as well. The
manifestations and an essay of reconstruction of their relations and their connotations are presented
in the Annexe.
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La production de I'historiographie hongroise, concernant les représentations de la
patrie’, tenu compte de celle de I'Europe Occidentale, semble étre faible.
Iinsuffisance des recherches générales et spéciales (p. ex. études de cas) a produit
que des études comparatives ne sont pas disponibles. Seul quelques chercheurs se
sont intéressés a ce probleme, en espérant de retrouver le caractére *national’ de la
Hongrie médiévale. On doit ici référer aux études de Jozsef Deér, de Jend Szics,
de Jozsef Perényi et de Gyula Kiristo.! Cependant, les conceptions de ces

* Détude présente est la version élargie de ma communication tenu au ,,Colloque franco-hongtrois
Espace, frontieres et identités de 'Europe Patis, 22-24 novembre 2001”. Elle est soutenu par la
Fondation ,,OTKA” n. TS049775.

!]. DEER, K(")Z('isségérzés és nemzettudat a XI-XIIL szazadi Magyarorszagon [Sentiment de
communauté et esprit national en Hongrie aux XI1—XIII¢ sicles], dans A grff Klebelsberg Kino Magyar
Torténetkntatd Intézet Evkinyve 11, Budapest, 1934, 93-111,; ]. DEER, A magyar nemzeti Ontudat
kialakuldsa [La formation de Pidentité nationale hongroise], Ma(gyamgtﬂdowa@f 2(1936), 1-34,; J. DEER
Pogdny magyarsig, kerestény magyarsdg [Hongrois paiens, Hongrois chrétiens|, Budapest, 1938.; J. SZUCS,
,»Nationalitit” und ,Nationalbevulitsein” im Mittelater. Versuch einer einheitlichen Begriffsprache.
Adta Historica Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 18 (1972), 1-38, 245-266; ]. SZUCS, Nemszet és tirténelenn.
Tanulmdnyok [Nation et état. Etudes|, Budapest, 1974.; ]. SZUCS, A magyar nemzeli tndat ialakuldsa. Két
tanulmdny a kérdés - elitirténetébil [La formation de lesprit national hongrois. Deux études des
antécédents], (I ZIMONYI, (éd.), Magyar Ostorténet Konyvtdr 3) Szeged, 1992; J. PERENYIL, A
magyar ,,nemzeti ontudat” fejlédése a 11-13. szézadban [Lévolution de ,Iidentité nationale”
hongroise aux X1—XI1I¢ siecles|, Newzetisg a feudalizmms koriban. Tanulmanyok. (Brtekezések a torténeti
tudomanyok korébél. Uj sorozat 64.) Budapest, 1972.; Gy. KRISTO, A magyar dllan megsziiletése La
naissance de I'état hongrois], (Szegedi Kézépkortorténeti Konyvtar 8.) Szeged, 1995 (dans ce qui suit :
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chercheurs ne s'efforcaient pas explicitement a raccueillir les manifestations des
termes représentant la *patrie’, plutot a construire un modele théoretique. (Seul le
dernier de ces chercheurs, Gyula Krist6 avait lintention de presenter les
manifestations du terme *pattia’ dans les sources de 'époque Arpadienne.”)

Un grand défaut, donc, de lhistoriographie hongroise est le manque des
recherches systématigues de 'usage et surtout de la signification des termes suivants:
regnum, patria. Une telle étude a été réalisée pour la “patria’, référant 'Europe
Occidentale, par Thomas Eichenberget.” Les recherches hongtoises ont emprunté,
en cas échéant, ses résultats.’

Iétude présente massume point, bien entendu, de résoudre ce probleme. 1l est
évident pourtant, qu on ne peut pas se prononcer sur la signification et le contenu
de ce terme ’pattia’ sans avoir parcourir les sources narratives. Je dois préciser ici
que Iétude compléte des chartes de I'époque Arpadienne reste en grande partie
hors de I'analyse.

Au niveau des sources narratives j’ai analysé les textes suivants’ :

Légendes : Chroniques : Autre :

Legenda maior S. Stephani regis (avant 1083),  _Anonymi (P. magistri) Gesta Libellus de institutione
Legenda minor S. Stephani regis (vers 1083),  Hungarornm (vers 1210), morum (avant 1031)

Legenda ab Hartvico episcopo conscripta (vers Magistri Rogerii Carmen Miserabile
1100), (1242-1243),

Legenda s. Emerici ducis (vers 1100), Simonis de Keza Gesta Hungarornm
Legenda S. Ladislai regis (début du XI1I¢ s,  (1282-1285),
Legenda maior S. Gerardi episcopi (XIVe s.) Chronici Hungarici compositio saeculi

XIV. (avant 1358)

Ces sources englobent lensemble de la période Arpadienne et peuvent
montrer d’'une facon representanves la rélation entre I'usage et la signification des
deux termes regnum’ et ’pattia’ — au moins au niveau des sources narratives.

KRISTO 1995); Gy. KRISTO, A magyar nemet megsziiletése [La naissance de la nation hongtoise], (Szegedi
Kézépkortorténet Konyvtar 12) Szeged, 1997 (dans ce qui suit : KRISTO 1997).

211 a cherché a tetrouver le terme “pattie’, comme équivalent de regnum’ (royaume): KRISTO 1995,
50-52. Plus tard, lors de la présentation de la naissance de la nation hongroise il a raccueilli les
manifestations du terme ’pattia’ représentant la pattie : KRISTO 1997, 225-228.

3 'T. EICHENBERGER, Patria. Studien zur Bedeutung des Wortes im Mittelalter (6—12. Jabrbundert), Nationes 8.)
Sigmaringen, 1991.

+ Cf.: KRISTO 1995, 50-51; KRISTO 1997, 225-226.

5 Les références citées ici furent publiées dans : Segptores rerun Hungaricarnm tempore ducum regumgque
stirpis Arpadianae gestarnm. Edendo opeti praefuit Emeticus SZENTPETERY, I-1I, Budapestini, 1937-
1938, (dans ce qui suit : SRH) Libellus : II, 611-628. (J. BALOGH, éd.); Légende majeure, mineure de
saint Etienne, la compilation de 'évéque Hartvic : 1T, 363—440. (E. BARTONIEK, éd.); Légende de saint
Emeric : II, 441-460. (E. BARTONIEK, éd.); Légende majeur de saint Gérard : II, 461-506. (L
MADZSAR, éd.); Légende de saint Ladislas : I, 507-528. (E. BARTONIEK, éd.); Anonymus : I, 13-118.
(E. JAKUBOVICH, éd.); Rogerius : II, 543-588. (L. JUHASZ, éd.); Simon de Keza : I, 129-194. §.
DOMANOVSZKY, éd.); Chronici Hungarici compositio saeculi XIV : I, 217-507. (S. DOMANOVSZKY,
éd.).
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I’Annexe I contient la représentation textuelle des deux termes, formée a la base
des sources-mémes, ’Annexe II montre 'usage des termes correspondant a leurs
significations. Enfin, Annexe III premet d’avoir une vue sur les relations des
sources narratives.

I. Regnum
Le terme “regnun? était, d’apres le témoignage des sources narratives, le plus répandu
a I’époque étudiée (XI*-XIII* siccles) pour désigner territorialement les cadres de
I'nstallation d’un peuple — soit barbar ou chrétien —, d'une monarchie chrétienne.
Les deux cas correspondent étroitement, car, dans le premier, le regnum’ est le
territoire étant sous la domination du peuple entier ou de la tribu dirigeante (sl y a
question des barbares), dans le deuxiéme, il précise le terrain qui reconnait
lautorité d’un seul souverain (rex). Il n'est pas étonnant donc que dans le premier
cas on trouve souvent comme synonime le terme Zrra, en revanche, dans le
deuxiéme on se sert plutot des notions suivantes: “wonarchid, ’patrid et d'une fagon
isolée “respublicd. Les diftérentes traductions réferent explicitement cette variabilité :
dans le premier 'on a I'habitude de prend le terme pays’ ou bien Zrre), dans le
deuxiéme C’est généralement le terme pays’ou bien #at’

Le ’regnum’ des1gne 'ensemble du territoire du peuple ou du roi qui peut étre
mis en opposmon a une entité territoriale contraire a lautorité de ce premier. 11
nest pas étonnant donc I'usage de ce terme dans la Composition de chronique du
XIVe siecle, c. 65. : ,,Universorum regni eins [sc. Gyula) latissimmm et opulentissimum
monarchie Hungarte adinneit. ... Dicitur antem regnum illsd Hungarice Erdeelw...”” 1e
territoire (,,/¢at #ibal’) de Gyula, celuici seul représentant de lautorité en
Transylvanie a 'époque de saint Etienne, a pu recevoir le , titre” regnum’ de la part
du chroniqueur. Ie roi Etienne I'a privé, vers 1003, de sa puissance et des
territoires, la Transylvanie a été intégrée dans le royaume. Ce dernier est désigné ici
par le terme onarchia’ qui a la fonction de montrer clairement les différences
qualitatives (supériorité’) entre les deux entités.

Cependant, le regnum’, conformément a ce qui a été dit sur la tertitorialité, est
a la fois un terme politique. 1l représente non seulement I'étendue territoriale, mais
lautorité du chef de tribu, du roi. On pense ici aux constructions fort répandues
dans les textes qui juxtaposent au regnum’ Padjectif possessif suunz’. Dans ce cas la
formule ,,regnum sunni” désigne non seulement (et sourtout pas) le territoire, mais
plutét le pouvoir. La méme peut étre dit de I'usage du pronom possessif “eins’. Le
caractere politique est encore plus renforcé dans le cas ou le regnum’ est associé a
une insigne de pouvoir (,,dzadena regni”’, corona regn’), ou bien lorsque la source
réfere a exercice du pouvoir (p. ex. ,gubernaculun: regni”).

Tenu compte des références analysées et distribuées, cet usage politico-
tertitorial semble étre durable, constant dans la période analysée. Le terme regnum’
est présent dans les sources cités a 243 lieux. Il se répartit différemment parmi elles,

6 KRISTO 1995, 47-53.
7SRH 1, 315.
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mais un pourcentage pourrait étre insignifiant étant donné que les textes ne sont
pas a comparaitre d’une fagon quantitative. Il est clair que le contenu du terme
balancait entre la signification territoriale et politique. Il est évident que le terme
regnum’ étant fout sen/ dans le texte référe plutdt a la signification territoriale.
Composé — constitué d’un adjectif possessif, d’'un pronom possessif, d'une insigne de
pouvoir ou bien d'une notion de son exercice — le ’regnum’ devient plutot
,»politique”. Je pense utile de patler ainis d’un ,,regnum territorial” et d'un ,,regnum
politique”.

La signification politique du terme ’regnum’ n'est pas cependant homogene
qui me permet de préciser ce qui est dit la-dessus. Le premier élément stable est le
rol, bien entendu. Lautre, le ,,peuple” est déja plus hétérogene. Les sources le
désigne souvent sous le terme ,populus reggn?’. Mais qui est-ce qui constitue ce
peuple? Les références montrent une variété assez riche: , populus regni”, ,,tam nobiles,
quant ignobiles”, . principes, comites, milites”, . optimates”’, etc. Du point de vue de 'exercice
du pouvoir le peuple ,entier”; ainsi que les ,,ignobiles” sont moins importants aux
rédacteurs des textes. Cependant les , principes, comites, milites”, et les , optimates” ont
un role primordial. Ceux sont eux forment I’élite politique et qui est ainsi I'élément
de base du ,,regnum politique”. Elle semble étre homogene, car les références
citées la mentionnent sans aucune distinction sociale lors des actes de I'exercice du
pouvoit.

Pourtant, a la fin du XIII* siecle (1282-1285), I'un des chroniqueurs, Simon de
Keza a établit une construction spéciale concernant les éléments constitutifs de ce
,»regnum politique”. Pour éclairer ce probleme, il est utile a parcourir une citation
de son oeuvre intitulée ,,Gesta Hungarorum™ :

spe - Humii ... n unium congregats, capitaneos inter se, scilicet duces vel principes pragfecerunt. . ..
Constituernnt quogue inter e reclorem ... qui communen exercitum indicaret, dissidentinm lites
sopiret, castigaret malefactores, fures ac latrones. Ita quidem, ut si rector idem immoderatam
Sententian definiret, communitas in irvitunm revocaret, ervanten: capitaneurn et rectorent deponeres,
quiando vellet. Consietudo etenim ista legitima inter Hunos sive Hungaros usque ad tempora
ducis Geyehe, filii Tocsun inviolabiliter exctitit observata. Antequam ergo baptizati fuissent
Hungari et effecti Christians, sub tali voce praecones in castis ad exervitum Hungaros
adunabant: ,\Vox Dei et populi Hungarici, quod die tali nnusquisque armatis in tali loco
praccise debeat comparere commmnitatis consilinm praeceptumaque anditurns.” Quicingue ergo
edictunt contenmpsisset practendere non valens rationens, lex: Scitica per medinm cultro buins(mod)
detruncabat, vel exponi in cansas desperatas, ant detrudi in communinm servitutem. | itia itague
et exccessus buins(mods) unun Hungarum ab alio separavit, alias cum unus pater et una mater
ommes Hungaros procreavit, quomodo unus nobilis, alter innobilis diceretur, nisi victus per tales

L 3
casus criminis haberetnr”

Le point de départ de cette analyse est Iidentification des Huns et des Hungari
établie par Simon de Keza. Dans cette conception les deux peuples sont identiques.
La citation insérée traite le régime politique, ainsi que la société des Huns-Hongrois.

8 SRH I, 147-148.
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Lélément de base est la awmmunitas qui établit des capitaines (capitanes, duces, prineipes)
et des juges (recores). I7auteur cherche a retrouver la raison les différences sociales
présentes a son époque. La communauté doit toujours se réunir en forme d’une
assemblée de 'armée. Ceux qui s’absentent sans aucune raison acceptable trouvent
trois types de punition : exécution, perte du statut civil, servitude de la
communauté. Enfin, écrit Simon de Keza, c’est la raison de la présence des
différences sociales existantes.

Au niveau du régime politique, la communauté a un role primordial. Aucune
décision ne peut pas ctre fait sans consensus du roi (Attla pour les Huns,
prédecessurs des Hongrois, et Arpad pour les Hongrois) et de la communauté.
Cette derniere est décisive, elle n’est plus subordinée au pOUVO]I »royal” qui est déja
une nouveauté remarquable par rapport aux références des é ¢poques antérieures. La
communauté, en forme d’un corps politique, a le pouvoir de créer des institutions
politiques (capitanei, duces, principes, rector), de rassembler le conseil de la communauté
— évidemment pour décider leurs propres affaires. Il est logique qu’elle possede le
droit de changer le statut civil des membres de la communauté. Toute cette
structure fait allusion aux institutions corporatives, fort répandues a I'époque de
Simon de Keza. Sa formation, liée a la France et I'ltalie du Nord, lui a permit de
transmettre des modeles par lesquels il a pu dessiner le régime politique hongrois
contemporain qui prenait ses racines dans les changements et les nouveautés socio-
politiques de la deuxieme partie du XIII° siecle.

Les sources antérieures au texte de Simon de Keza ont décrit I'exercice du
pouvoir, cest-a-dire le fonctionnement du regnum’ comme un processus ou la
relation du souverain et du "peuple’ est une sorte de subordination : , papulus regni”,
populus regi subditns’. Dans cette structure le *peuple’ a transmit le pouvoir au
souverain et a renoncé a lexercer directement. IJoeuvre de auteur anonyme
désigné par le sigle ,,P. dicius magster” — dit ,, Anomymus” dans Thistotiographie
hongtroise — est un pomt de transition. Cétait lui qui a décrit I'histoire du peuple
hongtrois en focusant a l'occupation du bassin des Carpathes. Il a donné un cadre
politique tres fort a ce processus : les Hongrois, arrivés dans le bassin, ont établi les
frontiétes de , 'état” (,,mefax regm' Huﬂgaﬁe”, firatis obstaculis constitnernnt ferminos regni
Hzm(garz ). I 'est pas sans intérét de voire rapidement que les éléments constitutifs
du ’regnum pothue sont d'un part le souverain (p. ex. Arpad) et les grands
(. principales personaé”). Ces derniers décident des fois a leur propre gré, établissent les
fronticres, lancent des campagnes militaites.” P ex. : C. 22. : “Zobolsu, Thosu et
Tubutum initio consilio constituernnt, ut meta regni ducis Arpad esset in porta Mezesina.”'’; C.
23, “Thosu et Zobolsu nec non Tubutum ... plures dies ibi manserunt, donec confinia regni
firmaverunt obstaculis firmissinis.™"!

La conception de Simon de Keza dépasse largement la théorie d’Anonymus.
La communauté ("ancien peuple) exercice directement et presquuniquement le

9 Cf. : KRISTO 1997, 221-222.
10 SRH T, 64.
11 SRH 1, 64.
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pouvoir. Si on prend en considération les moments de décisions décrits dans son
Gesta Hungarorm, on retrouve le processus suivant: la communauté ¢ (ensuite) le
souverain sont la sources des actes. En premier lieu, C’est la commmnitas regni qui est
décisive.

Comme cela a été dit plus haut, la théotie de Simon de Keza est non
seulement une conception politique, mais un reflet social. Elle s’est inscrite
étroitement aux changements politico-sociaux de la deuxieme partie du XIII® siccle.
Le coeur du probleme était la transformation de la notion de la noblesse. Elle
désignait méme au tournant du XII° et du XIII* siecle Iélite sociale qui participait
au fonctionnement du ’regnum’. La Bulle I’Or de 1222 et sa rénovation en 1231
contenait — entre autres — les droits et les obligations des servientes regis qu1 devaient
au roi surtout des services militaires. Plusieurs indices montrent qu'eux — qui
s'identifiaient volotiers aux nobles et désignant ainsi non seulement Iélite sociale —, ils
ont participé activement au fonctionnement de I'administration des comitats (p. ex.
en 1269 dans le comitat de Zala: ,,universi nobiles de comitatn Zaladiens?”). 17année
1267 est fort importante de ce point de vue. Cette année 'administration royale a
avoué I'identification des servientes regis et les nobiles regni () et élargi ainsi le sens de la
noblesse : ,,Servientes regis qui nobiles regni Hungarie dieuntnr®’. (L’ancienne élite désigné
nobiles s’est servi a cette époque de la notion baronesl) Ce décret de 1267 a prescrit la
congrégation (le 20 aout, a Székesfehérvar [Alba Regia]) de deux nobies par comitats
pour pouvoir prononcer leurs plaids. Cette méme année les nobles ont convoqué,
pres d’Esztergom, une congrégation (commmnis congregatio) qui a représenté déja les
nobiles regni. Le décret de 1290/1291 a répété la préscription de 1267, et, dans les
années 1290, sous le régne d’André III (1290-1301) la présence des nobles, en
forme de aommunitas, était partie intégrale de P'exercice du pouvoit.'

Simon de Keza, en se basant sur les changements sociaux et politiques de son
époque, bien informé, étant donné qu'il était fidelis clericns Ladistai regis (Ladislas 1V,
1272-1290) a créé une théorie politico-sociale pour les raisonner. Dans ce sens,
cotrespondant aux événements cités ici, i a changé fondamentalement la
signification du terme ,tegnum politique”, car la nobilitas, en formant une
communauté (cwmmunitas) est devenue non seulement #7 élément, mais plutot le
composant décisif de celui-ci.

La composition de chronique du XIV* siecle a beaucoup usé le texte de Simon
de Keza. Pourtant, cette théorie fort complexe nma pas survécu dedans, la
Chronique est revenue plutot a I'usage traditionnel (souverain et populus subditus)
du terme ’regnum’.

IL. Patria

Les manifestations du terme ’patria’ sont plus limitées que celles du regnum’. La
représentation monte a 24, cependant plusieurs sources sont privées d’elles. Voici
les textes analysées :

12 Cf. : ). GERICS, A korai rendiség Enrdpdban és Magyarorszdgon, Budapest, 1987, 250-296.
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Légendes : Chroniques : Autre :
Legenda maior S. Stephani regis (avant 1083), Anonymi (P. magistri) Gesta Libellus de institutione
Legenda minor S. Stephani regis (vers 1083), Hungarorum (vers 1210), morum (avant 1031)
Legenda ab Hartvico episcopo conseripta (vers 1100), — Simonis de Kega Gesta Hungarorum
Legenda maior S. Gerardi episcopi (XIVe s.) (1282-1285)

Dans Thistoriographie hongroise, les recherches portant sur les significations
de ce terme portent des défauts remarquables. Seul Gyula Kiristé a essayé de
regrouper les manifestaﬁons de ce terme. En se basant sur la monographie
dElchenberger il a analysé les significations du terme ’patria’. Ces recherches
avaient le point de départ, conformément aux résultats d’Eichenberger, le ,,fait”
quraux XI—XII* siecles le terme désignait le pays ou la région de naissance, il avait donc
une connotation fort local, mais il a changé de contenu au XIII° siécle, lorsquil a eu
un élargissement territorial et correspondu déja au royaume. En plus, pres de cet
élargissement, il a recu un caractere ,,national”. Pour éclairer ce dernier, Kristd sest
servi des chartes des années 1270."

Drapres le témoignage des sources citées dans ’Annexe I la transition du /oca/
au royanme ne peut pas étre marquée d’une facon méchanique. Les références
montrent une multiplicité des significations. Les sources légendaires usent le terme
‘patria’ dans le sens pays (regnum au niveau territorial). Seul les constructions
Senda patrid’, . defenditur patria’ peuvent former des exceptions :

1) Legenda maior Sancti Stephani regis, c. 1. : “Non remansit patria neque natio, ubi

quornndam miserationis Christi non fuisset assumptio. ”“

2) Legenda maior Sancti Stephani regis, c. 14. : “Contra quem [sc. Conradum

imperatorem| rex [Stephanus| nsultum habens epzqubomm et principum, ad tuendam

patriam armatos totins Ungarie contrasit ™,

de meéme : 3) Legenda ab Hartvico episcopo consctipta, c. 16. : “Contra quem [sc.

Conradum imperatorem| rex [Stephanus| consultum habens episcoporum et principum, ad

tuendam patriam armatos totins Ungarie contracxif ™

4) Legenda minor Sancti Stephani regis, c. 2. : “Sancta dei ecclesia in pace collocata et ex

Romana anctoritate iuste ordinata, gens Byssenorum ... patrie eins confinia demoliri agressa est.
. Rex ...oum ergo circa mediam horam diei sopori indulgeret ... videbatur assantibus

pmom/zz‘er inimicis patrie logui et quasi eos terrendo proferre. ..”*

On peut y insérer une représentation du Libellus de institutione morum, c.
VIL. : De magnitudine consilii : “Consilio quiden constitunntur reges, determinantur regna,
defenditur patria ...”"

13 EICHENBERGER, gp. dif.

14 KRISTO 1997, 225-228.

> SRH 1, 378.

10 SRH 11, 389 ; cf. : KRISTO 1997, 227.
17 SRH 11, 423.

18 SRH 11, 397.

19 SRH 11, 625 ; cf. : KRISTO 1997, 226.
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Dans le premier la traduction, en se servant du mot ’pays’, peut étre valable.
En revanche le deuxi¢me et le troisiéme nous informent de la #uitio de la *pattia’ qui
peut étre traduit et par le terme “patrie’ et par le *pays’, car il ne peut pas étre décidé
le contenu sentimental (national) de cette manifestation. La ’pattia’ surgie dans la
quatricme porte deux significations : la premicre référe plutot la signification ’pays’,
la deuxieme (inimicis patrie) porte quelque connotation émotionelle qu’on peut
traduire par 'usage du terme ’patria’. Mais, de la méme maniere celui du ’pays’ peut
étre raisonné.

Les autres sources (Anonymus et Simon de Keza) témoignent d’'un usage
similaite du terme ’patria’. Anonymus, lorsqu’il emploie, c’est avec surtout la
signification d’un ’pays’ qu’il le fait. Dans les chapitres 14, 16, 20, 38, 42, 44, donc
six sur huit, les ’patries’ désignent telle ou telle région du point de vue
géographique. Cependant le contexte affirme qu’il s’agit ici des entités politiques
que Pauteur anonyme a congues comme des *pays’ subordonnés a la dominations
des Arpads et non pas comme des régions géographiques. Je ferais allusion aussi
l'usage intéressant du verbe repatriare qui désigne toujours revenir dans le pays’.
Simon de Keza s’est servi (6 cas) de la signification ’pays’ du terme ’patria’.

Le caractere régionale du terme ’patrie’ n'a pas trouvé chemin dans les sources
narratives. Gyula Kristd, dans son oeuvre consacrée a la naissnce de la nation
hongtoise a établit uns série de criteres par lesquels il a présenté ce processus. Le
dernier critere a été le terme ’patria’. Il a affirmé que l'usage de la ’patrie’; dans le
sens , lieu/région de naissance” — dit en hongtois actuel ,,pattie étroite” — avait été
le premier. Mais 'usage de cette signification ne peut pas étre approuvé dans les
sources, comme on I'a vu. Seul quelques diplomes référent cette connotation:

1) 1235 : diplome : “coram multis nobilibus patriaé™;

2) 1237 : diplome = “rnabilibus illius patriae tam maioribus quam minoribus™";

3) vers 1248 : dipléme “nxta mores patriad ™,

4) 1261 : dipléme du roi Béla V. : “comses patriae™

Dans les années 1270 — affirme Kiristé — se surgissent les références qui
témoignent d’un usage nouveau de la ’patria’. Cette fois-ci, le caractére émotionnel,
ou bien national est clair, car a la notion de la pattie sajoute la fidélité (fidelitas). 11
présent 5 exemples pour approuver cette affirmation:

1) 1271 : donation du roi Etienne V (1270-1272) a Laurent, ban de Szérény : ce
dernier combattant “pro ... conservacione patrie s .. pro patrie ™,

20 1. ERDELYI — P. SOROS (eds,), A pannonhalmi Szent-Benedek-rend térténete, I-XII/B, Budapest,
1902-1916, (dans ce qui suit : PRT) I, 747.

2 PRT I, 757.

2PRTI,748. )

2 Regesta regum stirpis Arpadianae critico-diplomatica. Az Arpdd-hazi kirdhyok okleveleinek kritikal jegyzéke. 1-
II/1. Ed. SZENTPETERY. E., Bp, 1923-1943. - - - 1I/2-4. Manuscriptis Emeticus SZENTPETERY
adhibitis et completis critice digessit I. BORSA. SZENTPETERY 1. kézitatinak felhasznalisaval szetk.
BORSA I, Budapest, 1961-1987. (dans ce qui suit : RegArp) nr. 2123.

24 Cité par : KRISTO 1997, 227.
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2) 12722_: diplome du roi Etienne V' : Henti ban “deserta patria” a trahi les forteresses
royales™;

3) 1274 : diplome du roi Ladislas IV (1272-1290) : Kéveskati Gyorgy combattait
“dulcedine natalis patrie .. .pro patrié™,

4) 1278 : diplome du roi Ladislas IV : grace de nobilit¢ a Jaan qui a été
mortellement vulnéré pres de Gyt en combattant “pro defensione patrie™s

5) 1298 : diplome du roi André III : Radizlaus a participé a la campagne de Rhin
“propria patria procul habitd ™

Ces manifestations peuvent, bien entendu, indiquer le contenu ,,national” du
terme pattia, en tous cas, comme 'oeuvre de Simon de Keza nous en informe, il a
¢été usé méme a la fin du XIII° siecle avec une signification de ’pays” ou ’regnum
territorial’.

Le terme du ’patria’ a conservé donc sa signification, je dirais traditionnelle, de
pays’ qui était équivalent a 'usage du sens territorial du terme regnum’.

%5 Hazai okmanytar. Codex: diplomaticns patrins. Ed. 1. NAGY — 1. PAUR — K. RATH — D, VEGHELY D, I-V.
Gy6rott, 1865-1873. A. IPOLYI — 1. NAGY — D. VEGHELY D, VI-VIIL Budapest, 1876-1891. (dans ce
qui suit : HO) VI, 184. cité par KRISTO 1997, 227-228.

2 Arpddkori dj okminytir. Codex dgz‘)/owalzm Arpadianus continnatus. Ed. G. WENZEL, I-XII. Pest,
Budapest, 1863-1874. (dans ce qui suit : AUO) XII, 104. cité par KRISTO 1997, 228.

27 HO. VI, 231. cité par Kiist6 1997, 228.

28 AUO XTI, 619. cité par KRISTO 1997, 228.
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ANNEXE I
"Regnum’, ’patria’
Représentation textuelle
L. Regnum
1. Legenda maior Sancti Stephani regis, c. 1. : “Quidanm eorum regna cum regibus, quidam principatus cum

principibus ... ad christiane religionis cultum perduxernnt .”%

2. Legenda maior Sancti Stephani regis, c. 5. : “Regno denigue Pannonico beati iuvenis nutu adtendente pacen
cum excterarim provineiarum populis fideliter statutan corroboravit ...

3. Legenda maior Sancti Stephani regis, c. 9. : ““Ad consortium verum regu, precipuna cansa sobolis propagand,
[rex Stephanus| sororem Romane dignitatis augusts, videlicet Heinrics, qui b mansvetudinem mornm pins est
apellatus, Gillam [sc. Gisele| nomine sibi in matrinonio sociavit, quam undtione crismali pernnctam gestamine
corone sociam esse notificavit”>!

4. TLegenda maior Sancti Stephani regis, c. 10. : “Erat vir [Stephanus] #ste fidelis, in omnibus actibus suis deo
perfecte deditus, per votum et oblationem semet cum regno suo sub tutela perpetne virginis dei genitricis Marie precibus
assicis conferens, ...

5. Legenda maior Sancti Stephani regis, c. 14. : “Regredientibus adversariis, nbi sanctus respectu miiserationis
dei se visitatum intelligens, Christo sueque genitrici ferre prostratus gratias egit, cuins Se cum regi provisione tutanini
precibus asiiduis commendavit” 33

6. ILegenda maior Sancti Stephani regis, c. 14. : “Imperator [sc. Conradus| verv ... .seque debine ab invasione
regni eius timtore indicis eferni detentus abstinuit”>*

7. Legenda maior Sancti Stephani regis, c. 15. @ “Hune igitur fore superstitem, hune regni einsdem votibus
onmibus preesse desideravit.”

8. Legenda minor Sancti Stephani regis, c. 2. : “QOwui [Geisa| cum iam senesceret ... filio, arce regni
sublimands, uxorem nobilissimam ex latissinta Romanorum imperatornum prosapia dirivatam duxit.”>

9. Legenda minor Sancti Stephani regis, ¢. 2. : “Post cuins obitum Stephanus adbuc puer favore principinm et
lebis in regni solinm landabiliter provectus .Y

10. Legenda minor Sancti Stephani regis, ¢. 8. : “Presidente in regni solio Ladislano pie memorie rege, episcopi et
abbates et qui preerant sancte ecclesie, animadyertentes sanchitatem eins [sc. Sancti Stephani regis| signis
testantibus, commmni decreto triduant ieiunii indixcernnt afflictionem ...

11. Legenda ab Hartvico episcopo consctipta, c. 10. : “Ad consortinm vernm regni, precipua cansa sobolis
propagand, [rex Stephanus| sororem Romane dignitatis angusts, videlicet Heinrics, qui ob mansvetudinen morum
pius est apellatus, Gillam [sc. Gisele] ine sibi in matvinionio Sociavit, quam uncione crismali perinctam
gestantine corone Sociam esse constitnit”™

2 SRH I, 378.

30 SRH I, 381.

31 SRH I, 384.

32 SRH 11, 385.

33 SRH 11, 390.

34 SRH 11, 390.

3 SRH 11, 391.

36 SRH 11, 394.

37 SRH I, 394.

38 SRH 11, 400. Le terme ‘regnum’ a été remplacé par la ‘respublica’ dans P'oeuvre de éveque Hartvic:
Legenda ab Hartvico episcopo consctipta: “rex Ladizlans, qui tunc rempuplicam aministrabat ...” SRH 1,
433.

% SRH 11, 416.
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12. Legenda ab Hartvico episcopo consctipta, ¢.11. : “Erar vir [Stephanus| iste fidelis, in omnibus actibus
suis deo perfecte deditus, per votum et oblationem semet cum regno suo sub tutela perpetne virginis dei genitricis Marie

precibus assiduis conferens®”

13. Legenda ab Hartvico episcopo conscripta, c. 16. : “Regredientibus adversariis, ubi sanctus respectu
wmiserationis dei se visitatum intelligens, Christo sueque genitrici ferre prostratus gratias egit, cuins se cum regni

provisione tutantini precibus asiiduis commendavit” *!

14. Legenda ab Hartvico episcopo consctipta, c. 16. @, Imperator [sc. Contadus| vero . ..seque debine ab

invasione regni eins fimore indicis eferni detentus abstinuit”*

15. Legenda ab Hartvico episcopo consctipta, c. 19. : “Hune sibi fore superstitem, hune regni heredem votis

ommibus desideravit””®

16. Legenda ab Hartvico episcopo consctipta, ¢. 18.: ... ut quia regnum sunm omminm hospitum parens

[sicl, patens| asilum esse volebat, ... "+

17. Legenda ab Hartvico episcopo consctipta, ¢. 22. : “Regina celi, reparatrix inclita mundi, tno patrocinio
sanctam ecclesiam cum episcopis et clero, regrum cum primatibus et populo subpremis precibus committo, quibus

ultimmm vale dicens manibus tuis animam neam commendo.*

18. Legenda sancti Emerici ducis, ¢. 7. : “reg Latisclavo .. .universisque episcopis et prineipibus regni ...

notificavernnt.

19. Legenda sancti Ladislai tegis, c. 4. : “Electus ... princeps ... perniciosis regni civibus cum rege eornm

Salomone sepius trinmphans .Y

20. Legenda sancti Ladislai regis, c. 4. : ,,cum consensu principum et consensu totius Ungarie ... regni

gtbernacnla suscepit ...”*
21. Legenda sancti Ladislai regis, c. 4. -, felix: regrum tali rectore decentivm ¥
22. Legenda sancti Ladislai regis, c. 4. : »Regi quippe gﬂhemm/ﬂm non solum honori sibi erat, sed oneri”>

23. Legenda maior Sancti Gerardi episcopi, c. 5. : “...dabo #ibi in regno meo ubique potestatem

predicand;. ..

24. Legenda maior Sancti Gerardi episcopi, . 9. : “Nunc enin voluntatis mee fuih, ut XIlaim episcopatus, quos

in regno meo statuere decreveran . ..”’>

25. Legenda maior Sancti Gerardi episcopi, . 9. : “Post quem Petrus in regem coronatus est, ciu cun onmmnes

regni principes fidelitatens sub inreinrando spopondissent .53

26. Legenda maior Sancti Gerardi episcopi, . 9. : ,,Qui cum ad sedem Moriensen ... venisset ... mittens
principes et episcopos ad beatum pontificens, ut per manus ipsins injponatur dyadema regni super caput eis, ipsum

beatum Gerbardum cepit invitare”>*

Libellus de institutione motrum,

1. C IV.: De honote principum et militum : “I/ [sc. principes, comites, milites| exzinz sunt regni

ropugnacilum, defensores inbecilinm, expugnatores adversariornm angmentores marciarum. ...”>
Unm, di becilinm, tores adl 7 7755

4 SRH 11, 417.

4 SRH IL, 424.

2 SRH 11, 424.

4 SRH 11, 427-428.

44 SRH 11, 427.

4 SRH 11, 431.

4 SRH I, 459-460.

47 SRH I, 517-518, 519.
4 SRH I, 517-518, 519.
# SRH 11, 517-518, 519.
5 SRH 11, 517-518, 519.
51 SRH I, 488.

52 SRH 11, 492.

53 SRH L, 500.

5 SRH I, 500.
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2. C.1V.: De honorte principum et militum : ,,57 ezis ... iracundus, superbus, invidus, inpacificatus ...
Jortitudo militum habitudo erit regalinm dignitatum et alienis tunm tradetur regnum. . ..

3. C.IV.: De honore principum et militum : ,,Hor zimens ... dirige vitam: ..., ut regnum per ommia sit
pactficunt™>

4. C.VL:De detentione et nuttimento hospitum : “... baspites .... omnia regna ornant ...

5. C. VI : De detentione et nuttimento hospitum : ,,Nazz unius lingue nnisque moris regnum inbecille et
fragile est”

6. C. VL : De detentione et nutrimento hospitum : ,,Ouod ne fiat, tuum quottidie auge regnum, ut tna
corona ab honinibus habeatur angusta.”*

7. C. VIL : De magnitudine consilii : “Consilio quidem constituuntur reges, determinantur regna, defenditur
patria .0

8. C. VIIL : De executione filiorum : “Grave enim 1ibi est huius climatis fenere regnum, nisi initator
consietudinis ante regnantinm extiteris regum.”2

Anonymus (vers 1210)

1. Prologus : “reges Hungarorum ... quot regna et reges sibi subingavernnt ...”%

2. Prologus : ,,Per gratian: cuins [sc. S. Matiae| reges Hungarie et nobiles regnum habebant ... %

3. C. 1. “Item Scithici Alexcandrum Magnum . .. qui multa regna pugnando sibi subingaverat, ipsum etiam tnrpiter

4.
5
6.
7.
8.

9.

Jfougaverunt.”%3

C.4.:%.... et ommia negotia regni eo tempore faciebant consilio et auxlio ipsius [ducibus Scithiae] ¢

C. 6. : “... jpsi [principales personae] ¢ filii eornm nunguam a consilio ducis et honore regni- ommino
privarentur”®7

C.8.: ... regnum Ruthenornm ... dusc de Hyeu [Kiev| ommibus primatibus . . .68

C. 8.+, magis vellent mori in bello, quam anitterent regna propria ...”%

C. 8.2, gpsum etiam Scithici Alexcandrum Magnum . ... qui multa regna pugnando sibi subingaverat, pum etuam
turpiter fugavernnt. ..’

C. 11, “Dux vero Lodomeriensis et sui primates . ... ad confininm regni . .. processerunt.”!

10. C.18.:“...missus est Borsu ffilins Bunger . .. qui confinia regni conspiceret ...’
11. C.18.: et in loco convententi castrim constyueret cansa custodse regni.”™
12. C. 22. : “Zobolsn, Thosu et Tubutum initio consilio constituernnt, nt meta regni ducis Arpad esset in porta

Mezesina’™

55 SRH 11, 623, 624.
5 SRH T1, 623, 624.
57 SRH 11, 623, 624.
5 SRH 11, 625.

5 SRH II, 625.

% SRH II, 625.

6t SRH I, 625.

@ SRH I, 626.

6 SRH 1, 33, 34.

6 SRH 1, 33, 34.

6 SRH 1, 36.

6 SRH 1, 39.

67 SRH L, 41.

6 SRH 1, 42, 44.

® SRH I, 42, 4.

70 SRH I, 42, 4.

71 SRH L, 47.

72 SRH, 58.

73 SRH, 58.

7 SRH I, 64.
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13.

14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

22.
23.

24.
25.

26.

33.

34.

REGNUM ET COMMUNITAS REGNI . ...

C. 23. 2 “Thosu et Zobolsiu nec non Tubutum ... plures dies ibi manserunt, donec confinia regni firmavernnt

obstaculis firmissimis”

C.34.:“....ut tertia pars de exercitu cum incolis . .. facerent in confinio regni munitiones fortes ... .’

C. 34.:, ne aliquando Boeny vel Polony possent intrare ... in regnum eornm.”"

C. 37.: “et firmatis obstaculis constituernnt terminos regni Hungarorum usque ad Boronam et . ... Sarmmar. ..’

C. 38.: “Interea dux Salanus ... timuit . .. ne enm expellerent de regno suo”’’

C.40.: ... dux et sui nobiles ordinavernnt ommnes consuetudinarias leges regni ....”%

C. 40. 2, ordinatum fuit totum negotinm regni.”!

C. 406.:“..... guia ommia bona aliornm regnorum circunsiacentinm dederat deus in manus corum. . .’

C.50.: .. .dux Arpad et sui nobiles cum tertia parte excercitus sui . ... Sclanorum et Pannonicorum gentes et regna

vastaverum et eorunm regiones occupaverunt. ...’

C. 50. :,,Ubi cum radicati fuissent et fere ommia viciniora regna sibi subingassent. . %+

C. 51. ¢ “... Menumoront ... andiverat eornm [sc. Catinthinorum Moroanensium| regnumque

Pannoniornm occnpasse. . .”’%

C. 51. 2, per cosdem nuntios victus et prostratus fotum regnum . ... dare non dubitaret. . .80

C. 51. 1 ,,Dux vero Arpad ... filiam suam [sc. filliam Menumorout| in uxorem Zulte accepit cum regno
87

C. 52. : “Dux vero Arpad et ommes sui primates ... cum diversis militibus circumiacentinm regnorum ...

lnclebant ... >%

. C.52.c  Menumorout . ... sine filio mortuus est et regnum eius totalter Zulte generi suo dimisit in pace.”®
. C.53.:%“..... ommes primates regni st ....”"°

. C.53.:,,quosdam rectores regni stb duce prefecernmt ...

. C. 53. 1, Alios antem constituerun ductores exercitus, cum quibus diversa regna vastarent. . .

. C.55.: ... et regnum Labariense igne et gladio consumpsernnt. ..

. C.56.: ... sebant, quod Hungarii essent insuperabiles . .. et pluriniis regnis deus pere eos furoris sui flagella
propinasset”’ *
C.56.:,,Botond ... et Urcun ... superatis ommibus gentibus premensoratis felici victoria fruentes ad propria regna

revertuntnr”’ %3
C. 56. : ,, Tune Hoto |Otton| rex: Teothonicornns . ... cum onmi robore regni ssti ... . multos ex eis interfecit”” %6

75 SRH 1, 64.

76 SRH 1, 76.

77 SRH 1, 76.

78 SRH 1, 79.

7 SRH 1, 80.

8 SRH 1, 83.

81 SRH 1, 83.

82 SRH I, 94,

8 SRH 1, 99-100, 101.
8 SRH 1, 99-100, 101.
8 SRH 1, 103. 105.

8 SRH 1, 103. 105.

87 SRH 1, 103. 105.

8 SRH 1, 105, 106.

8 SRH 1, 105, 106.

% SRH 1, 107.

91 SRH 1, 107.

92 SRH 1, 107.

% SRH I, 110.

9% SRH L, 111, 112-113.
95 SRH I, 111, 112-113.
% SRH L, 111, 112-113.
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5. C.506.: ,,Botond et Vieun . ... spolia dirjpinnt et exinde ad propria redeunt regna cum magna victoria.”’

6. C.57.: “De constitutione regni.””

7. C.57.: ,\Dacvero Zulta . .. fixcit metas regni Hungarte. ..

8. C. 57. 1, collocavit etiam Bissenos non paucos habitare pro defensione regni sii, ut ne aliguando in posternm
Jfiribundi Theotonici propter ininriam sibi illatam fines Hungarornm devastere possunt.” 100

9. C.57.:,,... eoden modo ex parte Polonorum . .. sicut primo fecerat regni metam Borsu flilins Bunger”” 10!

40. C.57.+,... Zulta filinn sunm Tocsun fecit ducenr ac dominatorem super totune regnum Hungarie?”%?

Magister Rogerius: Carmen miserabile

1.

D A A ol

S
1
2
3.
4.
5
6
7

Prologus : ,,Epistola magistri Rogerii in Miserabile Carmen super destructione regni Hungarie per Tartaros facta
editum ad reverendum dominnm lobannem Pestheniensis ecclesie episcopum feliciter ineipit”’'%3

C.d.,... rexc |BEla IV cum regni principibus et nobilibus venit Albam Regiam civitaten. .10

C.0.:,... rex |Béla IV] contra regni consuetudinen: . ... ordinavit”'%

C.9.:,Sirex ...suscipiens gnbernacula regni sui. ..”1%

C. 9., |ptincipes et nobiles| cram (=coronam) regni et Hungariam dare promittebant. . '

C. 1.+ .. pene totum regnum Hungarie deformatum. . 1%

C.A2.x,,....quam plures alii per maiores et nobiles regni fuerant batizati. ..

. K . ; . ; . 110
C. 25. 2, Igitur duce Austrie recedente maxime cum maior regni exervitus advenisset. ..”’

C.38.:,...Cadan rex .. .destruit. . .regnum Rasie. . A

imonis de Keza Gesta Hungarorum

C. 2. : “[prefatac nationae] quot etiam regna occupaverint .11

- “{Huni] ... Seitiae regno explorato cum pueris et armentis jpsam patriam intravere permansurs.” 113
. ¢ o Regnum itaque jpsum dum adissent, Alpzuros et Prutenos in eo invenerunt babitantes” 1+

. & o qutibuts deletis et expulsis nsque bodie illnd regnum pacifice dinsocuntur possidere”” 113

. 1, Gentes siquiden in eo regno procreate ofia amiplectuntni®® 116

. 25 Seitio quogue regno” 17

. & 55 oriente iungitur regnum lorianuns” 118

OO00000
coooo o

97 SRH I, 111, 112-113.
% SRH T, 113-114.
9 SRH I, 113-114.
100 SRH T, 113-114.
101 SRH 1, 113-114.
102 SRH I, 113-114.
103 SRH 11, 551.

104 SRH I1, 555.

105 SRH TI, 556.

106 SRH T, 557.

107 SRH 11, 558.

108 SRH I, 559.

109 SRH I1, 559.

10 SRH I, p 567.
111 SRH I, 584.

112 SRH 1, 142.

113 SRH 1, 145-146.
114 SRH 1, 145-146.
115 SRH 1, 145-146.
116 SRH 1, 145-146.
117 SRH 1, 145-146.
118 SRH 1, 145-146.
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13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

18.

19.

20.

21.
22.

23.
24.

25.
26.
27.

28.

REGNUM ET COMMUNITAS REGNI . ...

C. 6. =, usque regnum Susdaliae est desertum silvestre humano generi immeeabile” '

C. 6., Sciticum enim regnum comprebensione una cingitnr®” 120

C.6.: ,,xed in regna tria dividitur principandb, scilicet in Barsatianm, Denciam, et Mogoriam.”?!

C8.:° ! ...aliis in Scitia derdlectss, qui eorum regnum ab hostibus custodirent. . "%

C.8.: .. .tetrarcha Macritius . ... andito, quod Huni . . .de dhe in diem lacerarent regnum eins [sc. Pannoniam,
Pan ﬁham Frigiam, Macedoniam, Dalmatiam),” 13

C. 8.« cum alumnis regni sui .. .ad Romanos suos nincios destinavit. . "'+

C.10. : “Nationes ideogue regnorum diversorum ad ipsum [sc. regem Attila] de finibus orbis confluebant. . 1>
C. 10. : “Tabernacula etian varianm variis nodis regnornm diversorum bhabere consueverant gperata.”'26

C. 1.2 “Ditricus de Verona . ... suggessit regi [Ethela), ut invadere debeat regna occidentis”'>’

C. 1.« “Ab illo taque die elevatum est cor Hunnornm et regis Ethelae, timorque percussit orbem terrae et plura
regna hoc andito censu ac tributo eis servierunt”'?

C. 22.: ... Hunnorum nobilitas ipum (Chaba| contenmebat, asserentes eunr non verum esse almmmnm regni
Scitiae, sed quasi niissitalinm exterae nationss. . "%

C. 24, “...Hunni sive Hungari denno ingressi in Pannoniam transierunt per regna Bessorum, Alborum
Cumanornm. ..

C. 4. : “...[rex Stephanus]| stauit pompis huius saeculi deposito regni diademate renunciare Deique solins
servitio....”13!

C.44. ... .coronam vero regni Emerico duci, suo filio se daturum disposuit” '3

C. 44. : “...dolore urgebatur. . .maxime eapropter, ut de suo sanguine dignus nullus esset regni corona
sublimari....”13

C.45.:...ommis papulus regni planxit tam sanctissinmm regem [Stephanum)”134

C. 45. : “Regina vero Kysla [Giscle] ... Petrum Venetum: ... regem fecit super FHungaros, ut pro libitu posset

motus suae voluntatis perficere, regnnmaue Hungariae amvissa libertate Teutonicis subderetur.”3

C.46.: ... Petrus .. .regni nobiles contemmebat. . .13

C. 46. : “Videntes igitur principes et nobiles regni mala gentis suag, qua fiebant contra legem. . '3

C. 46. = “Si alignamdin sanus ero [sc. Petrus rex|, ...terram(que) Hungariae regni hospitibus adimplens in
domtininm tradam Teutonicis”'3

C. 48.:““...Obligatus enim erat [sc. imperator Henricus III] ¢ [sc. Petro rege], u# jpsun: in regnum iterato
collocaret”'¥

119 SRH 1, 145-146.
120 SRH 1, 145-146.
121 SRH 1, 145-146.
122 SRH 1, 148-149.
123 SRH 1, 148-149.
124 SRH 1, 148-149.
125 SRH I, 151.

126 SRH 1, 151.

127 SRH 1, 152, 155.
128 SRH I, 152, 155.
129 SRH I, 163.

130 SRH I, 164-165.
131 SRH 1, 172, 173.
12 SRH 1, 172, 173.
13 SRH 1, 172, 173.
13¢ SRH, 173.

135 SRH, 173.

136 SRH 1, 173, 174.
137 SRH 1, 173, 174.
138 SRH 1, 173, 174.
139 SRH 1, 175.
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29.
30.
31

32.

45.
46.
47.
48.
49.

50.
51.
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C. 51.: “Caesar [Henticus 111 vero obtenta victoria descendit Albam civitatem, ubi Petri restituit regnum. . %0
C. 52.: “Rege ergo Petro et Hungaris, qui enm in regnum reducerant. ..” 41

C. 52.:,,Qui [sc. Cumani] aum eos [sc. Andreas et Levente| perimere cogitarent, credentes ipsos exploratores
regni sui....” 142

C. 53. : “[Hungati] 2z unum convenerunt consilioque habito commmniter pro filiis Zarladislai transmittnnt, ut ad
regnum remearent.” '3

. C. 54.: .. _Andreas aevo potior in regni solinm sublimatnr”'%*
. C. 57, “Cum ggitur Andreas diadema regni suscepisset. . '
. C.57. “..Caesar ... a rege Andrea et Hungaris veniam caepit postulare, quod ... nec ipse, nec jpsins

successores contra regnum Hungariae hostili manu in Hungariam introirent”'46

. C.59.: “[rex| Bela ... bizantiosque currere fecit per districtum regni sui...”'%

. C.60. : “In practio anten: . . .etiam maior pars de mitlitia regni periit”'*3

. C. 64.: “Iste [rex Kalomannus| guogue in regnum Dalmatiae misso exercitu occiddi fecit regem Petrnm. . 1%
. C.04.: ,Hoc ergo facto et regno Dalmatiae conquastato. . '

. C.67.: .. Ladislans dux |11, 1162-1163] sibi usurpat regnum et coronam anno medio”'>!

. C.72.: “Istins quiden in diebus [anno 1241) Tartari de tribus partibus regni in Hungariam adennt.” 152

. C.72.:“Ubi fere tota regni militia est deleta. . 1>

. C. 74, .. Ladislaus tertius |recte : IN, 127212901 ...enin puernlus in regni solinn Domino disponente
coronatur””'>*

. C.74.: ... Andreas, Salamon, Ladislans et alii regni Hungarie nobiles. . .15

C.74. : “seuta et vexilla in Albensi ecclesia sede regni . . . suspensa. . .1

C. 84. : “Post haec intrat Olivrius et Ratoldns ... de regno Apulorum. ..”'>

C. 1. : “Quia vero generatio saepedicta in regno Ispanie plura castra possidet. .13

C.93.: “Myurk. .. cum Venceslao et Lacobo fratribus suis . ... regni Hungariae novi sunt incolae. ..”'>

C. 4. : “Intravernnt ... ex omni extera natione. . . qui Servientes regibus vel caeterss regni domrinis ex: psis phesnda
acquirendp nobilitaten processu temporis sunt adepti””'9

C. 95. : “Quia vero regnum erat amplissimum. . .6

C.96. : ... .potiores regni...”' %2

140 SRH 1, 177.

141 SRH L, 177.

142 SRH L, 177.

145 SRH 1, 177.

144 SRH 1, 178.

145 SRH 1, 178, 179.
146 SRH 1, 178, 179.
147 SRH 1, 180.

148 SRH 1, 181.

149 SRH T, 64-65.
150 SRH 1, 64-65.
151 SRH 1, 183.

152 SRH 1, 184.

153 SRH I, 184.

154 SRH 1, 185, 186.
155 SRH 1, 185, 186.
156 SRH 1, 185, 186.

157 SRH 1, 190.
158 SRH T, 191.
159 SRH 1, 192.
160 SRH 1, 192.
161 SRH 1, 193.
162 SRH 1, 193.
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REGNUM ET COMMUNITAS REGNI . ...

52. C.96.:“....de suis captivis plures regni nobiles habuissent. . .”'63
53. C. 96. : “palatino regni...”' o4

96. : “ecclesias regni sul” 16>
96. = “practer illos, quos regni nobiles ecclesiis dimriserant possidere.””'%

Chronici Hungarici compositio saeculi XIV,

1. C.65.: “Universornm regni eins [sc. Gyula] latissimum et gpulentissivnm monarchie Hungarie adiunxit.”

2. C.65.:,,Dicitur autem regnum illud Hungarice Erdeehy. . .67

3. C.69.:“Cum itague sanctissinus pater sancissimo filio curiam adprinistrations et gubernandi regni sollicitudinen:
intenderet commiittere, beatus dux Emericus propria morte preventus est. ... 198

4. C. 69. : quia nullus videbatur de consanguinesi suis ydonens ad hos, ut eo morino reguum in jide Christi
conservaret, ...”"169

5. C.70. : “et ommnis populis regni, tam nobiles quam ignobiles, simml in unnm dives et panper planxerunt super
morte sanctissini regss. ...\

6. C.70.: et regnum Hungarie amissa libertate Tentonicis subderetur et regina Keysla ...”"7!

7. C.70. :in regno impedimento posset explere”’'7>

8. C.7L.: “ommesque principes et potestates in regno Hungarie Tentonicus constitutum .. .”'73

9. C.72.:“querchant si aliguem de regali progenie in regno tune invenire possent,” 7+

10, C.72.:,,qui ad gitbernandum regnum esset ydonens ...\ 7

11, C.72.x,,Cumque neminem talem in regno invenire potuissent ...”\70

12, C.72.: Wisee ... Toyzdan ... Pezli qui libertatis gentis sue querebant, et regnum regali semini restituere fideliter
nitebantur .77

13. C.73.:“Aba ... misit nuncios ad cesarem pro eo quod Petrum de regno expulerat ...

14.  C.73. ,,RexAba hiis anditis intellexst, quod cesar intenderet Petro regnum restituere”'’

15. C.74.: “Obligatus enim erat Petro promisione, qiod ei regnum restitueret”'s

16.  C.75.: “[Aba] nobiles enim regni contenipnens, habens semper rusticis et ignobilibus commuune.”'!

17, C.76. : “conquerentes et dicentes, quod ipsi essent predones et latrumenls regni Hungarie””'$?

18. C.77.: “cesar ... Alban venit . .. que est principalis sedes regni Hungarie”'s>

19. C. 78, : “reversus est cesar in Hungariam cui Petrus rex in ipsa sancta sollempnitate regnum Hungarie cum
deanrata lancea tradidit” 't

13 SRH 1, 193.

164 SRH 1, 193.

165 SRH 1, 193.

166 SRH 1, 193.

17 SRH 1, 315.

168 SRH 1, 319.

199 SRH 1, 319.

170 SRH 1, 322-323.
171 SRH 1, 322-323.
172 SRH 1, 322-323.
173 SRH 1, 324,
174 SRH 1, 325-326.
175 SRH 1, 325-326.
176 SRH 1, 325-326.
177 SRH 1, 325-326.
178 SRH 1, 326.
179 SRH 1, 326.
180 SRH 1, 328.
181 SRH 1, 329.
182 SRH 1, 330.
183 SRH 1, 333,

51



GERGELY Kiss

20. C.79.:“Bela ... dicebat : tansen pugnabo regni vestri commodo et honore domini dncis»>'%

21. C. 81. : “Eo tempore quidam magnates Hungarie desolationen: regni tes et liberationem Hungarie a
tyrannide Petri cupientes™30

22, C.81.: et regnum generi Sancti Stephani regis . ... restituere laboraban?™'’

23, C.81.:,,Visa, Bua et Bubna ... cogitabant qualiter regnum regio semini possent restituere 88

24, C.81.: et Andrenm, Belam atque Lenentam contra Petrum regem in regnum reducere””'

25, C.81.:, deicentes eis, quod . ... nniversuns regnum éis sicut regali semini libenter obsequeretur?’'*0

26.  C. 806. : “Lenente vero in eisdem diebus mortuns est, qui si dintins vixisset et regni potestaten: obtinuisset, sine
dubio totam Hungariam paganisma ydolatria corripuisset.”"!

27, C.88.: “[rex Andreas| T sis michi heredes, tu in regnum succedas ...

28. C.88.:,,Post bec autem re et frater eins Bela habitis consilio divisernnt regnum in fres partes .9

29. C. 88.: ,,He igitur prima regni huius divisio seminarinm fuit discordie et guerrarmm inter duces et reges
Hiungarie”1%*

30.  C. 9. : “Simulabat enim, quod pro perditione regni hoc faceret [sc. coronatio Salomonius, filius regis
Andreas|, guia imperator filian suam filio suo Salononi non dedisset, s non e coronaret””'>

31. C. 92.: “Dicunt ali, quod Bela duce et filiis eins, Geycha scilicet et Ladizlao cunclisque regni optimatibus
consentientibus Salomon unctus esset in regen. .. 1%

32. C.92.: fempus aportunum esset regnum acquirere ...

33. C.92.:,,Ego coronai filinm menm ... causa ... perditione regni” 1%

34, C.92.: 8% vis regnum, accipe coronam. ..

35. C.93.: “ex bis, qui in regno remanserant, plurinii ad dicen Belam conflucerant.””°

36.  C.94.: “[rex Béla] sennit auten: regnum pacifice ... """

37. C.96. : “Piissinms anten rex Bela completo regni sui anoo tertio ... ">

38. C.96.:,propter quasdam regui necessitates et ibi migravit a seculo.”*

39. C.97.:“Rex autem Salomon ... rogavitque enm [sc. imperatot| ut regnum Hungarie sibi restitueret” %4

40.  C.97.:,,Desiderius episcopus . ... mitigavit animam Geyse ducis, nt Salomoni quanwis iuniori regnum cum pace
redderet”’ 205

41. C.97.:,,Ubi rex Salomon ... assistentibus regni proceribus . ... est coronatus.”>

184 SRH 1, 334.

185 SRH 1, 335.

186 SRH 1, 336-337.

187 SRH 1, 336-337.

188 SRH 1, 336-337.

189 SRH 1, 336-337.

19 SRH 1, 336-337.

191 SRH 1, 344.

192SRH 1, 345.

193 SRH 1, 345.

194 SRH 1, 345.

19 SRH 1, 352.

1% SRH 1, 353.

197 SRH 1, 353.

198 SRH 1, 353.

199 SRH 1, 353.

200 SRH 1, 356.

201 SRH 1, 358.

202 SRH 1, 360.

203 SRH 1, 360.

204 SRH 1, 361-362.
205 SRH 1, 361-362.
206 SRH 1, 361-362.
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REGNUM ET COMMUNITAS REGNI . ...

42, C.100. : “Andreas primo in Hungariam reversus est . ... propter hog, quod jpse regnum posset gptinere.”>"’
43, C.110. : “sic nec vos in eodemn regno conregnare potestis” %8

44. C.114.: “Et cum hec andierint [sc. dux Ladislaus et Lampertus] regnum intrare non andebunt””
45. C.120.: ... certus sum, quod nobis victoria donabitur et Salomon exul fugiet debellatus extra regnum.”*'°
46.  C.120.: ,,Regnum vero et coronam 1tibi tradetnr a Domine.*"!

47, C.124.: “Tunc Geysa dux magnus compellentibus Hungaris coronam regni suscepit”’>'?

48.  C.126.: “Rex autem Salonon conquerebatur cesari de anissione regni dicens” >

49.  C.126.: ,,quod de regno suo violenter esset excpulsus.” >

50.  C.126.:,,Tua quippe Hungaria, tuum regno in quo e regem constituisti’ *'>

51. C.126.: e regnante gptima regni illins tue matestati gratanter offerbantur ... .16

52. C.126.:  iniuriam super hostes tnos et regnum 1ibi vendices”*'7

53. C.127.: ... talibus militibus repugnantibus non recuperabis regnum.”’*'8

54.  C.129.: “Confirmatumque est regnum in manu Geyse regis. ..

55. C.130.: “Dicchat se peccasse, quia regnum legittimse coronati regis occupaveras,” >0

56.  C.130.:, promisitque regnum redditurnm Salomoni cum pace firma hoc mods,” ?!

57. C.130. :,,quod jpse coronam inre teneret cum tertia tamen parte regni, que ducatui appropriata erat.” *22
58.  C.130.:,,Salomon quogue duas partes regni coronatus teneres, quas prius detinebat” >3

59.  C.130.: ,In primo anno regni sui validissima fames regnum Hungarie afflixit”?*

60.  C.131.: “Ladizlanm ... ad suseipiendum regni gubernaculum concorditer elegernnt,”’ >

61. C.131.:,,... utsifirma pax inter eos esse posset, regnum Salononi redderet et ipse ducatum haberet”” 226
62. C.131.:,,... Postguam autem divina dispensatione regni gubernacula suscepis, . ..”*’

03.  C.133.: “Optimates auten regni fustura pericula bellice cladis ante precavantes” 8

04.  C.133.:,,on patichantur regnum partiri cum Salomone” >

05. C.133.:,,87 vero Salomon conversus fiisset, veraciter regnum plenarie sibi restituisset, ipse ducatum elegisset.”>>
66.  C.137.: .. .quidam de Cunis nomine Copuleh . .. Ultrasilvannm regnum depredavit .. >

207 SRH 1, 365.
208 SRH 1, 376.
209 SRH 1, 380.
210 SRH 1, 388.
211 SRH 1, 388.
212 SRH 1, 394,
213 SRH 1, 398.
214 SRH 1, 398.
215 SRH 1, 398.
216 SRH 1, 398.
217 SRH 1, 398.
218 SRH 1, 399.
219 SRH 1, 400.
20 SRH 1, 403.
21 SRH 1, 403.
22 SRH 1, 403.
223 SRH 1, 403.
24 SRH 1, 403,
225 SRH 1, 403-405.
226 SRH 1, 403-405.
227 SRH 1, 403-405.
228 SRH 1, 407, 408.
229 SRH 1, 407, 408.
230 SRH 1, 407, 408.
21 SRH 1, 412.
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67. C.140. : “Qui [sc. Almus| sincera simplicitate ductus honoravit fratrem sunm Colomanum, preferando sibi
coronam regni. .3

68.  C. 143. : “Exervitum antem contra eos [sc. peregtinos lesu Chirist] wzsit, ut ad regnum introire non
permitterent ...”"%3

09.  C.150. : ““Sed obcecator timens Deun et regni sterilitaten castravit catlum cuis festiculos tulit regi. . .23

70.  C. 158, : “Autequam vero rex Belam scivisset, coninraverat regnum, ut post regem filins sororis sue Sophie,
nomine Saul regnaret”>

71, C.159. : “Sed cum esset [vex Stephanus 1] in articulo mortis, monachalens habitum relicto regno suscepit anno
regni sui X-0 V1110 et sepultus est Varadin”’>

72, C.160.: ... dum rex sedisset super solinm regni sui ... "%

73. C. 6L, : “... per nincios invitabant Borith adulterum, ut veniret et eornm adiutorio regnum sibi vendicaret

238

74. C.161.: Rex ... et consiliari eins ... statnernnt, ut ibiden interficerent proditores, ne forte si diutins different,
traditores transferrent se ad Borith, et hoc regni ne verteretur in pericutum .. ">

75. C.A61.:,,Utilis est domino tno Borich regnum habere ...”>%0

76.  C.161.:,,boc adimplere non simulavit, putans enin de vituperatione regis regnum habere.” >*1

77. C.A6L.: ,,Non decet vos contra iustitianm querere regnum honini adultering, nos enim scinms)” >+

78. C. 161 ,,quod de inre regnum habere debeat Bela,” >+

79. C.161.: et ipse regnat cum consensu totius regnis >+

80.  C.164.: “Dedit enin Dominus regnum Geythe puero suo””**

81.  C.160. : “Corrardus Cesar ... a regno Hungarie pecuniam non modicam extorsit ... .24

82. C.160. : ,,ut sigpse [Botich] regnum intrare posset .. .4

83. C.170.: “Post hec exppulsus est [sc. Stephanus 11] de regno .. .24

84.  C.175.: “Reguum anten snnm reinvenit |sc. rex Andreas IL] in prospero statu””**

85. C.A77.:“Tartari ... regnum Hungarie invasernnt.”*>

86.  C.181.: “Oldanir dux Cumanie . ... volens hostiliter regnum invadere Hungarorum .. .”>>!

87.  C.185.:“Llo tempore biga . ... a regni incolis currus regis Ladizlai ducebatur. . ">

88.  C. 186. : “Cauins Andree regis et ortum et originem videammus, qua ratione meruerit coronam regni Hungarie
aceipere.’?53

232 SRH 1, 419-420.

23 SRH 1, 421.

23 SRH 1, 430.

235 SRH 1, 444.

236 SRH 1, 445.

7 SRH 1, 447.

238 SRH 1, 448-451.

239 SRH 1, 448-451.

240 SRH 1, 448-451.

24 SRH 1, 448-451.

242 SRH 1, 448-451.

243 SRH 1, 448-451.

24 SRH 1, 448-451.

265 SRH 1, 453.

246 SRH 1, 457-459.

247 SRH 1, 457-459.

248 SRH 1, 462.

24 SRH 1, 466.

20 SRH 1, 468.

21SRH 1, 471.

22 SRH 1, 474.

23 SRH 1, 475, 476.

54



REGNUM ET COMMUNITAS REGNI . ...

89.  C.1806.:,,Cum anten rexc Ladislas fuisset occisus, a baronibus regni Andreas dux: feliciter coronatur”>>*

90.  C. 188.: “Pustea mortuo rege Andrea 1L barones regni eodem anno in duas partes celerins dividuntur.. >

91.  C.188.:,,ad regem Venzeclanm, ut regni susciperet gubernacnla Hungasrornm,”?>

92. C.188.:,,e regni libers libertatem amitterent in susceptione per ecclesiam dati regis.”>

93. C.189.: ... rex Vencezlans ... circa Pestl Ladizlaum filinnm sunm cum corona regni aceipiens .. .”">

94.  C.189. i sunm: regnum in pace revertitur””>>

95. C. 190. : “...archicpiscopos et episcopos universos regni Hungarie ac viros  religiosos ~ conmmniter
excommuniveatos. ..”>%0

96.  C.191. : “Interdum vero filii Flerrici et quicdam alii nobiles Otthonem ducenr Banarie subintroducunt in regnum
Hungarie?” %!

97. C.191.:,,Qui veniens et coronam regni a V encelao ablatam petivit .. .62

98.  C.191.:, miserabil fortuna sibi occurrente de regno expellitur Hungarorum.”*%3

99. C.194.: “frater Gentilis . .. constitutione terribili prommigata nobiles regni anathematis vinenlo innodavit.””**

100. C.194. - ,,Ladizlaun vero voynodam Transilvanum speciali excommunicatione feriens, eo quod coronam regni . ..
retinebat. .25

101. C. 200. : “Cumr autem hitsdem temporibus regnum Hungarie pacis gptate tranquilitate ganderet. . 266

102. C.209. : ““....rex exercitum congregasset . . .quia ad confinia regni sui ...

103. C. 209. : ,in diversas expeditiones contra adversarios einsden: regni quanplurinos destinaverat pognatores. .68

104. C.211.: ... alii nobiles plurinsi de regno.”>®

105. C.212.: ... ommes nobiles sui regni...”>™°

24 SRH 1, 475, 476.

25 SRH 1, 479-480.

256 SRH 1, 479-480.

27 SRH 1, 479-480.

258 SRH T, 481.

29 SRH 1, 481.

260 SRH 1, 482.

261 SRH 1, 483, 484.

262 SRH 1, 483, 484.
263 SRH 1, 483, 484.
264 SRH 1, 486.
265 SRH 1, 486.
266 SRH 1, 493.
267 SRH 1, 496.
268 SRH 1, 496.
269 SRH 1, 502.
270 SRH 1, 504.
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11. Patria

Legenda maior Sancti Stephani regis, c. 1. : “INow remansit patria neque natio, ubi quornndam niiserationis
Christi non fuisset assumptio””>™!

Legenda maior Sancti Stephani regis, c. 4. : “Igitur iubente principe [sc. Géza) fit ubique congregatio gentis
indomite, per sanctum episcopum [sc. S. Adalbertum| fiunt orationes continue, converfuntur et baptizantur
alumpni patrie, statunntnr multis in locis ecclesie””’

Legenda maior Sancti Stephani regis, . 14. : “Contra quem [sc. Conradum imperatorem] rex
[Stephanus]  consultum habens episcoporum et principum, ad tuendam patriam armatos totins Ungarie
contrasit 73

Legenda minor Sancti Stephani regis, c. 2. : “Sancta dei ecctesia in pace collocata et ex Romana anctoritate
inste ordinata, gens Byssenornm . .. patrie eins confinia demoliri agressa est.” >+

Legenda minor Sancti Stephani regis, ¢. 2.: ... Rex....cum ergo circa mediam horam diei sgpori indulgeret
... videbatur assantibus personaliter inimicis patrie logui et quasi eos ferrendo proferre. . .73

Legenda ab Hartvico episcopo consctipta, c. 3. : “Igitur iubente principe [sc. Géza) fit ubigue congregatio
gentis indomite, per sanctum episcopum [sc. S. Adalbertam| fiunt et per sinos exortationes contine, convertuntur et
baptizantur alumipni patrie, statumntur niulfis in locis ecclesie”>70

Legenda ab Hartvico episcopo consctipta, c. 16. : “Contra quem [sc. Conradum imperatorem] rex
[Stephanus]  consultum habens episcoporum et principum, ad tuendam patriam armatos totins Ungarie
contraexit”>’

Libellus de institutione morum,

1. C VIL : De magnitudine consilii : “Consilio quidens constitunntur reges, determinantur regna, defenditnr
patria ...”%T8

Anonymus

1. C 4.2 “Duex antem Arpad andita legatione Salani superbi ducis ... et . .. eos repatriare precepit””

2. C.16.:“Ound et Ketel ... repatriare cepernnt ...”>>

3. C6.:,,Arpad ... legatos Salani ducis . ... repatriare dimisit.”*!

4. C.20.: “Dux antem Menumorout . . .tertia die repatriare precepit.””*?

5. C.37.:“Et propter hoc factum timuernnt eos [duces Arpadii] omnes homines illius patrie et onmes nobiles filios

a

$u10s ¢is i obsides dedernnt. et ommnes nationes llins ferre se subingavernnt sibi usque ad fluvinm Wag.*8

C. 38. : “Dux Salanus et sui nobiles inito consilio nisernnt legatos ad ducem Arpad dicends, nt eormm terra
dimitteret et ad natale solm repatriare inciperer.”*%*

C. 42.: “Hine vero egressi [sc. Lelu, Bulsu atque Botond| usque ad mare pervenerunt et ommes nationes illins
patrie dominatni Arpad ducis Hungarorum . . . subingavernnt’?8>

271 SRH 11, 378.

272 SRH 11, 380.

273 SRH 11, 389 ; cf. : Kistd 1997, 227.
274 SRH 11, 397.

275 SRH 11, 397.

276 SRH 11, 405.

277 SRH 11, 423.

278 SRH 11, 625 ; cf. : Kistd 1997, 226.
279 SRH 1, 53-54.

20 SRH L, 57.

1 SRH L, 57.

262 SRH 1, 60,

283 SRH 1, 78-79.

284 SRH 1, 80-81.

25 SRH 1, 87.
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8. C.44.:“... ommnes habitatores illins patrie a Morisio nsque ad fluvinm Lemes sibi subingaverunt. . >80
9. C.44.:”Othum descendss, dux illius patrie 37
10. C.45.: ... populus ille ... Sobamogera ... in Grecia remansit et ideo dictus est soba secundum Grecos, id est

stultus papulus, quia morino domino sno |sc. Zatd) vian non dilexcit redire ad patriam suam.”*

Simonis de Keza Gesta Hungarorum

1. C5.: “Regio guidem Meotida Perside (Persidis) patriae est vicina. ..

2. C.6.: “[Huni] ...Sditiae regno explorato cum pueris et armentis jpsam patriam intravere permansuri.”

3. C 8. “...aliis in Scitia devilectis, qui eorum regnum ab hostibus custodirent...” <. .. tetrarcha Maoritins . ..
andito, quod Huni ...de die in diem lacerarent regnum eins [sc. Pannoniam, Panfiliam, Frigiam,
Macedoniam, Dalmatiam)|, aw alumnis regni sui ...ad Romanos suos nincios destinavit...” “Ex parte
etenin Romanorum in praedictis patriis inperabat.”*!

4. C. 0. : “Sed etiam sna maristalla .. . equis diversarum patriarnm replebatur. ..”>*

5. C.60.: “Tandem vero inter Salomonem, Ladizlanm et Geicham gravis discordia suscitatur, alummi patriae inter se
dividuntur??

6. C.83.:“Post istos Altman intrat de Fridibury . . .ex patria Turingorum. . >

Chartes

1. 1235 : diplome : “coram munltis nobilibus patriad ™

2. 1237 : diplome : “nobilibus illius patriae tam maioribus quan ninoribus**

3. vers 1248 : diplome “iuxta mores patriad™™’

4. 1261 : diplome du roi Béla IV. : “comes patriad™>®

5. 1271 : donation du roi Etienne V (1270-1272) 4 Laurent, ban de Sz6rény : ce dernier combattait

“bro ... conservacione patrie sue .. .pro patrie >’

1272 : diplome du roi Etienne V' : Henri ban “deserta patria” a trahi les forteresses royales®

7. 1274 : diplome du roi Ladislas IV (1272-1290) : Kéveskuti Gyorgy combattait “dudedine natalis
patrie ....pro patrie”!

8. 1278 : diplome du roi Ladislas IV : grice de nobilité a Jaan qui a été mortellement vulnéré pres
de Gy6r en combattant “pro defensione patrie >

9. 1298 : diplome du roi André III : Radizlaus a participé a la campagne de Rhin “propria patria
procul babitd %

a

280 SRH T, 90.

287 SRH 1, 90.

288 SRH 1, 93.

289 SRH 1, 144.

290 SRH 1, 145.

291 SRH T, 148-149.

22SRH 1, 151.

293 SRH 1, 180.

24SRH 1, 189.

295 PRT'T, 747.

26 PRT'I, 757.

27T PRT I, 748.

298 RegArp nr. 2123.

299 Cité par : Kiist6 1997, 227.

300 HO. VI, 184. cité par Kristé 1997, 227-228.
301 AUO XI1, 104. cité par Kirist6 1997, 228.
302 HO. VI, 231. cité pat Kiristé 1997, 228.
303 AUO XTI, 619. cité par Krist6 1997, 228,

57



Regnum

Légendes

Libellus

Anonymus

Rogerius

Simon de Keza

Composition de chronique j

Patria

’pays’ (cf : ’regnum tern'ton'al’) ’région’

Légendes
Libellus
Anonymus
Simon de Keza

GERGELY Kiss

ANNEXE II
"Regnum’, ’patria’

Changements de signification

Regnum

’regnum tertitorial’ ¢ - — — = — — — > ’regnum politique’

pays’/tette’

Patria

|
} v
Chartes : 1235, 1237, Chartes : 1271,

1248, 1261

58

tegnum Sunnt’/ eins’,

insigniae (diadema/ corona) regni
fonctionnemen de regnum’
(exercice du pouvoir)

souverain
~populus’ (1obiles, optimates,
etc.) subditus

souverain
~populus’ (nobiles, optimates,
etc.) subditus

_—
principales
personae

souverain

souverain
K’populus’ (nobiles, optimates,
etc.) subditus

communitas regni
souverain

A

¥ souverain
r\m’populus’ (nobiles, optimates,
etc.) subditus

/’lieu de naissance’  ’patrie nationalq’ (fidk/itas)
I 1

1
|
v

1272, 1274, 1278,
1298

4¢----——-——-=-===
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ANNEXE I
Filiation des sources narratives : chroniques
(esquisse)

*ancienne Gesta Hungarorum

contimuation (X1 /X1 S.) \
\

! Anonymus : Gesta Hungarorum**
\ | (vers 1210)
1 |
M. Rogerius : Carmen Miserabile \ |
(vers 1242-1243) ' !
v Simon de Keza : Gesta Hungarorum
-7 (1282-1289)
) iy y R S
Chronicai Hungarici conppositio sacculi XTIV
Chronicon Pictum (1 35'3;
[Mark Kalti]

* oeuvte disparue

** Simon de Keza a utilisé Poeuvre d’Anonymus, mais la tradition ultérieure n'a pas connu Anonymus
(le texte s'est surgi en 1660, la premicre édition a été faite en 1746))

(B0
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Centralization and the Importance of Legatine Activity under
the Pontificate of Alexander III (1159-1181)
Case Study on the Archbishopric of Spalato*

Abstract

By the end of the eleventh century the Church, leaving behind its provincial epoch, became a
centralized institution, a Papal Church — which certainly helped the Holy See to develop into a
dangerous rival of the imperial “model” of lay power. Although the faithful in the West were
subjected to the authority of the pope, enormous geographical distances and political conflicts made
it difficult for the curia to enforce this authority on its subjects. The papal legates offered not only the
opportunity of continuous correspondence but they, as representatives of the pope, were also
important means of the centralized government. The present paper aims at studying the role of
papal legates through a case study on the archbishopric of Spalato in the time of Pope Alexander 111
(1159-1181).

Key words
centralization, legates, Spalato, Pope Alexander 111

Both the traditional High Middle Ages (1050-1300)' and the “Hochmittelalter”
dating (1050-1250) take the middle of the eleventh century as a starting point of a
new era. It is not the schism of 1054, however, that makes the time around 1050
ideal as a starting point of an epoch. The schism did not cause radical or final
geographic changes, since after 1054, as well as eatlier in other territories, Western
Christendom continued to expand its borders to the north and east, and also on
the Iberian-peninsula. Nor in an ideological sense was this break between the east
and west a turning point. Although Bartlett, saying that “the Christendom that
became newly awate of itself in the eleventh, twelfth and thirteenth centuries was
not the Christendom of Constantine, but an assertively western or Latin

* Iwould like to express my gratitude to M. Wesley Paines for the language revision of the text. The
paper is a part of a research project supported by a grant of the Hungarian Fund “OTKA” (ref. nr.:
TS 049775).

' R. . SOUTHERN, Western Society and the Church in the Middle Ages (London: 1990) calls the petiod of
1050-1300 the Age of Development; M. BARBER, The Tiwo Cities. Medieval Enrgpe 1050-1320 (London:
1993).
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Christendom,” seems to suggest that there was some change in the self-definition
of the west by the eleventh century, Ullmann has pointed out that the “ideological
conflation of Romanitas and Christianitas™ is observable as early as the time of
Chatlemagne." This means that Christianitas was identified with the West much
eatlier than the mid-eleventh century.

“The papacy had enjoyed a position of prestige and centrality in Western
Europe since the very birth of official Christianity under Constantine’™ and the
city of Rome had an outstanding liturgical role;’ often, however, other regions or
“Institutions” proved to be influential on Western Christendom. In a spiritual sense
Irish and Anglo-Saxon monks became the cultural-spiritual leaders of Western
Christianity from the fifth to the seventh centuries, and later the Frankish Empire
and the “official imperial policy” gave impetus to the strengthening of the Church.
Nor were the monastic reform movements of the tenth and eleventh centuries
(Cluny, Gorze, Hirsau) centred on Rome or directed by the curia. “The directive
role” the papacy exercised “from the eleventh century onwards™ in the Church as
well as in Western Christendom was the result of a series of changes inside the
Church.

In the course of the about 150 years that passed between 1073, when Gregory
VII was elected to the Papal See, and 1216, when Innocent IIT died, the Church
underwent a period of significant reotganization. The Western Church acquired
many of the characteristics of a secular state — it developed into something of a
monarchy. Rufinus, the twelfth-century canonist, in his opening speech at the Third
Lateran Council (March 1179), characterized the papal government with the
following words:

There are many things to wonder at in the sight of an assembly of
such noble fathers, and as I look I see this blessed gathering of prelates
as presenting the image of a magnificent city, where there is the king,

2R. BARTLETT, The Making of Eurgpe. Conguest, Colonization and Cultural Change 950-1350 (London:
1994), 254. (Hereafter BARTLETT, The Making.)

3 W ULLMANN, The Growth of Papal Government Government in the Middle Ages. A Study in the Ideological
Relation of Clerical to 1ay Power (London: 1955), 61. (Hereafter ULLMANN, The Growzh)

* Actually, the identification of “Roman” and “Christian” goes back to the fourth century, when — as
a result of Constantine’s conversion — “Christianity and the Empire became indissolubly united.” (R.
A. MARKUS, “The Latin Fathers,” in The Cambridge History of Medieval Political Thought ¢. 3501450, ed.
J. H. BURNS (Cambridge: 1988), 93.) By then, the Empire was certainly the Roman Empire; by the
time of Charlemagne, however, it meant the Frankish Empire, as the idea of the renovatio imperii romani
made this to become the heir of the Roman — even though Byzantium heavily argued this theory up
to the fourteenth century. (D. M. NICOL, “Byzantine Political Thought,” in The Canbridge History of
Medieval Political Thought ¢. 350-¢.1450, ed. ]. H. BURNS (Cambridge: 1988), 58-60.

5 BARTLETT, The Making, 243.

¢ B. SCHIMMELPFENNIG, “Die Bedeutung Roms in pipstlichen Zeremoniell,” in Row im hoben
Mittelalter: Studien zu den Ronmworstellungen nnd zur Rompolitik vom 10. bis zum 12. Jabrbundert (Sigmaringen:
1992), 47-61.

7 BARTLETT, The Making, 20.
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nobles, consuls and also the crowd of people. Is not the chief pontift
the king? The nobles or magnates are his brothers and flanks, the lord
cardinals; the archbishops are the consuls; and we other bishops and
abbots are not ashamed in so noble city to take the place of people.”

The most important phenomena that reflect this “monarchic” character of
the Church are connected to different aspects of government. In this period Rome
(1) put further emphasis on the governing (sovereign) character of the pope; it
developed (2) a judicial-legislative and (3) a financial system of its own, (4) it re-
structured the bureaucratic system supporting and serving the different branches
of government, and (5) the main political directives of the curia were also
established.

1. The undebatable supreme position of the pope in the Church was
supported by the doctrine of papal primacy,’ while the frequent use of some terms
referting to him as gubernator and index: totins ecclesiae emphasized the “‘secular”
aspect of his leadership, which slowly gained more and more significance. From
the time of Alexander III not only his letters and decretals that are good sources

8 G. MORIN, “Le discours d’ouverture du concile général du Latran (1179),” Memwrie della pontificia
Adcadenia Romana di Archeologia 1112 (1928): 116-117. Translation by C. MORRIS, The Papal Monarclyy: the
Western Church from 1050-1250 (Oxford: 1991), 205. (Hereafter MORRIS, The Papal Monarchy,)

9 The roots of the theory of papal primacy were the ideas emphasizing the superiority of Rome over
other churches, by the means of terms wicarins Christi and princeps apostolorunr, Pope Leo 1 (440-461) was
the first to use the simile of aput-membra for this relation. Moreover, another formula favoured by
Leo, indjgnns haeres beati Petri, suggested that the pope had a dominant role in judicial affairs because he
had “succeeded to the same legal powers as St. Peter” ]. CANNING, A History of Medieval Political
Thought (London: 1996), 31. (Hereafter CANNING, .4 History.) A few centuries later, Nicholas I (858-
867) stressed the leading position and outstanding power of Rome and the pope as wiarius Petri.
Gregory VII (1073-1085) also adopted this idea (“Although not claiming the vicariate of Christ for
himself, Gregory nevertheless in his function as vicar of St. Peter applies to himself the same fullness
of power with which St. Peter was credited” ULLMANN, The Gromth, 280), and finally the theory
became an important element of medieval canon law: Another idea supporting and giving impetus to
the development of papal primacy theory came from Pope Gregory I (590-604). He claimed that the
power of binding and loosing was given exclusively to St. Peter, so he is reasonably called princeps
apostolornn. First of all, the reform papacy managed to emphasize this doctrine and tried to take the
opportunities provided by the theory. However, the theory of papal primacy — referring to St. Peter —
became fully developed by adopting the idea of plenitudo potestatis, which by the thirteenth century
meant “the fullness of Christ’s jurisdictional power given to St. Peter.” (CANNING, .4 History, 32.) In
the end, the ptimacy (and authority) of the Roman pontiff became obvious and undebatable in
matters concerning faith (the doctrine of papal infallibility) and the liturgy, in questions related to the
canonization of saints and synodal decisions and in the field of ecclesiastical justice (iudex fotins
ecclesiag). See 1. S. ROBINSON, “Church and Papacy;” in The Cantbridge History of Medieval Political Thought
¢ 350-.1450, ed. ]. H. BURNS (Cambridge: 1988), 277-280. (Hereafter ROBINSON, “Church and
Papacy”); Canning, A4 History, 29-38.

10 According to Gratian, “Sola enim Romana ecclesia sua auctotitate valet de omnibus iudicate; de ea
vero nulli iudicare permittitur” The development of this view led to the point that the pope was
considered not only the defender (defensor) of the Christian law; but also its creator. ROBINSON,
“Church and Papacy;” 286-288.
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for the study of the twelfth century political thought, but other contemporary
works such as Rufinus’ De bono pacis and his opening speech at the Lateran Council
ot Boso’s IVita Alexandr’" that ate also clear reflections of the papal ideology.

2. By the beginning of the thirteenth century Rome had developed an
elaborated, autonomously functioning judicial and legislative system, independent
and cleatly separated from any secular influence. Canon law developed: sources
were organized systematically, law collections were created, and skilled jurists were
trained to apply the law'? Not only were the elective system and the rules of
canonical elections settled, but the work of Church officials was also regulated.

The papacy was also concerned to emphasize and affect the exclusive
authority of its own jurisdiction over cletics and ecclesiastical issues. This was not
an easy task. In some places, such as northern Europe, where neither the royal
power nor ecclesiastical authority was strong and a clear distinction between the
clerical and secular was not crucial, it was difficult to make people, even clerics,
understand the importance of this issue.” In the empire, on the other hand, where
both were well developed, the clerical and secular authorities were each unwilling to
let the other gain influence easily.

3. The system of finance was another issue."* At the end of the eleventh
century (from the time of Utrban II, 1088-1099) the papacy had introduced the
system of asset management used in Cluny, and probably the Clunian monk Peter
was appointed as the first chambetlain (aerarius). The so-called Liber censunm,
compiled around 1192 by Cencio Savelli, later Pope Honorius 1T (1216-1227),
shows the Apostolic Chamber in its fully developed form. The weak points of the
system, however, became apparent from time to time, and while the curia was able
to improve the central administrative aspects (by compiling registers), the collection
of the incomes and their transmission to Rome remained a basic problem.

11 “Recognoscente itaque toto mundo ipsum pontificem Christi vicarium et beati Petri catholicum
successorem. ..”” Boso, “Vita Papae Alexandri 111,” in Liber Pontificalis. Texcte, Introduction et Commentaire,
vol. 2., ed. L. DUCHESNE, 397-446 (Paris: 1892), 403. (Hereafter Izber Pontjficalis I1); and the legates of
Emperor Frederick speaking in the consistory in the peace negotiations: “Dominus noster imperator
... misit nos cum plenitudine potestatis ad presentiam vestram, instanter postulans ut verbum illud
concordie ac pacis.... auctore Domino compleatur. Notum est enim et indubitatum quod ab initio
nascentis Ecclesie omnipotens Deus in orbe duo esse voluit quibus principaliter mundus hic
regeretur, sacerdotalis dignitas et regalis potestas.” Izber Pontificalis 11, 434.

12]. A. BRUNDAGE, Medieval Canon Law (London: 1995).

13 Alexander III warns his subjects in Scandinavia with the following words: “... nec eum [scilicet
Stephanum archiepiscopum] aut alium quemlibet Ecclesiae praelatum coram laicis accusare, seu ad
sacculare judicium trahere pracsumatis” Opera ommnia Alexandri 1. Romani pontificis opera ommia: id est
epistolae et privilegia, ordine chronologico digestay  accednnt variorum ad ipsum  epistolae, Patrologiae cursus
completus, seties latina, ed. J. P MIGNE, vol. 200 (Paris: 1955) (hereafter PL 200), coll. 610, no. 634,
and “Accedit ad haec quod clerici sive ipsi adversus laicos, sive laici adversus eos, litigantes experiti
voluerint laicorum judicia subire, et secundum ipsorum instituta sive leges agere vel defendere se
coguntur” (PL 200 coll. 855, no. 979).

4 On papal finance, see W. E. LUNT, Papal Revenues in the Middle Ages (New York: 1934); 1. S.
ROBINSON, The Papacy, 1073-1198. Continuity and Innovation (Cambridge: 1993), 244-291. (Hereafter
ROBINSON, The Papary,)
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4. The bureaucracy needed to fulfil the requirements of these new systems
was also created. The systematic organization of the Curia Romana started in the
eleventh century as a result of the centralization efforts of the papacy. Amonyg its
many different departments (congregations, tribunals, offices) the Apostolic
Chamber (Camera Apostolica) and the Papal Chancery (Cancellaria Apostolica) were of
crucial importance at the end of the twelfth century.

The term ancellaria was used in the curia only after the 1170s.” The basis for
an independent department dealing with issuing papal documents was laid down
by John of Gaeta, cardinal-deacon and chancellor, at the end of the eleventh
century. However, the second half of the twelfth century witnessed some changes
worth noting: the number of charters issued by the chancery grew dramatically,
trained jurists appeared among the employees of the chancery, and several
technical innovations wete implemented in this period.' To what extent these
changes were the result of papal activity is difficult to decide. However, “it is hard
to deny that some popes, such as Alexander III and Gregory VIII, as well as
Innocent 11 played the role of spiritus movens””"

The lifelong positions of chamberlain and chancellor — who was otherwise the
principal advisor of the pope'® — were by no means negligible. Writing about
Hadrian IV, Mortis says: “Some historians have seen him as tough and inflexible,
but others as a relatively mild man whose policy was fashioned by some
authoritative advisors, notably Roland,” who was already papal chancellor at the
time of Hadrian’ accession, and Boso, the papal chambetlain”*’ Besides Roland
(Alexander III) four of the twelfth-early thirteenth century chancellors later
became popes (Gelasius 11, Lucius II, Gregory VIII and Honorius III).

Concerning the chancery, one further interesting episode demonstrates the
growing importance and power of the departments of the papal bureaucratic
network. Alexander III did not appoint a chancellor between 1159 and 1178, and
Innocent IIT kept the chancellor’s office vacant for another eighteen years between
1187 and 1205 1t is difficult to say whether these popes, who knew well the

15 P RABIKAUSKAS, “Die Atbeitsweise der papstlichen Kanzlei (Ende 12.-Anfang 13. Jahrhundert),”
Archiv fiir Diplomatik 41 (1995): 264. (Hereafter RABIKAUSKAS, “Die Arbeitsweise.”) It was called
serininm, the original meaning of which had been archive.

16 Thid., 263-271.

17 Ibid,, 271.

18 ROBINSON, The Papacy, 93-98.

19 Later Pope Alexander I11.

20 MORRIS, The Papal Monardhy, 190.

21 “Es ist bemerkenswert, dass gerade die Pipste, die vorher Kanzler waren, das Kanzleramt lange
unbesetzt lieBen. Dies geschah beim Kardinal Roland (Bandinelli), der als Alexander IIL
achtzehneinhalb Jahre lang (Sept. 1159 - Febr. 1178) keinen Kanzler ernannte. Der endlich von thm
ethobene Kardinal Albert (de Morra) waltete dann seines Amtes, bis er selber zum Papst (Gregor
VIIL) gewihlt wurde. Von da an blieb das Kanzleramt wieder achtzehn Jahre lang (1187-1205)
unbesetzt. ... Auch Innocenz III. kam in den ersten fast acht Jahren seines Pontifikats ohne Kanzler
aus, bis er dann im Dezember 1205 seinen Verwandten, den Kardinaldiakon Johannes von St. Maria
in Cosmedin, zum Kanzler ernannte.”” RABIKAUSKAS, “Die Arbeitsweise,” 266.
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mechanisms of the papal chancery (especially Alexander II), considered this
function dangerous for the1r governing power or whether the reason behind this
phenomenon was financial.”

5. In the eleventh century Rome left the epoch when it was ruled by Roman
nobility (the Crescentius family) and the emperor.” The ecclesiastical (Gregorian)
reform movement, the success of which depended largely on the power and
position of the pope, aimed to free the Church from secular influence. In the
framework of this “desecularization,” besides the inner purification of the Church
(celibacy and the prohibition of nepotism and simony), the Holy See started to
form its own political directives, independent of the influence of any secular
power. The two main directions of this policy were the strengthening of the papal
position in the lands already belonging (or which had once belonged) to Latin
Christendom (such as Spalato), and the further expansion of the Western Church
by converting people who wete not yet Christian.

As a result of these developments the Church, leaving behind its provincial
epoch,”* became a centralized institution, a Papal Church.” Moreover, “with
control over its clergy, the papacy became an awesome, centralized bureaucratic
powethouse, an institution in which literacy, a formidable tool in the Middle Ages,
was concentrated.” * And since Christian (Roman) religion, and therefore the
Roman Church was the most important unifying factor in the West (Latinitas-
Christianitas), the centralization of the Church led to some integration of Western
Christendom. The terms “Latin” and “Latin Christendom” also gained meaning
“in the late eleventh century, as the Spanish Mozarabic rite was replaced by the
Roman and the Slavonic liturgy was suppressed in Bohemia”””" This statement is
even mote signiﬁcant if we recall Bartlett’s definiion of Western Chtistendom,
according to which it was “rite and obedience”™ rite in the sense of liturgical

22 “Geleitet wurde die Kanzlei weiterhin vom Kanzler; doch konnte dessen Funktion — vielleicht aus
Finanzgriinden — auch vom Papst ausgeiibt werden, vor allem wenn dieser wie Alexander III. und
Gregor VIIL selbst vorher Kanzler gewesen war.” B. SCHIMMELPFENNIG, Das Papsttun: von der Antike
bis zur Renaissance (Darmstadt: 1996), 180.

2 H. ZIMMERMANN, Das Papsttum im Mittelalter: eine Papsigeschichte im Spiegel der Historiographie (Stuttgart:
1981), 100-108.

24 G. TELLENBACH, The Church in Western Eurqpe from the Lenth to the Early Twelfth Century (Cambridge:
1993), 185.

%5 Katl Heussi qualifies the petiod between 900-1300 AD as the “Rise and Bloom of Papal Church”
(“Aufstieg und Hohe der Papstkirche”). K. HEUSSL, Kompendinm der Kirchengeschichte (Tibingen: 1949),
183-240.

2 E. GRANT, God and Reason in the Middle Ages (Cambtidge: 2001), 23.

21 BARTLETT, The Making, 19.

28 Ibid., 243.
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uniformity and obedience meaning that the faithful in the West were subjected to
the authority of the pope.”

Western Christendom in the second half of the twelfth century was an
immense and, at least in the plans of the Holy See, constantly growing territory. At
the same time, according to the aims of the papacy, Rome itself intended to
control its wotld entirely. The realization of this plan, however, was not so simple;
besides the sometimes enormous geographical distances, political conflicts caused
further difficulties. The pope and the curia did not have a stable base in Rome, and
moreover, during the pontificate of Alexander III it was forced to reside in
different parts of Italy and southern France. It was not moveable enough,
however, and — largely due to its constant financial problems™ — it did not have a
chance to visit all the lands belonging to its sphere of interest. The papal legates
offered the opportunity of continuous correspondence; they, as representatives of
the pope, were also important means of the centralized government.” Alexander
II refers to them with the following words:

Cum antem longe positis per nos gpsos paternam mpendere diligentiam non
possumms, dignum est ut vires apostolicas [Sicl| illis committanius qui specialius nobis
conjuncti sunt, et quorum prudentiam sumus et fidem experts.””

These legates took an active part in papal diplomacy by carrying messages,
collecting information, and conducting negotiations. According to the classification
of legates, a distinction was made between /egatus natus, legatus missus and legatus a
latere. The legates of lower rank, usually equal to that of a bishop or papal chaplain,
were the legati missi, the less important envoys; the cardinal legates were the /gati a
latere commissioned with the more important issues; both were sent out from
Rome. Finally, the native prelates of a church province, who combined the office
of a bishop or archbishop and the papal plenipotentiary of a legate, were called the
legati nati. In the second half of the twelfth century, however, this classical form of

2 It must be noted, however, that by the centralization of the church and strengthening of Rome’s
position the papacy became the rival of the empite and their controversy caused the political break-up
of the Western Christendom.

30 “The numerous begging letters to French churchmen (notably to Archbishop Henry of Rheims)
desctibe the financial straits of the Alexandrine cutia.” ROBINSON, The Papary, 247.

31“Les légats sont les instruments essentiels de Tautorité pontificale et de la centralisation
administrative de Eglise.” M. PACAUT, “Les légates d’ Alexandre IIT (1159-1181),” Rewwe d'Histoire
Eddésiastique 50 (1955): 835. (Hereafter PACAUT, “Les légates.”) “It was the reform papacy which had
developed the legation into one of the most important instruments of papal government. ... These
cardinal legates were the principal link between the papacy and those regions which the cutia never
visited: Spain, England, Scandinavia, eastern Europe and Outremer. ... The political and diplomatic
skills of their legates made a significant contribution to the victory of Innocent II in the 1130s and
Alexander IIT in the schism of 1159-1177” ROBINSON, The Papay, 92.

32 PL 200, coll. 1273, no. 1467; “ut vices illis apostolicas committamus™ in T. SMICIKLAS, Codex
diplomaticns Regni Croatiag, Dalmatiae et Slavoniag, ~ol. 2. diplomata saeculi 12. continens (1101-1200) (Zagreb:
1904), 168, no. 66. (Hereafter CDC II) Most probably #res (vices) should be understood here as
“men”. Mixing-up the words #s and #ris not exceptional in Medieval Latin.
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the “emissary-system” had not yet ctystallized.” Pacaut distinguishes only two
types of legates in the time of Alexander II1: the Jgati nati and the legati a latere. The
permanent legates “sont seulement des ‘correspondants’ chargés de controler et
d’informer;” while “les légats @ /atere sont des exécutants ayant pour fonction
d’imposer et de trancher””* At the same time, in Robinson’ understanding “the
third category of the Decretalists, the /gatus natus, was missing from the eleventh
and twelfth-century scene. Certainly we can identify numerous legates who were
“natives” in their legatine provinces and who combined a permanent papal
legation with the office of bishop or archbishop; and historians have often
regarded these as the forerunners of the thirteenth-century kgati nati.”>

At this point Wilhelm Janssen agrees with Robinson stating that thete is no
continuity between the eleventh-century native “Vices-Trager” and the /gati nati>®
He also claims that “by the second quarter of the twelfth century the type of Jegatus
Romanns did not form a separate group of legates™ and in the legal sense we
cannot speak about two groups of legates before the 1150s.” On the contrary,
Willibald M. Plochl says that the distinction between apostolic vicars (Vikare des
apostolischen Stuhls) and Roman legates (rémische Legaten) already existed in the
time of Gregory VIL” and he also assumes some connection between the
institution of /gati nati and that of the standing apostolic vicars.*

Contemporary terminology also reflects a “provisorial state” of the
development of the legatine system. Boso had already used the phrase #zle consilinm
pape visum est ut aliguos ...ex latere suo destinare deberet”" when he was talking about
Alexander’s legates. In the papal letters written to Spalato, however, none of the
five cardinals or subdeacons, Julius and Petet,” Albert,” Raymund of Capella* and
Theobald® were referred to as kgati a latere by expression.”® Moreover, the eatliest

33 PACAUT, “Les légates,” 838., and also ROBINSON, The Papacy, 147-149.

3% PACAUT, “Les légates,” 826.

35 ROBINSON, The Papacy, 149.

3 W JANSSEN, Die papsthichen Legaten in Frankreih vom Schisma Anaklets 11 bis zum Tode Coelestins IIT
(1130-1198) (Cologne: 1961), 171. (Hereafter JANSSEN, Die papstlichen L egaten.)

371bid., 170.

38 Ibid., 171-172.

39\ M. PLOCHL, Geschichte des Kirchenrechts. V'ol. 2 Das Kirchenrecht der abendlindischen Christenbeit 1055 bis
1517 (Wien: 1962), 108.

40 Thid., 110.

4 Liber Pontificalis 11, 403, but also Liber Pontificalis 11, 415: “utile tamen visum est ut pontifex
...episcopum et cardinalem ... de latere suo ... ad eiusdem imperatoris praesentiam destinaret.”

42 PL 200 coll. 122, no. 49.

4 PL 200 coll. 461, no. 461.

44 PL 200 coll. 1129, no. 1303 and coll. 1143, no. 1317.

4 PL 200 coll. 1273, no. 1467.

4 The term Jgatus a latere Romani pontificis occurs only in two Alexandrine letters: PL 200 coll. 151,
n0.76 and PL 200 coll. 1094, no. 1268.
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letter does not use the term /gamus at all, but mentions the two papal emissaries
from Italy, Julius and Peter, only by name."’

Besides the envoys sent by the curia archbishops Gerard of Spalato (1167-
1175) and Rayner (1175-1180) were also apostolicae sedis legati. The case of Gerard
adds further information to the development of the legatine system, and supports
the statement that in practice the different — i.e. “classical” — categories of legates
wete separated clearly no sooner than by the first half of the thirteenth century.®

Pacaut had already drawn the attention to the special status of the archbishops
of Milan and Salzburg stating that they had a considerably greater legatine power
than they should have had as /ga#i nati.”” Janssen in his work on papal legates in
twelfth-century France writes that by the time of Hadrian IV and in the second
half of the twelfth century two groups of legates can be distinguished: the /gat/ a
latere, in other words the cardinal-legates and the “archbishop-legates” These
archbishop-legates, however, cannot be simply identified with the /ga# nati, but the
latter should rather be considered as a “phenomenon of the decline”
(Vetfallerscheinung) of archbishop-legates.™

Eleven Twelfth Thirt
th Century Century (Hadrian IV) eenth Century
(Gregory VII)

Legati - Legati a latere - Lega
a latere ti a latere

11t
century  native Archbishop- - Lega
“Vices-Triger” legates — t nati

Lega
1 missi

Figure 1. The Development of Legatine System according to Janssen.

Just like these prelates, Gerard combined the legatine title and the office of an
archbishop; he was not, however, a native of Spalato or Dalmatia. He came from

47 For the activity of Julius and Petrus see W. OHNSORGE, De Legaten Alexanders 111 im ersten Jahrzehnt
seines Pontifikats (1159-1169) (Vaduz: 1965), 110-116. (Hereafter OHNSORGE, Die Legaten Alexcanders.)

8 PACAUT, “Les légates,” 838.

# Ibid., 826.

50 Although not referting to them as archbishop-legates, Robinson also desctibed this group of papal
emissaries. He states that the twelfth-century legates, who have been falsely identified by some
historians as “the forerunners of the thirteenth-century /gati nati,” were “in fact legates of a type
unknown to the later Middle Ages, created by the needs of the reform papacy and transformed by
the changing of circumstances of the twelfth century into less powerful but still influential papal
representatives.” They “were more numerous, more active, mote powerful” than their thirteenth-
century colleagues, and “their legatine title was far from being honorific.” ROBINSON, The Papacy, 149.

69



MARTA KONDOR

Italy: he was born in Verona, by 1167 he was aurie capellanus,” and as such he was
delegated and consecrated by Alexander to the see of Spalato. In this sense his case
(and that of Rayner) is unique, as the archbishop-legates were normally natives in
their province.

Gerard was the addressee of five papal letters sent to the Dalmatian coast. His
reign in Spalato was not without problems, however — at the beginning of the
1170s he left for Italy and he never returned. He must have had close contacts with
the pope, or at least he was an ardent supporter of reform ideas represented by
Alexander III. Although his letters to the high pontiff are not available, it is clear
from the popes answers™ that Gerard wanted to put these ideas concerning
martiage, simony etc. into practice at any price. After he came into conflict with
bishop Mireus of Senj (1150-1185) (who did not give Gerard the necessary respect
and had to be warned by Alexander to obey his prelate™), and had problems in the
town itself, the pope advised him to be patient:”

Intellectss  anxcietatibus et - sollicitudinibus tuis, quibus vebementer urgeris super
conservandis insticiis ecclesie te, satis inde tuanm sunms prudentiam admirats, eo quod
ninis repente super episcapatu et allis ceperis questiones imovere, cum deceat episcopum
usque ad annum ita omnia videre, famiquan non videat, et simplicitate dissimmlare,
quie alias essent durins requirenda. Quapropter monemus prudentian tman ... ut
presentiarum bis supersedeas, statum terre et qualitates et mores hominum pleninm
cognoscere studeas, et panlatim rationes ecclesie tue diljgenter inguiras.”®

The other three letters addressed to Gerard” have a topic related to
jurisdiction, such as the one sent to Rayner in 1177.* As has been already
mentioned above, the development of a centralized government was strongly
related to a system of law and jurisdiction that was theoretically well defined and
functioning in practice. For the curia, jurisdiction was a way to enforce the authority
of the Papal See on its subjects. The “obedience”-element (i.e. obedience to one
authority, the pope) of Bartlett’s definition also reveals the importance of this issue:
where the Holy See could enforce its jurisdictional rights through legates or

SU'Thomas Archidiaconus, Historia Salonitana, ed. F RACKI, Monumenta Spectantia Historiam
Slavorum Meridionalium Scriptores 26. (Zagteb: 1894) (heteafter Historia Salonitana) 68, cap. 20.

52 In Alexander’ letters there are sixteen archbishop-legates mentioned, and Gerard is the only one,
who had not had any contacts with his future diocese and had not fulfilled any tasks in the region
previously.

53 PL 200 coll. 627, no. 661 and coll. 632, no. 669.

% CDC1I 121, no.116.

5 In Steindorff’s understanding the pope warned Gerard as he did not perform his duties. L.
STEINDORFE, Die dalpmatinischen Stadte im 12. Jahrbundert (Cologne: 1984), 107. (Hereafter STEINDORFE,
Die dalmatinischen Stidre,)

56 PL 200 coll. 632, no. 669.

57 PL 200 coll. 524, no. 533, coll. 633, no. 671 and coll. 1129, no. 1303.

58 PL 200 coll. 1143, no. 1317.
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archbishops/bishops, the subjects obeyed the central authotity (pope) meaning
that they accepted it.

The personal character of twelfth-century popes, many of whom were
educated in law; gave further emphasis to this jurisdictional aspect of papal
government. The efforts to give a precisely defined legal status to everything and to
enforce the already established laws resulted in an enormous number of judicial
cases, difficult to deal with one by one in the curia. This situation was even worse
when the problems emerged in places far from the residence of the Holy See; in
this case the process of curial decision was quite slow. The legates, who were
mobile but at the same time directly responsible to the pope, and most of whom
wete trained in law; would have been ideal tools in the hands of Rome to solve this
problem.

The idea that the pope was sudex: totins ecclesiae, the supreme judge, was not only
an important element of the theory of papal primacy, but also part of Canon Law
since Gratian. In a letter to the cletgy of the church of Uppsala™ the manifestation
of this idea can be found in the following form: Arbiepiscopi persona nullius excanini
praeterguanm Romani pontifucis noscitur subjacere. From the point of view of the legates,
to act effectively presupposed that their decisions were considered lawful. For this,
they had to have the necessaty right and authority from the pope. Although the
expressions auctoritate nostrd” and anctore Domine™ appear in the letters in connection
with the legates’ decisions, it was not an easy question, as the theory of plenitudo
potestatis, which in its classical form was formulated by Bernard of Clairvaux,
tended to exclude everyone from sharing any rights with the pope. (This
terminology derived from a letter of Pope Leo I, which dealt with the status of the
papal vicar in Thessalonica, and Leo I used it “to indicate how the delegated and
therefore partial authority of a ;)apal vicat, that is legate, differed from the pope’s,
which was full in relation to it

It is clear that the legates belonged to the privileged category of —according to
Bernard of Clairvaux — “those who have received power over others)™ since
Gregory VII had already stated that “the legate presides over all the bishops in a
council even though he is inferior in rank and he can pass sentence of

59 PL. 200 coll. 609, no. 634.

60 “Ideoque universitati vestrac per apostolica scripta mandamus eum sicut legatum sedis apostolicae
curetis honeste recipere, et ad vocationem ipsius humiliter accedentes, quae pro statu Ecclesiae, vel
salute fidelium auctoritate nostra decreverit, suscipiatis firmiterque servetis” (PL 200 coll. 1273,
n0.1467.)

61 “Sententiam quam canonice idem legatus dictaverit nos auctore Domino ratam habebimus, nec
patiemur levitate qualibet immutari” (PL 200 coll. 1273, no.1467); but also about Peter of Narni (PL
200 coll. 122, no. 49): “quam idem archiepiscopus in illum propter hoc canonice promulgaverit, nos
auctore Deo ratam et firmam habebimus.”

62 CANNING, A History, 32.

63 “According to your canons, some are called to shate of the responsibilities, but you ate called to the
fullness of power. The power of others is confined within definite limits, but your power extends
even over those who have received power over others.” Bernard, De consideratione 11.8.16. Translation
from ROBINSON, “Church and Papacy;” 282.
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excommunication against them.”* They had the right and duty to settle disputes,
and it is also clear that their decisions had to be obeyed:

. Speramus quod eadem cansa sub examine suo dignum debeat effectum
sortini. ... Mandamus ...quod ipse inde statnertt, suscipias firmiter et
observes.”

The term potestas, however, is not mentioned explicitly in connection with
legates, which means that their important role in practice was not reflected by the
official terminology.

On the other hand, the envoys were given precise instructions concerning
their legations.® The letter complaining about the capture of Raymund of
Capella®” mentions some /iteras of the pope,” while anothet, dealing with litigation
of the archbishop of Spalato and Zara concerning the right over the bishoptic of
Fara (Lesina), says eidem subdiacono dedimms in mandatis” The rest of this second letter
describes the steps of the judicial process, which reflects the existence of an
elaborated system under the supreme jurisdiction of the pope. After listening to
the reasons and excuses (rationes et alligationes), heating witnesses (festes), studiously
putting down the testimonies of the witnesses (uratorum depositiones studiose
conseribere) the legate had to send the whole material to the pope (nobis), including
the terms asked by the parties when they appeared before the Apostolic See
(terminum competenten: quo debeant . . . apostolico se conspectui presentare).

Even from these Alexandrine letters the superior and privileged position of
the Jegati a latere over other clergymen and their close relation to the pope as ur
apostolici is obvious. The papal “propaganda,” however, was shockingly accurate not
to mention any terms (for example, plena potestas) or emphasize any aspects of the
legates’ activity that could threaten or cause even the smallest harm to the theory
of papal primacy.”” Janssen found a charter in France, in which the archbishop-
legate Peter of Lyon (1131-1139) decisions were strengthened by “apostolica
potestas”” As the primacy-theory and the sharp distinction between asnctoritas papae
and potestas regis dominated the political thought in Alexander’s time, in his letters

6+ Gregory VI, Dictatus Papae 4. Translation from ROBINSON, “Church and Papacy;” 283.

6> PL 200 coll. 1143, no. 1317.

66 PACAUT, “Les légates,” 826.

67 PL 200 coll. 1129, no. 1303.

68 ... et ei quidquid habebat in navi valens ultra sexaginta marcas argenti et litteras etiam nostras et
illas etiam quas praefatus rex nobis mittebat.” It is not quite clear what these “litteras nostras” were,
but since Raymund was on his way back from Sicily, we can infer that it was not the letter addressed to
the king

9 PL 200 coll. 1143, no. 1317.

70 Nonetheless, it is worth noting — especially if we bear in mind the privileged position of legates —
that the term plna potestas eligendi archiepiscopum does appear in another letter (CDC 11, no. 156) in
connection with erici et laici,

71 JANSSEN, Die papstlichen Legaten, 172.
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there are certainly no traces of such phenomenon. The term subministro nostro™
reflects this dual character of the legatine position: although the legates’ relation to
the pope was unusually close, since they — as his munisti — supported him,
administered him and stood for him, they were very cleatly subjected to him and his
decisions.

Returning to the Dalmatian region, three letters deal with cases belonging to
the judicial-executive” authority of the Spalatian archbishop-legate and once a
legatus a latere was entrusted with proceeding in a debate. In the first case (1167-
1169) some men from Sibenik (homines de Sevenics) did not hesitate to deprive a
certain man named Gottfrid, the son of Bonumir from Siponto, of his
properties.* Gerard, the archbishop of Spalato and apostolic legate, was ordered
to warn the men to give back his 7es and, in the case that they refused to do that, to
excommunicate them.

About ten years later a similar crime was committed against the papal legate
Raymund of Capella. Some pirates from Sibenik robbed him on his way back
from William, the king of Sicily.” Raymund suffered great losses, as the list of the
stolen things he compiled shows.® After Alexander heard about the conflict, he
wrote a letter (23* July 1177) to archbishop Rayner of Spalato (1175-1180) and
bishop Michael of Trogir (1177-1206) ordeting them to warn the plrates and the
other robbers, together with the aites of Sibenik (Nestros and Perlat,”” or Nestos
and Poclat”™) to give back everything they had taken from the legate. In case they
refuse to do that the prelates should excommunicate the pirates and all the people
who were by that time on the board of the ship. Moreover, if the people guilty of
the crime hesitated to hand over their spoils in ten days, the performance of all
church ceremonies (except infant baptism and penitence) should also be prohibited
in Sibenik, as the ship most probably belonged to the town.

Studying the two cases it is noteworthy how vehemently the pope protected
his legate. The crime was the same: in the case of Gottfrid homines de Sevenico
Goffrido .. violenter et furtim res suas anferre non dubitarunt, while the pirates quidguid
habebat in navi ... ei (Raynunds) turpiter et inhoneste anferre minime dubitarunt. In both cases
Gerard was ordered to warn the accused to give back everything they had stolen (w7
ea quac .. abstulerint ... eidem proposita cunctatione remittant | ut tam litteras quan etiam ablata

.. sine diminutione et dilatatione ... restituani). The pirates, however, had to pay extra
compensaUOn to the legate for his losses derived from the ctime (e expensis quas
propter hoc facere coactus esh), and also the town of Sibenik was ordered to hand over to
Raymund everything they possessed from the legate’s propetty (quidguid de his ad

72 PL 200 coll. 1143, no.1317.

73 Executive in the sense of imposing penalties.
74 PL 200 coll. 524, no. 533.

7> PL 200 coll. 1129, no. 1303.

6 CDC1II 146, no.143.

77 PL 200 coll.1129, no. 1303.

8 CDC1I 145, no. 142.
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suas manus deveni?). 'The possible sanction in both cases was the excommunication
of the criminals, but once again in the case of Raymund the town and the
community were also threatened with a form of interdict.

Quod si infra congruum terminum a te sibi praefixum facere forte renuerint, eos
nsque ad dignam satisfactionen excommunicationis vineulo non dfferas innodare.”

S1 vero ad commuonitionem commendati vestram id non fecerint, eosden et ommnes qui
tune in praedicta Sagettia fuernnt, contradictione et appellatione cessante, publice
aceensis candelis - anctoritate nostra. excommmnicetis, et si nec infia decen dies
resipuerint, in civitate Sevenici, si s fuit ipsa Sagettia, ommia divina, praeter
baptisma parvulorum et poenitentiam probibeatis officia celebrar. los auten qui in
praedictum subdiaconnm nostrum violentas manus injecernnt sublato appellationis
remedio publice excommmnicatos sine dilatione denuncietis.™’

Archbishop Gerard had to deal with a debate between L. [Lampridius]
Seardonensis episcopus and the dilecti filii militiae Templi (1169), too™ At the time of
Gregory VII the monastery of Vrana cuwm omnibus mobilibus suis et inmobilibus was
donated to the Roman Church by Demetrius (pethaps Zvonimit), Dalpatiae
Croatiaeque dux. This led to a debate over the status of monastery: the bishop and
the Templars argued whether it fell under the bishop’ authority or not.*

Then, in 1177 papal legate Raymund de Capella got the task to handle the
litigation between the archbishoprical sees of Spalato and Zara.* According to a
charter issued by Pope Anastasius IV* in 1154 Zara was raised to the rank of a
metropolitanate and as such the dioceses of Absor (Osor), Arbe (Rab), Veglia
(Krk) and Fara/Lesina (Hvar) were subjected to it.” Although Anastasius donated

79 PL 200 coll. 524, no. 533.

80 PL 200 coll. 1129, no. 1303.

81 Since the fifth century clerics were judged on ecclesiastical courts and since the twelfth century the
judicial authority of ecclesiastical courts extended to all the cases, in which a cletic was involved as one
of the parties. (G. BELL, Magyar jogtirténet (History of the Hungatian Law and Jutisdiction) (Budapest-
Pécs: 2000), 249.) Besides, “resolving disputes among the bishoprics” was an important task of the
metropolitan. J. DUSA, The Medieval Dalyatian Episcopal Cities. Development and Transformation New York:
1991), 56. (Hereafter DUSA, Medieval Dalpatian.)

82 PL 200 coll. 633, no. 671.

8 In the other case in which the archbishop of Spalato was also involved the pope ordered the
archbishop of Zara to proceed. In 1160, after Spalato enacted a statute according to which “nulli de
civitate ipsorum liceat aliquas possessiones vel bona immobilia ecclesiae alicui donare vendere seu
legare” (Gy. FEJER, Codex diplomaticus Hungariae ecclesiastions ac civilis, vol. 2. (Buda: 1829), 159. (Hereafter
FEJER, Codex IL) ), Lamptidius was instructed to excommunicate the officials and put the town under
interdict. By that time archbishop Absolon of Spalato (1158-1161) stayed at the Hungarian king’s
court (FEJER, Codex 11, 156-157).

8 CDC 1L 76-79,no. 78.

8 On the origins of Zara-Split controversy according to Thomas see Historia Salonitana 62-63, cap.19;
on the dioceses Absor, Atbe and Veglia Historia Salonitana 66, cap.20.
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these dioceses 7 perpetuum to Zara, a few years later Spalato argued Zara’s right to
Fara. In 1177 Raymund got the task to deal with the case® but only in 1181,
another papal legate, Theobald made the final decision. He decided for Spalato, as
the representatives of Zara did not attend him to support their argument with
suitable evidences (ad diem et terminum denunciatum prefatus clerus nec venisset nec
responsalems misisset”). When pope Coelestin I confirmed the rights and
possessions of the Spalatian archbishop and sent the pallium to Peter (1188-1196)
in 1192, he again listed the bishopric of Fara among dioceses belonging to the
metropolitan see of Spalato.*®

Besides these judicial cases the Spalatian citizens received two “letters of
recommendation” on behalf of papal legates Julius, Peter” and Theobald. On
the basis of these documents, however, nothing special can be said about the
legates or their position. They are characterized by the same words (lrteratus,
honestus, providus, diseretus) as other prelates, for instance Peter of Narni (1161-1166)”"
or archbishop Michael of Ragusa (1153-1188).”

A papal legate plays the central role in the last case, which, although not of
judicial character, can be connected to the eleventh-twelfth century centralization
efforts of the curia. It is the matter of bishop/archbishop elect.

The election of Pope Alexander III and the schism is a well-studied topic, not
to be dealt with here in detail.” The rules of the election of bishops, as well as that
of the pope, were included in the Corpus Iuris Canonici in the form settled in the
Third Lateran Council (1179).”* Beating these facts in mind, the case of Albert of
Morra, later pope Gregory VIII (1187), appears to be handled by Alexander I1I in
a strange way.

In 1166, after the death of Peter of Narni (1161-11606), the metropolitan see
of Spalato became vacant.” The citizens elected Albert of Morra, staying there” as

8 CDC1I 147, no. 144.

§7 CDCII 178, n0.176. By that time Zara caused some problems for the papacy as well, as archbishop
Theobald “refused to offer proper allegiance” to the patriarch of Grado, while his successors,
Damian (1183-1185) and Petrus (1187-1193), did not request the pallium from their primate at all.
(DUSA, Medieval Dalpatian, 64.)

8 CDC II 251-253, no. 237.

89 PL 200 coll. 122, no. 49.

90 PL 200 coll. 1273, no. 1467.

91 PL 200 coll. 122, no. 49.

%2 CDC1I 118, no.112.

93 Besides the general works of Zimmermann, Schimmelpfennig, Morris, Robinson, see H. JEDIN,
ed, Handbuch der Kirchengeschichte. Band 111/ 2. Die mittelalterliche Kirche: 1 om Hochmittelalter bis zum V orabend
der Reformation (1124-1517) (Freiburg: 1985), 77-83; J. LAUDAGE, Alexcander I11. und Friedrich Barbarossa
(Cologne: 1997); W, MADERTONER, Die giviespiltige Papshwabl des Jabres 1159 (Wien: 1978); M. MEYER,
Die Wabl Alexcander 111 und Victor IV.: 1159. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der Kirchenspaltung unter Kaiser
Frtedrich (Gottingen: 1871); M. PREISS, Die politische Téitigkeit und Stellung der Cisterienser im Schisma von
1159 — 1177, Betlin: 1934); R. SOMMERVILLE, Pgpe Alexander 11 and the Council of “Tomrs (1163)
(Betkeley, Los Angeles: 1977).

9% Corpus Turis Canonici, Decretales Gregorii X 1.6.6.; Corpus Iuris Canonics, Decretales Gregorii X 16.7.

95 Historia Salonitana 67, cap. 20.
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papal legate in 1166 and 1167, archbishop, but “he — because the pope was not
willing to confirm him — re;ected the election.”” From Alexander’ letter dated 31*
August 1167, it is not quite clear why he rejected politely but cleatly Albert’s
petition to confirm him as the archbishop of Spalato.

...super eo quod nobis significasti quod dlerus et populus S palatensis te in pastoren
sunm voluerunt assumere, 1ibi voluntatem nostram et animmm aperimns, quod si
etian tu velles, et major pars fratrum nostrorum instaret, nulla ratione consentirenius,
nec unquanm possenns induc, quod a nobis absenteris, a quibus ita pure et sincere
diligeris, et tam charus acceptusque haberis. *

Another source, Thomas the Archdeacon refers to the disagreement between the
clergy and citizens in connection with Albert’ election:

Factum est - antems, ut eo tempore  congregaretur clerus  spalatine ecclesie pm
archiepiscopo eligendo. Et tandem premisso fractatu de electione  cuinsdan:in
archiepiscopum, ut movis est, omming vota in personam eiusden: cardinalis concorditer
convenerunt. ... protinus Jobannes comes, coadunata populari mulitudine ...
veninnt ad eunden legatnm . .. Et tunc concinari incipinnt dicentes, quod alias enm
dzﬁgeremj%et vellent per ommia reverers; sed non consentinnt, ut eorun archigpiscopus
efjeciaruy.

Kornél Szovak says that after the death of Géza II (1141-1162) Alexander’s
positions in Hungary weakened significantly."" The situation in Dalmatia was even
worse: as a result of Manuel’s continuous attacks and conquests he could hardly
enforce his authority on the region. Moreover, “the situation in Dalmatia worsened
as the see of the archbishop became vacant in 1167 and Spalato elected the papal
legate Albert of Motra ... archbishop, but he — because the pope was not willing
to confirm him — re]ected the election. Finally, the situation was solved in a way
that between 1167 and 1180 the archbishop of Spalato was the permanent legate
of the Holy See in Dalmatia”.""!

Taking these facts into consideration it is even more difficult to find an
explanation for Alexander’s step. We have to suppose that Albert was elected
canonically — Alexander’s letter supports this argument, as according to that Albert

% “Hic cum non modicam fecisset moram Spalati residendo, effectus erat familiatis omnibus et
amicus.” Historia Salonitana 67, cap. 20.

97 K. SZOVAK, “Papai-magyar kapcsolatok a 12. szizadban” (Papal-Hungarian Connections in the
Twelfth Century) in: Magyarorszdg és a Szentszék kapesolatinak ezer éve, ed. 1. ZOMBORI (Budapest: 1996),
36. (Hereafter SZOVAK, “Papai-magyar kapcsolatok.”).

98 PL 200 coll. 461, no. 461.

99 Historia Salonitana 67-68, cap. 20.

100 §ZOVAK, “Papai-magyar kapcsolatok,” 35.

101 Ibid., 36.
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was elected “by the clergy and people”””” With his confirmation Alexander could
have solved the problem of the vacant see, moreovert, Albert could have been the
ideal representative of the papal authority in Spalato: he had close contacts with the
Holy See but he knew the political-ecclesiastical circumstances of the town as well.
Why did Alexander reject the confirmation then?

It is possible that his answer was rather a political-diplomatic reaction to those
internal conditions in Spalato Thomas described. In 1167 Byzantine control was
already established in the city and — although he was busy in dealing with the papal-
imperial conflict and the schism — probably the pope did not want to give up his
positions on this part of the Dalmatian coast. The fact that after Manuel had taken
control of the city Alexander did not incorporate the bishoprics of Nin, Senj'"”’
and Kitbava in the church province of Zara shows that he intended Spalato to play
an important role in the curial policy. Therefore in this fragile situation it would not
have been a wise decision to make somebody an archbishop against the will of the
citizens. (Interpreting Alexander’s “cerus et populns” as a reflection of Spalato’ inner
conditions — as Ohnsorge does'”* — this explanation might be argued, since then
no controversy between the clergy and laity can be revealed. In my opinion,
however, these words are rather an expression of twelfth century political thought,
used not only by the papal curia but also in Coloman’s Dalmatian privileges'” and
in Thomas’ work.')

A further solution for Alexander’s negative answer would be Albert’s legatine
title or his non-Dalmatian origin. Both suggestions can be argued, however, as
Gerard and Rayner, the next archbishops of Spalato were also from Italy and they
bore the legatine title as well."”

The next thing that comes to mind is that Albert was inapproptiate for a
position like this. This is not likely, either; probably, he fulfilled the “official

192 For dlerns and populus see below.

103 See the above mentioned letter of Alexander, dated from 30® January 1168-1170, in which he
warns bishop Mireus of Senj to show loyalty and proper obedience towards archbishop Gerard of
Spalato. (CDC1I 121, no. 116)

104 OHNSORGE, Die Legaten Alexcanders, 120. “So kam es, dal3 der Klerus nach langer Vakanz des
Erzstuhles im Sommer 1167 Albert zu seinem kinftigen Oberhaupte wéhlte. Auch die Laienschaft
wat damit durchaus einverstanden.”

105 In general, the Hungarian kings accepted the special rights of the Dalmatian towns and in 1108
Coloman confirmed the previous privileges of Trogir, Zara and Spalato. According to the results of
recent tesearch, these documents, providing a broad frame of self-government exceptional in
southeastern Europe at that time, are authentic and from the same petiod. The privilege of Trogit,
the entire text of which has survived, says “Who is elected by the clergy and people I ordain bishop
and wmes” L. KATUS, A délsglav-magyar kaprsolatok torténete (History of Southern Slav-Hungarian
Relations) (Pécs: 1998), 17.

106 M. KONDOR, Uppsala and Spalato — Parallels and Differences between Two Archbishoprics on the Rims of
Western Christendom in the Time of Pope Alexcander III (1159-1181). Manuscript, 9.

107 Although one can suppose that in spite of the large number of archbishop-legates, it was not
common to make a papal legate an archbishop in a foreign country. There is no evidence, however,
of such a canonical prohibition, or any examples for the possible existence of such a “custom.”

77



MARTA KONDOR

5108

requirements,” " and it is hard to imagine that he was lacking in personal skills if
we consider his later career as a legate in France,"” as papal chancellot, and finally
as pope."'’ Still, we have to infer that the cause of rejection lies largely in Albert’s
person and in the letter the real cause is revealed. The pope needed him for his
plans (nec unguam possenus induc, quod a nobis absenteris) — although presumably less
because of his good character (a guibus ita pure et sincere diligeris, et tam charns acceptusque
haberis), than because of his talent (injunctae #bi legationi prudenter et studiose intendas, ut
Ecclesia Romana de diligentia et studio tuo laetum incrementum recipiah).”"' This means that
Albert’s application for the archiepiscopal see was refused because of the “higher”
general interests of the papacy (pope) —in spite of his canonical election.

How did the legatine activity in Spalato fit into the “general trends” then? The
relative large number of legates who spent some time in Spalato demonstrates that
the papal Church intended to use the legatine institution as a crucial means of
control and correspondence. On the other hand, it also shows the importance of
the Dalmatian region in curial policy — especially after Manuel gained tertitories in
the area and he took control of the city. Between 1159 and 1163 the first /gati a
latere were destined to the Hungarian court and their stop in Spalato was a short-
term stay. Julius and Peter, just as Albert a few years later (1165-1160), fulfilled
diplomatic tasks in Hungary. Although not in Hungary, Raymund also performed a
diplomatic legation when he had the affair with the pirates. These facts correspond
with the general trends in the sense that the twelfth-century /gazi a latere dealt rather
with politics and diplomacy instead of jurisdiction and the implementation of
church reforms."> Most probably the importance of this political-diplomatic
activity of the legates made Alexander III unwilling to confirm Alberts election for
the Spalatian metropolitan see.

There is no doubt the Dalmatian coast was of politically outstanding
importance for the Holy See. Venice, Byzantium and Hungary, Rome’ tivals but at
the same time its potential allies against the Empire sought for the control of the
coastal towns. The Hungarian authority was driven back by the mid 1160s and
while the North (Grado, Zadar) was controlled by Venice Byzantium gained
footholds in the South (Ragusa, Spalato). The conquests of Manuel threatened
with the strengthening of the Fastern Church and the spread of Greek rite'” in

108 Which were laid down officially only later, in the Third Lateran Council — although we have to take
into consideration what Vauchez quoted from Gtosjean in connection with canonization: the law was
“what Alexander III believed to be law; possibly unwritten, but still law in force” A. VAUCHEZ,
Sainthood in the Later Middle Ages. (Cambridge: 1997), 26.

109 After Becket’s death, to negotiate with Henry I at Caen. Lsber Pontificalis 11, 425.

10 Gregory VIII, although only for 8 weeks in 1187.

11 Albert of Motra was born in Campagnia, studied in France and became “canonicus” in the
monastery of St. Martin in Laon. Hadrian IV appointed him cardinal, he was chancellor from 1178
and pope in 1187.

12 JANSSEN, Die papstlichen 1egaten, 181.

113 CDC 11 110, no. 104. (In connection with Arbania.)

78



CENTRALIZATION AND THE IMPORTANCE OF LEGATINE ACTIVITY ...

the Adriatic. In this situation the best means to keep the Roman positions and to
exercise papal authority in the area was a “curial” archbishop (of Italian origin) in
the see of Spalato.'"* Moreover, Gerard and Rayner — as representatives of Spalato
— performed or could have performed some kind of diplomatic tasks on Rome’s
(Western Church’s) behalf in/with Byzantium. While Gerard refused to go to and
take the oath of fidelity to Manuel,” Rayner — at the behest of the citizens of
Spalato — travelled to Constantinople'® and with Byzantine help he was able to
regain some possessions of the Church of Spalato in the Narentan area.'’

The legatine activity in Spalato supports Robinson’s statements that by the
1150s the /egati a latere were considered as more efficient means of papal
government than their native colleagues'™ and that the idea according to which the
legatus a latere is supetior to the (future) legatus natus already existed by the mid-twelfth
century. Five (Julius, Peter, Albert, Raymund and Theobald) of the seven legates
wete legati a latere, and the two archbishop-legates (Gerard and Rayner) were neither
natives of Dalmatia nor had they had any positions in the region before."” Most
probably the reason for this deflection from the “classical” type of archbishop-
legates lies in the above mentioned special circumstances of Spalato. These
archbishop-legates were the “executive” delegates of Rome, maintaining judicial
functions as well. Especially Gerard’s intense correspondence with Alexander
proves that he first of all carried out the papal orders. Although in the case of
Rayner we rather lack source evidence, we can suppose that he played a similar role.

Gerard’s and Rayner’s examples suggest that the archbishop-legates were by
no means negligible for twelfth-century legatine activity. The archbishop-legates,
however, do not seem to have the same position all over the Western Christendom.
Gerard — although entrusted with “traditional” metropolitan tasks'™ — was
designated to the metropolitan see by the high pontiff. He maintained intense
cotrespondence with the pope and he always acted according to his orders.
Moreover, to some extent the archbishops of Spalato could (have) act(ed) in the
field of diplomacy as well. In this sense they had some characteristics of the /gati a
latere. At the same time there’s no evidence that in France, for instance, the
archbishop-legates wete intended to play such a diplomatic role'* — the /gati a latere
performed that instead of them. In Northern-Europe archbishop Eskil of Lund

114 See also STEINDORFEE, Die dalmatinischen Stidte, 108.

15 Historia Salonitana 68-69, cap. 20.; D. FARLATL, Iiyricum Sacrum (Venice: 1751-1819), 191-192.

16 Historia Salonitana 73, cap. 21.

17 STEINDORFF, Die dalmatinischen Stidre, 108.

118 ROBINSON, 1% Papacy, 160.

119 Between 1156 and 1175 Rayner was the bishop of Cagli.

120 DUSA, Medseval Dalmatian, 56.

12V JANSSEN, Die papstlichen Legaten, 156-169. They fulfilled the “normal” metropolitan tasks of
imposing penalties, conducting synods, solving disputes among clerics, witnessing contracts and
issuing charters. The peace negotiations in which they sometimes intermediated took place on local
level. The archbishop-legate (William of Embrun) sent to the Iberian lands in 1151 performed an
investigation in the simony-case of bishop Bernhard of Utgel.
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could be the representative of a third “type” of archbishop-legates. He was not
necessarily involved in diplomatic matters and although he is mentioned in some
papal letters'® there are no missives suggesting that he dealt with jurisdictional
issues or he actually exercised papal authority in his province. He could be,
therefore, an early representative of the “fallen” archbishop-legates.

Answering the question of whether the case of the Spalatian archbishops
between 1167 and 1180 was unique — Rome’s necessary accommodation and
answer to the challenge of the special Dalmatian circumstances —, or there were
parallel phenomena in the Western Christendom requires further research on
archbishop-legates’ activity and relations to the Holy See.

122 PT, 200 coll. 428, no. 415; coll. 429, no. 416; coll. 607-608, no. 632; coll. 849, no. 974.
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Addressee Legate mentioned Matter
oll etter ate
no. in PL
200
Clergy and people Julius (Episcopus The pope tecommends the
2 9 161 of Spalato Praenestinus) legates
Peter (S Eustachii
diaconus cardinalis)
Albert The pope declines to
61 01 167 (S. Lautentii in Lucina presbyterus cardinalis) confirm Albert's election as archbishop
Gerard A “avil” case between
24 33 167-1169 (archbishop of Spalato) Gottfid of Siponto and some men
from Sibenik
Gerard (archbishop of Spalato) Advice (how to govern the
27 61 168-1170 archbishopric wisely)
Gerard (archbishop of Spalato) Advice (how to govern the
32 69 168-1170 archbishopric wisely)
Gerard (archbishop of Spalato) Litigation ~ between  the
33 ! 169 Templars and the bishop of Scardona
Getard (archbishop Raymund Raymund was captured by
129 303 177 of Spalato) (subdiaconus) pirates; the pope orders Gerard to
Michael (bishop of excommunicate them
Trogit)
Rayner (archbishop Raymund Litigation ~ between ~ the
143 317 177 of Spalato) (subdiaconus) archbishops of Spalato and Zara
Archbishops, Theobald The pope tecommends
273 467 180 bishops, awates, barons, dlergy | (subdiaconus) Theobald
and people of Dalmatia

!'The table contains only Alexander IIT’s letters sent to Spalato.
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ABTOPOM IIPOCAGKHBAFOTCA TAAHIIKO-BEHIepckue oTHomenus cepeausnr X1I-oro B, Asrop
HPUXOAHUT K BBIBOAY O BACCAABHOM IIOAOKCHHH KEs3A Aarmmaa PoMaHOBHCa OT BEHIEPCKOrO
kopoat bBeasr IV B ymomsmyrsie roapt. C 9T0# TOUKH 3peHHA OOBACHAIOTCA — MECTAMH
IIEPEOLICHMBAIOTCA — COOBITHA M HEKOTOPBIC MOCTYIIKM KHA3EH. ABTOPOM CACAAHBI HI ITIATHL AAA
HCIIOAB3OBAHIA AATHIHOA3BIIHBIX HCTOYHHKOB 1 BEHTEPCKON HCTOPUYECKOM AHTEPATYPEL.
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Boenmo-nioantraeckne M AUIIAOMATHYECKUE B3AMMOOTHOIIICHUA BEHIEPCKIX
KopoAeil ¢ BoctouHOCAaBAHCKIMI TIpauteAavu IX—XIII BB. mpeAcTaBACHBI
cAoxHOM 1 ripotusopeunBoit ucropuer. Fccaeaosarean XIX — mauasa XXI BB.
COOpAAH 3HAYUTEABHBI MACCHB (DAKTHIECKOIO MATEPHAAA, BBICKA3AAM HEMAAO
Pa3HOOOPA3HBIX HHTEPIIPETALIII M KOHIICIIIINI BBIIIIE YKA3aHHBIX OTHOITICHHIL. B
LIEAOM, COBPEMEHHOI HCTOPHOIPAPMU M3BECTHBI TAABHBIE TEOPHH PAa3BUTHA
PYCCKO-BEHIEPCKUX CBA3CH M B 3HAYUTEABHON CTEIICHH, IIOBEPXHOCTHO KACAACh
IIPOOAEMEL, K&/KETCSA, UTO OHA UCUEPITAHA AAT AAABHEHIIIETO H3YICHIA.

OAHaKO, aHAAMBHPYA CYITIECTBYFOIIIE KOMMEHTHUPOBAHHBIC H3AAHUA I
OpUIMHAABL AeTormceli Pycn m 3armaAHOEBPOIIEHCKUX XPOHHK (B IIEPBYIO
OYEPEAb BEHICPCKUX H IE€PMAHCKHX), CTAHOBHICA IIOHATHBIM, YIO OOABINOE
KOAHYECTBO 3IIM30AOB HCCACAYEMBIX CBA3EH BOOOIIE HUKOIAA HE IOAHHMAAOCH
HA YPOBHE HAIIMCAHNSA CIIEIIMAABHBIX CTATEH.

OAHOH 13 IIEHTPAABHBIX IIPOOAECM ABAACTCA BaCCAAHTET KHA3A AaHImAa
Pomanosraa (1238 — 1264 IT., Kak raAHIIKO-BOABIHCKIIT KHS3b, 4 OT 1253 1. —
Kopoab “Beert Pycr”) or Bemrepckoro kopoad beawr IV (1235-1270 rr.).
Hepsupas mHa  AOCTaTo4HO  OOABIIOE  KOAMYECTBO  CYILIECTBYEOLLIHX
AOKYMEHTAABHBIX ~ COOOIICHHI  (ACTOIMCH, XPOHHKH, OYAABL H  Ap.),

83



MUPOCAAB BOAOIIIVK

SIM30AMYECKHE YIIOMHHAHHEA O AAHHOH TeME VYUCHBIMH PASAMYHBIX SIOX I
HCTOPUYECKIUX IIIKOA, OHA HE CTAAA IIPEAMETOM 0CO0O0r0 BHUMAHUA. VIMeHHO 910
IPHHYAHAO HAC BBICKA3aTh COOCTBEHHOE MHEHHE OTHOCHTCABHO YKA3AHHOIO
IIEPHOAA OTHOLIICHHIT APITAAOB C BOCTOYHOCAABAHCKIMI KHASBSMIL

McrounmKkn B MCCAGAYEMOM  BOIIPOCE  BBIHYAKAAIOT ~CKOHIICHTPHPOBATH
BHEMAHMC Ha cooOmeHmn 00 ydactmm Aammmaa 14 oxraOps 1235 r. ma
kopoHarmu beasr IV, kotopas mpeaycMatpuBasa Tpr 0OA3ATEABHBIX aTPUOYTA:
aKT AOAKEH OBIA TporcxoAuTh B Cekerridpexeppape, Takke 0OA3ATEABHBIM OBIAO
y9ACTHE APXHUEIICKOIA DCTEProMa, KOTOPBI AOAMKEH OBIA BO3AOKHTD HA TOAOBY
momapxa Cesryro Kopony. Cam Aanrma, Kak CBUAETEABCTBYET IIPEAAHHE, B STOH
LIEPEMOHHH BEA KOPOAEBCKOIO KOHH.

Tax, ma crpanmax “Kommosnrmm BeHrepckux XpoHHK cepeAHHbl X1V B.
cekertipexepsapckoro  xporncra  Mapka  Kaaptm 1o AaHHOMY — ITOBOAY
yrassaetcs: “Rex Bela post eum filius eius coronatus est pridie Idus Octobris feria
ptima qua cantatur: Da pacem Domine, in cathedrali ecclesia Beati Petri Albe,
quam ipse consecrari fecit, Colomano duce fratre etusdem ensem regalem ad latus
ipsius honorifice tenente, Daniele vero duce Rutenorum equum suum ante ipsum
summa cum reverentia ducente”.’

CoObrrusa - kopomarmm  beasr  oroOpakensr B xponmke ['enprxa n3
MroreAbHa, KOTOpBII padoTaa HaA Herd B 1358 — 1361 rr.: “In des selben kronung
stund herczog Coloman, sein pruder, und hielt im das kunclich swert czu der
rechten hant, und der herczog Daniel von Reussen furt das ros vor dem kunge.
Der selb kunig Bela was gewaldig funf und dreyssig jar”.”

Ommsoa xopoHarmm beasr IV B HemsmeHeHHOM BHAE BOIIEA B TPYA
“Chronica Hungarorum” Srorma Typorm (1435-1488/89 1r.).’

B XIX B. Berrepckue apxeorpadobl, CChiraAch Ha XpoHUKH X1V B., Takke
BCIIOMHUAN O CKA3AHHM KOPOHAIIMK DEABI, HECKOABKO COKPATHB €IO
coaeprkarme: “Post paucos a patris obitu dies, ne, simora longior intercederet,
rerum novarum studiosi aliquid molirentur, Albam contendens, consueto more,
Colomanno fratre ensem praeferente 2) & Daniele Russorum Duce equum
ducente 4) coronatus est”.!

BaxHBIME AAfl HAITIETO FICCAGAOBAHHA ABAAFOTCA aPTUKYABI 30AOTBIX OyAA
kopoas  Omape 11 (1205-1235 rr) 3a 1222 w 1231 1, koropbie
PErAAMEHTHPOBAAN OOITIECTBEHHBIEC OTHOIICHHA B CTPAHE, B TOM YHCAC MEKAY
IPEACTABUTEAAME HPABAITICI AMHACTHI 1 €€ TIOAYNHEHHBIM, 4 TAKKE KACAAVICH
BHCIITHCH TTOAMTHKH KOPOAEBCTBA. (CACAOBATEABHO, B 3aITAAHOEBPOIICHCKIX

v Seriptores rerum Hungaricarum. 1-11. ed. SZENTPETERY, E. Budapestini 1937-1938. (saamee: SRH) L
467.

2 SHR L. 207.

3 Johannes de THUROCZ: Chronica Hungarormm. 1. Textus. Ed. GALANTAL E. et KRISTO, ]. Budapest
1985.137.

* Historia Regum Hungariae cum notiis praeviis. Budae: 1801. 234.

> Decreta Regni Medsevalis Hungariae . 1. 1000-1301. eds. BAK, M.J., SWEENEY, JR., DOMONKOS, LS.
Idyliwild, California 1999. (sasce: DRMH) 32-39.
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HCTOYHUKAX HAMOOAEE PAHHIM cooOImeruem o0 yuactun Aarmmaa PomaHOBIHa
B KopoHarmu beabr sBAfercd smmzop npuBeAeHHBIM B Tpyae M.Kaaptm.
AOCTOBEPHOCTH AAHHBIX 9TOTO XPOHICTA OTHOCHTEABHO HCCACAYEMBIX BOIIPOCOB
HIPHCYINAA OIPEACACHHAA AUCKYCCHOHHOCTB. DTO OOBACHAETCA TEM, YTO aBTOP
IIPUCTYIIHA K HAIIFICAHUEO CBOETO IpousBeAcHns B 1358 1. Bo BpemeHa rpaBAeHIA
Aatiorrra Arpkytickoro (1342 — 1382 1)), Takke BKAIOYHB TyA2d HCTOPUYCCKHE
CBEACHHH 00 yrpax oT HanOoAee AaBHHX BpemeH AO 1330 r. Vumremsad To, 910 B
xpormky Boran paurme ripotorpacsr XI-XII s, a cav Kaasti roxoana ¢
MECTa KOPOHAITNH BCEX BEHTEPCKIX KOPOAEH HAYHHAA OT BTOPOH MOAOBHHBI X1
B, MH(OPMAIIMIO, IPHUBEACHHYIO XPOHHCTOM, CAGAOBAAO OBl ~CUMTATH
AOCTOBEPHOH.

OAHAKO, CTOHUT IIOMHHTB, YTO AAHHBIH TPYA IIOBUACA BO BpeMeHa
AKTUBHOTO IIPOABIKCHUA BEHIEPCKHX U ITOABCKUX BAMAHII Ha TEPPUTOPHIO
l'aammkort n Boasmckoit 3semMAn B cepeamse — BTOpol mosouse XIV B.
[lostomMy B 71O e BpeMA MOKHO H AONYCIHTb, YIO 3TO CO3HATCABHBIA
(paAbcmcpm{aT, COBAAHHBIM IIO 32Ka3y IIPABAINCH AMHACTHH, IIPU3BAHHBII
AOIIOAHUTEABHO APIYMEHTHPOBATH CYILECTBYIOLIME BO BpemeHa Aprasos (895—
1301 1r) mpaBa Ha AAHHBIE 3€MAM, M YTO HMMEHHO C PAHHHX BEHICPCKIX
HCTOYHHKOB HHMOPMAIIUA O KOPOHAIMH DeAbl, a Take He AO KOHIIA IIOHATHOE
ydactre B Heil Aarmmaa ObIAa IIEPEIIICAHA APYTHMI ABTOPAMIL.

OAHaKo B HAITIEM PACIIOPAKEHUH €CTh TAIGKE ITUKA PYCCKHX ACTOIHCEH (B
nepByro ouepeAb — MmarteeBckas), Tae recaeayemas podbAeMa KOCBEHHO HAIIIAA
OTOOpa@/KEHHE, B TO K& BPeMA OOBACHAA OCOOCHHOCTH OTHOIICHMI AaHnra
Pomanobuda 1 beasr IV nocae 14 oxraops 1235 1.

B wactHOCTH, 1O MHEHMIO COBpeMEHHOTO yKpamHcKoro mucropmka H.®.
Korafpa, KOTOPBIH ABAACTCA aBTOPOM IIOCAGAHEIO KOMMEHTHPYEMOIO HU3AAHIA
[aamko-Boabckoit Aetormcn, mexay konrom 1236 — mepBoii HOAOBHHOI
1237 1. “AasuA® . . .111eAB OfiIrie Cb OPATOMBb CBOMMB Bb YIPbI Kb KOPOAEBBL: Ob
u0O0 3BaAb ero Ha dectb. B 1o ke Bpema normreas Osine PpuApHXD Iaph Ha
repiyka BOIHOIO, M Bcxorbera matm Aammabs cp Opatoms Bacmakoms
TePIIKOBY B IIOMOITIE " [[IOAYepKUBaHTe 3Aech 1 Aaree — M. B

B aaHHOM cAyuae HaC MHTEpECyeT CAOBOCOUETAHME ‘‘3BAAB €O HA YeCThb .
[onstre “gects” B ACTOIMCH MOXKHO HAITH €ITle OAHMH Pa3 — B 3IIM30AC, TAC
OCBEIIAIOTCA TTOCACACTBUA Hocerermii Aarrmmaom PomaHoBrdaem B AekaOpe
1245 — amBape 1246 1r. craBku xama bary — Capas. Aerormicenr B ordasHiu

O [IIVIIAPUH, BIL: ApeBHepycckoe TIOCYAapCIBO — 3aPaAHO- M BOCTOMHOEBPOIICHCKHX
CPECAHCBEKOBBIX IAMATHHKAX. 1n: Apesrepyeckoe cocydapemso u eco Mewdynapoonoe snaverme. 11od peo.
Iawymo, B.T. u Yepentua, A.B . Mocxsa 1965. 420-452. 3aecs: 430.

TKOTAIP M.: Tavmuyro-Bosunexud simonue. Nocaismenns. Texcr. Komenrap. Kuis 2002, (aanee:
Korasp, Atrormc) 396.

8 I Loaroe codparire pycexix aemonueedl. (panee: TICPA) CIT6. 1908. 11 776.; KOTASP, Airorruc 228.
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ykasbBan, 910 “3abe 3aad gectp Tampcm”,g BBIIIIC OINCHIBASl VHIDKCHIIE
TAAMIIKO-BOABIHCKOIO KHS35 OT MOHIOA.

3amernm, 9TO IIPOOAEMY BACCAABHOIO TIOAUHHEHHHA KHd Aarrmaa beae IV
HIAH XOTSl OBI BEPOSITHOCTD TAKOBOTO aKTa, HCTOPHUKU B KOMIIAGKCE ITPAKTAYCCKI
HE PACCMATPUBAAM. MBI BAJAGEM TOABKO OTACABHBIMU BBITSUKKAME H3 TPYAOB
VUCHBIX, B KOTOPBIX IIPAMO, HAH, KaK IIPABHAO, KOCBEHHO, HMEFOTCA
KOMMEHTAPUH OTHOCHUTEABHO B3AHMMOOTHOIIICHHI AprraaoB u PomaHoBudei B
12351238 1.

ABTOp OAHOIO M3 IEPBBIX (DYHAAMECHTAABHBIX, CICHAABHEIX H B TO K€
BpemA IIPOTHBOPEUMBBIX TPyAOB 10 mcropun Pycm m Poccrm B.Tarmmes
IIPOOAEMBI YYACTHA BOABIHCKOIO KHA3A B KOPOHAIIMH DeABI He KacaAcs, XOTA ITOA
0741 (1233) coobmaa, uro “Aammma Pomanosmd, mves B ['aamde ¢ kopoaem
BEHIEPCKHM BOHHY TAAKCAYIO U ITIOOEAMB YIPOB B IOpAX, VIMHHA C HUMH MHP.
Orpekcst Kopoab 110 rpamore Merucaasa or [aamua”.’ Do, daxrudecky,
HIPAMOI HAMEK Ha HOPMAAM3AIIHIO OTHOIIeHHI ¢ DHApe 11, Ho He ¢ ero chmoM,
KoTopeIi B okrAOpe 1235 r. yracaeaoaa Kopomy.

H.Kapamsun, orenusas coObrtust 14 okra0psa 1235 1., BbICKasbBaA deTkoe
Muenue o Baccaantere Aarmmaa ot beasr B 1235 r. Ilepspii, 110 ero caosam, Bea
KOPOAEBCKOTO KOHS, YTO “OBIAO TOTAZ 3HAKOM HTOAARHCTBA '

VKpamHCcKas HCTOpHYeCKas HayKd, B YACTHOCTH TAAHMUCKUC KPACBEABI-
ucropukn  Allerpymesrma  n MIllapamerma  kacaanch — BoIpoca
B3AFIMOOTHOIIIEHIIT POMAaHOBHYEH € HUEPHUTOBCKUMH KHASBAMHI M I€PIIOTOM
Ascrpru (1235-1237 1r.), xorCcTaTHpoBasa Hexeranue beawr Buaets B T'aamde
“CHABHYIO BAACTb , OAHAKO OTHOCHTEABHO BACCAAWTETA, AU €IO OTCYTCIBHSA
peur ne miaa'’ Tak, VIlapanesud cumras, wro B 1235 r. Aammma nckaa
“nomount B Yrpaxs” B 60ps0e 3a I'aamda. B o e Bpema aeraapHOrO anasnsa
CBOUX Pa3MbITITACHHET aBTOP He TPUBOAHUA. "

AMaMETPaABHO — IPOTHBOIOAOKHOM —IOWIMKM B AAHHOM  BOIIPOCE
npuaepiuBasca H Aarmkesrra. B ceoem tpyae “Kumxenre Aarmmaa Iasurkaro
IO PYCCKUM M HHOCTPAHHBIM H3BECTHAM  OH BBICKA3aA MHEHHE, YTO y9acTue
Aannriaa B kopoHarmu  bBeasr  cumrasoce  Baccaamrerom.  MccaeaoBarean
KOHCTATHPOBAA, UTO BO BPeMs TOP/KECTB HUKAKUX COTAAIeHmit ¢ Pomanosraamu
He 3aKAI0YaA0Ch, 1160 Beaa IV B 60pwbe 32 [aamd moasepxusan Pocrcaasa.'*

9 TICPA 11. 805.

W0 TATUIIEB, B.: Mengpun Pocowiieras. Mocksa 2003. 11 541.

1 KAPAM3UH, H.M.: Hemgpus I ocyoapemsa poccuticozo. Mocxksa 1988. V. 163.

2 TIETPYIIEBMY, A.: O030p BAKHCHIINX IOAUTHYCCKHX M LICPKOBHBIX IIPOUCILCCIBHIL B
laarmkom xusmrectse ¢ noaoBunsl X1 Ao konma XII B. In: Aumepamyprsii cogprux usdasaersii
obugecusom 1 anyro-pycexoii Manmuy. (dasee: I annyras mamuya) Asis 1854. 31.

U TITAPAHEBIY, Y1.: Hemgpun I anuyxo-Banooumepexoii Pyeu om naiidasredux: apexern do poxy 1453. \sis
1863. 84.; Om sxe: FlccaeAoBaHMA HA IOAH OTeYeCTBEHHON reorpadpuur n ncropum. In: I amyxas
Mamuya, \BiB 1869. 90.

14 AAMIKEBIY, H.: Knamerne Aarnna I anuyroeo no pyccxun u urnocmparmsiv ueomourxam. Kuis 1843. 8.
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O mnomerrke Aammmaa BosBparuts B 1235 1 laawmd  yxasemaan M.
I'pyrmesckuit.” On He OTOpACHIBAA BO3MOKHOCTH YYACTUA KHA3A B KOPOHAITUH,
910, [0 €r0 MHEHHIO, OOO3HAYAAO OIPEACACHHOE BEPXOBEHCTBO beAsr
OTHOCHUTEABHO BOABIHCKOTO KHA3A. POMAHOBHY OCYILIECTBHA CBOIO IIOE3AKY C
HAMEPECHIAMI  YCTAHOBHTH AOOPOCOCEACKHE OTHOIIICHHSA M OTAABAACA TIOA
IIPOTEKITHIO KOPOAS C TeM ““...ITOOBI CAGAATH KOHEI] BMEIIATEABCTBY Benrpun B
raamuckue  Aeaa”.'® Barasapr M. IpyrmeBckoro pasaeasna H.IToaonckas-
Bacnaenko, samerus, uro “Hopni KopoAb beaa IV me mpossasa mHTEpeca
laanrrem, a AaHmmA, sxeAast MUIpa, AKE TIOABEPICA OBIA HOA ero mpoTtekiro. Ho
KOPOAb TTOAAEPKAA KaHAMAATYPY Mmxamaa BceeBoropaoBra Ha  raswrdckmii
rpecron”.”

B coserckoii mcropmdeckoil  Hayke IIPOOAEMA  PYCCKO-BEHIEPCKUX
orHomtenmii Bropoi yersepru XIII B. crara nmpeamerom 063opa M. Koaommiira,
KOTOPBII 3aMeTHA, 910 “1234 — 1235 roAB! IPOXOAMAN B HAIIPSYKEHHOI OOpbOe
PomaHOBIYElI M YEPHHTOBCKMX —KHA3EH, KOTOPBIX “TIO  COTAAITICHHIO
TTOAACP/KHBAA Beaa”* Oamako 6oaee ACTAABHOTO OOBACHEHHS STOrO AOTOBOPA
aBTOp HE HaBEA, KAK M HE BBICKA3aA CBOETO MHEHHA OTHOCHTEABHO OTHOITICHHIA
Aannmaa ¢ Beaoit mocae 1235 1. 3HaumTeAbHO TAyOMme aHAAMBHPYEMYIO TEMY
n3ygar B.Ilarmyro. B wactHocty, Ha crpanmiax padotsr “Odepku 10 HCTOpHI
laanmko-BoastHcko# Pycr” yuensni ykasssaa, ato B 1235 . Aarmma esama k
Beae, 91008 TOT HE BMEITIMBAACA B TAAHUCKHE ACAA. ABTOP CUHTAA, UTO TOABKO
[IOCAE BO3MOXKHOIO y9acTisi AAHWMIAA HA CTOPOHE ABCTPHIICKOIO IEPIIOra B
BOIHE C yIpaMu, KOPOAb IPEAAOKHA PoMaHOBHHAM KakOH-TO AOIOBOp, M3-3a
KOTOPOIO TOT OTKazaAcA oaaepixats Ppuaprxa badentepra (1230-1246 1r.) u B
1238 r. saxBarua [aawra.”

V4acTie BOABIHCKOIO KHf3A B KOpoHarmu beast IV, a Takxe BU3HT K BeHIpam
“ma ubcre’, 10 B. [lamyro onenmsaa moaomureapHo. OH cumTas, 910
npeObBarue B Berrpum B 1237 I. IOKA3aA0 AMIIAOMATHYECKYIO AKTHBHOCTD
PomaHoBHIYel, KOTOpBIE HE ITO3BOAMAM APITAAAM BMEIIHBATHCA BO BHYTPCHHIE
AeAa ["aATHICKOT 3eMAH BITAOTB AO HAITICCTBHSI MOHTOA.

CoBpemennas yKpauHCKasd HCTOpHOrpadusA TAKKEe HE CUUTACT H3ydYCHHC
Borpoca Baccaaurera Aaumraa PomanoBuda axryaApHbM. OTCIOAA B OYEHbB
HEOOABITIOE KOAMYECTBO ~KOHIICIIIMI KACATEABHO HCCACAYEMBIX COOBITHIA.
Vixropoackuit ucropuk V. Arxreld, paccMaTprBad 0OCTOATEABCTBA 3APOHKACHEA

15 I'PYIIEBCKHH, M.: Xporoaorisa moaiit 'aarmko-Boarsckoi artormen. In: 3oy HTCH. XLI.
Asis 1901. (aanee: I PVIIIEBCKUIA, Xporoaorid) 25-20.

16 TPVILIEBCKIN, M.: Hemgpun ¥ ipaunu-Pyei. 111 Kuis 1993. (aanee: I'PYILEBCKII, Mcropus) 52-53.
17 TIOAOHBCKA-BACUAEHKO, H.: Memgpun Yipauru. Kuis 1995. 11. 197.

18 KOAOMELL, V.I': Bopors0a miBACHHO-3aXIAHIIX PYCCKUX KHA{BCIB IIPOTH CKCIIAHCHI YTOPCKUX
deonanis XTI — XTI cr. In: Hayxosu sanucku Y 3AY Vaxropoa 1949, 11. 22.

YTIAYVTO, B.T.: Ougpru no ueomopuu Ianuyxo-Bosssexoii Pyen. Mocksa 1950. (aance: TTALIVTO,
Ovueprm) 217.

20 [TALVTO, B.T.: Brewrsn nosumuxa Apesneii Pyeu. Mocksa 1968. (aanee: ITALIVTO, Brerriss) 257-
258.
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coroza Ppuapuxa babendepra un Boabmckoro kuassd B cepeaune 30-x rr. XIII B.,
KOHCTATHPOBAA YYACTHE IIOCACAHETO BO Bpems kopoHarwH beabr. Oanaxo aBTop
HE HABEA COOCTBEHHOIO B3TAAAQ HA AAHHYIO IIPOOAEMY, & COTAACHACA C TOYKOH
sperms M I'pymresckoro.” B korrekcre anamsa “Aopormausckoro urimaesTa”
1237 1., BoeHHBIX 1TOXOAOB POMAaHOBHHYEH IIPOTUB IIAEMEH AUTOBIIEB H SATBATOB, O
BU3HTE “Ha YeCTh’ K KOPOAFO arm3oArdeckn Beriomunaa O. Macan.”

Boaee rayboko Aammbii Bompoc msygan H. Korasp. B oanom m3 cBomx
IIEPBBIX TPYAOB, HOCBAINECHHBIX | aammko-Boasmckoi aerormcu (1993), on
yKa3bIBaA, 910 AaHrHA OBIA IIPUrAAIIeH “Ha 9ecTh’” K beae mocae HaAaKUBAHEA
orHomennii ¢ Ppuaprxom ascrpriickum. [lo MHeHHIO ncTOpHKa, AAHHHA
PEIIHA IIPOTHBOIIOCTABUTH BEHIEPCKOMY KOPOAIO COFO3 C  ABCTPHICKHAM
[EPIIOrOM. DTO OBIAA AHTIAOMATHHYECKAs 1T0OeAa HaA BeAott, kotopad, 1o caoBam
aBrOpa, ‘“‘modeMy-To He HamAa orpaxenua B [loBectn o BosBparueHHH
AaHIIAOM FAAIECKOTO €TOA2. MOKHO AyMaTh, 9TO KOPOAFO BeHTpru mpHItiaoce
XOPOIIIO 3AIAATHTH 32 OTKa3 AaHnmAa oT corosa ¢ Ascrpueii... BeposrHo, uro
Koraa AammmaA rocetuA BeHrpuro, MEHKAy HEM M KOPOAEM OBIAO ITOAITHICAHO
KAKOE-TO CorAartenue, 3a kaknM beaa IV oOsAspBascs He BMeImBatbcs B
BOABIHCKIIE ¥ TAAUUCKIE ACAD

WMurtepecapie  Mpicanm 1o AampON Teme H. Koraap Brickazsaa u B
nccaeaosarrm Guorpacpru Aarrmaa Pomarosrraa (2001). On mmcan, 910 mocae
saxpara l'aamaa B 1235 1. uepHUTOBCKUMI KHA3BAMH, ‘“‘crapiiemy Pomanosmay
[IPHIIIAOCH OCTABUTH TAAMMCKHMI IIPECTOA H IOEXaTh ...B Berrpmro”. Asrop
OOBACHAA 3TO TeM, YTO K BAACTH IprineA beaa, ¢ kotopbmv Aaumriaa cf3bBasa
AeTcKas ApyxOa. B AercrBe OH BOCIHTBIBAACA IIPH BEHIEPCKOM KOPOAEBCKOM
apope. H. Korasp cumraer, uro beaa ObiA MeHbIe 3amHTEpECOBaH B
HPHCBOCHMH | 'aAMYCKOM 3eMAM. ABTOp, HEM3BECTHO HA KAKHE HCTOYHHKH
CCBIAAACH, OITHCHIBAA, UTO “Dera OXOTHO BCIIOMMHAA O ACTCKUX Pa3BACUCHUAX
HO B PCIIAFONIMII MOMEHT moaaepxkar Mmxamaa Beepoaoposmaa. OaHaxo
AaHIIIA penmA 3aKAIOUrTh cOr03 ¢ badenbepravu. [Tostomy Beaa mprraacua
obenx PomanoBudel “Ha decTs’ M 3aKAIOUHA BEPOATHO C HUMH KAKOE-TO
COTAQIIIEHHIE, OYEBHAHO O HEHTPAAUTETE KACATEABHO PYCCKIX 3EMEAB. TaK AymMath
aBTOpa IIOOYKAAAO TO OOCTOATEABCTBO, UTO KOPOAb AAMTEABHOE BpEMS He
BMEITIMBAACA B TAAMMCKHE 1 BOABIHCKUE ACAL.”

B mocaeanem xommertupyemom m3panrm ['asntiko-BoasmHckol Aetormicu
(2002) H. Kotasp 3amerna, 910 AHMIIAOMATHYECKHE MEPONPHATHA AAHIMAL B
Berrprm ocenpro 1235 r. He mmMeAnm ycriexa, nOO KOPOAb IIOAACP/KAA €O

2t AUXTEH, H.: Ascrpo-yropeko-gertickue nporucrosaas 30-50-x pp. X111 cr. In: Carpatica 21 (2003),
119-120; On e: boporsba Aammaa Pomanosuua u ITmemsicaa Orakapa 11 sa ascrpriickue
craatysy. In: Kgposs Danno i joco mucye 6 ypanncxod uemopuy. \sis 2003. 76.

22 MACAH, O.: Aobpskemckeit OpacH (A0 HCTOPHE AOPOIMHMHHCKOIO iHmmaeHty 1237 poky). In:

I Limariin cmapodasiio ma cgpeorosuurto temapu, apeoncenn u smozpaguy. Yeprosrm 1996. 49.

23 KoTAsP, Aitormc. 68.

2 Korase, M.: Aaruno I amuyrui. Kuis 2001, 84-85.
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corteprmka Muxaraa yepHHUToBckoro.” ToT, TI0 MHEHMIO HCTOPHK, “HE MMEA
KopHeil B ['aawmpmr” i He MOT OBITh IOIYAAPHBIM CPEAU MEAKHX (DEOAAAOB 1
Hapoaa. [Toaromy B3ars ['aammikyro 3eMArO oA MEXauAOM HAH €10 CBIHOM OBIAO
Obl  HemsmepuMO  Aerde, deM oA Aamwmaom.  [IpumBoad  pasHbie
ncropuorpadrHeckue CyKACHHE II0 HOBOAY cOObrruii 12351238 1., yueHsrii
cumraa, 9ro “...bBeae mprImAOce XOpoImo samaarteTe 3a OTKas AaHMMIAA OT
coroza ¢ Ascrpueil. BepostHo, Bo Bpemsa mnpeObmBanmst B Berrprum Opiao
HIOAIIFICAHO KAKOE-TO COTAAINCHHE MEHKAY KOPOAEM M BOABIHCKHAM KHA3EM, ITO
kakoMy Dbeaa oOsspmasca mpexparuts momorp Muxanay n Pocrucaasy n,
BOOOIIIE, He BMEITIMBATHCS B FAAITICKIE AcAd” .2

urepecHpie HADAFOACHUA OTHOCHTEABHO HCCAGAYEMBIX BOIIPOCOB BBICKA3AA
IIPEACTABUTEAD YKPAMHCKOM Anactiopsl B.IA3po, KoTopsli Aomyckaa, uto beaa
nocae 1235 1. me moasepman AaHmmaa IoToMmy dYTo OBIA erme B Koaoman
“raaprackmii kopoAp”. B 1236 r. koraa Aarrma mpr0sia “Ha dects” B Berrpuro,
MEKAY HUM H DeAoit OBIA 3aKAIOUCH AOTOBOp, COrAacHO Kotopomy beaa OBIA
BBIHY/KACH Pa3OpBaTh COFO3 C YEPHHIOBCKEMH KHA3AMU. OAHAKO BEHIEPCKIIH
KOPOAB, IO MHEHHEO aBTOPA, PACCMATPHBAA AOTOBOP, KAK BPEMEHHOE ABACHUE.”

B 1pyaax coBpemennoro poccmiickoro yuenoro O. Maiioposa Obrryer
MHEHEE, 910 AAHMHA Bce jKe OBIA BACCAAOM DEABI, COrAACHBIIICH HA TAKON
CTaTyC B OOMEH Ha KOPOAEBCKYIO IomoIpb B OoppOe 3a ['aamda. [Tomerman
peaAmsaruy 3TuX IAaHOB Muxanma BceeBoAoAOBHH, KOTOpBIT ObICTpee 3aHAA
HIOAHECTPOBCKYO CTOAHTIY.”

MceaepoBareas cumraer, 9ro “‘craprmii PoMaHOBHY, Kak M €ro ofrel, B
IIOAHOH Mepe MOr' (POPMAABHO IPHU3HATH CEO BACCAAOM HOBOIO BEHIEPCKOIO
kopoAf”. O.MaliopoB BBIACHHA IIEAB TIOE3AKH BOABIHCKOIO KHs3A K beae ocerpro
1235 1. Ilo ero mMHeHMFO, OHa COCTOAAA B TIOAYYEHHH BEHTEPCKOH BOECHHOM
IIOMOIIIM IIPOTUB YEPHUIOBCKHX IIpaBUTEACH. TOUKy 3peHHA O ITOAYIeHHN
AaHIIAOM TapaHTHI HEBMEIIIATEABCTBA BO BHYTPCHHEE AcAd ['aAnCKO 3eMAn
HCTOPHK KATETOPUYECKH OTOPAChIBAET.”

3apybexnas ucropuorpadus, B IIepByIO O4epeAb BeHIepekad, erre B XIX B.
TAKKE OICTAMBAAA MHEHHE O OE3yCAOBHOI, BACCAABHOH IOAYMHEHHOCTH
BOABIHCKOTO KHS3fl OT BEHIEPCKOTO KOpPOAA. OAHAKO ydYeHBIE HE IPEAOCTABHAN
KOMITAGKCHOTO BHACHHUA AQHHOH IPOOAEMEL [IpeArokeHHEIE IM30AIIEcKHe
B3TAAABI HIMEFOT MecTo B pabote AT Tayaepa.”

Ha coBpemenHOM 3Tarie BeHTEpCKHE YUEHBIE IIEPECMATPUBAIOT HEKOTOPHIE
IPEAYOCKACHHBIE ~ OIGHKH  PYCCKO-BCHIEPCKHX — OTHOINCHMH — 3IIOXH

25 Korastp, Aitormc 220.

26 Tbidem 228.

2T MBABO, B.ILL: Yipauncxa depowcasa 8 XIII coonimmu. ViBano-Pparxisck 1999. 194,

28 MANOPOB, AB.: I anuyxo-Basurexan Pyes. Ougprun coyuantro-nosumuueckux: omHotserusi 8 00MOH0Nb0KIz
nepuoo. Knasw, bogpe, obayuna. CI16. 2004. 30.

2 Thidem 588. )

30 PAULER, Gy: A magyar nemzet tirténete a3 Arpidbazi kirilyok alart. 1-11. Budapest 1893. 11. 189.
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CpeAHEBEKOBbS, KOTOpPbIe HAOAIOAAANCH B padorax XIX—XX BB. B wactHOCTH,
AOBOABHO VCIIEIIIHO B AAQHHOM HampaBAcHun paboraer M. ®Pont. Oanako n
AAHHAA HCCACAOBATEABHUIIA B HEKOTOPBIX CBOHX PAOOTAX TOABKO KOHCTATHPYET
paxt yaacret Aanrma B KOpoHarmu BeAbr, B TO ixe Bpems He IPUBOAA 0COOOIO
aHAAM32 AAHHOTO BcToprdeckoro dakra. Ha ocroBanrm msyaenns MmatseBekoit
Aerormcn M. @omnr ykaspbaer o npucyrcrsun B 1235 r. Pomanosudert mpu ABope
BeAbr, HO O 1eAM 1Oe3AKH MH(DOPMALIHH He TOAZET. '

OAHIM H3 HEMHOIMX B IIOABCKOH HCTOPHOIPA(DHH HCCACAYEMON TEMBI
KocHyAcs B. Baoaapckmit B cBoem 1pyae “Iloabima u Pycw (1194-1340)". On
oTcramBaA MHeHue, 9rto Aammma B OoppOe 32 I'aamd rmbrrasca “Haiitm ceOe
HOBOTO KOpoAs beay IV, k KOTOpOMy TOT BBIEXAaA M y9aCTBOBAA B TOPIKECTBAX
narponmsaimy’”.? B Taande 1ipebbiBaa 3HAYMTEABHAS BEHTEPCKAA 3aA0TA,
KOTOpast AOAZKHA ObIAA 0DECIIEUHTH HE TOABKO BAACTh Poctrcaasa Muxaiirorda,
HO H BeHrepckre BAmAHpA. [lostomy yuactne Aanrmiaa B neTpoHM3anmm beasr,
IO CAOBaM aBTOPA, He IPHHECAO YCIIexa.”

Vauremas IMEFOIHEc] B HAAMYUN HCTOYHHUKA U CYINECTBYFOIIIIT MACCUB
HAYYHBIX HCCACAOBAHMI KACATEABHO BACCAABHOH ITOAYMHCHHOCTH AaHmAa
PomanoBuda or xopoad beasr IV, Mel cumraem, 9ro aaHmasd mpobaema
OTOOpaiKEHA ~ AOCTATOYHO — ITOBEPXHOCTHO, 4  IIOTOMY  HYKAACTCA B
AOIIOAHHTEABHON  CIIEIMAABHON paspaborke. [lo marmemy Mmenmio, He
IOHATHOM ~ OCTA€TCA ~ MOTHBAIIAA ~ YYaCTHA ~ BOABIHCKOTO — KHA3A Y
MHTPOHU3AIIIOHHbIX TOP/KECTBAX IIPEACTABUTEAS AMHACTIN APITAAOB U TIO3UIIHSA
TIOCAGAHETO B aBCTPO-TAAMMCKIX OTHOIIEHHAX BTOpoil oAosHHb! 30-x r. X111 B.
K romy e BoOOIIIe He paccMaTpuBaAACh XPOHOAOIUA AAHHOTO IIOAAAHCTBA, HE
IIPUBAEKAACH aKTOBOI MatepraA BeHrepckoro kopoaeBctsa AAfL OOAee TAYOOKOTO
BBICHCHISA YCAOBHIT BACCAAMTETA M €IO IIOCACACTBHI AAfl ODEHX IIPaBUTEACH
0c00eHHO Ha (pOHe TaTapcKOro AuxoAeTse 1epBoit rmorosuser 40-pp. X111 .

DTH IPOTHBOPEUHBBIC M YACTO HEIIOHATHBIE BOIPOCHI CTAAH IIPEAMETOM
HICCAGAOBAHIIA AAHHOM CTATBIL

XPOHOAOTHYECKHE PAMKH pabOTBI OXBATHIBAIOT IEPHUOA OT 14 okrsops 1235
— 17 aBrycra 1245 rr., TA¢ HyoKHEN rpaHuIeil ABAAETCA HMOAYMHEHHE AaHrmAa
PomanoBirda beae Bo Bpemsa kopoHarmm mmocaeAero. Bepxusad rparmiia — Omrrsa
BOABIHCKIX KHA3EH M MX COFO3HHKOB C BOICKaMI BeHrepckoro Oana Puam, comma
kpA3d Muxamaa BeesoropoBrda Poctucaasa 1 KpakOBCKO-CAHAOMHPCKOIO
npasuread boaecaasa Creiaamsoro oA Spocaasom. [Tobeaa Pomanomaeti, 1o
HAITIEMY MHEHUFO, 3aBEPIIIIAA 3TAIT BACCAABHOH ITOAYMHEHHOCTH AAHIIA.

OAHIM 13 TAQBHBIX IIPH3HAKOB €BPOIEHCKOro CpeAHEBEKOBBA CTAAH TaK
HA3BIBAEMBIC BACCAABHO-CIO3EPEHHBIC CBA3H, KOTOPBIC BBICTYIIAAU (DYHAAMEHTOM
BHYTPHIIOAUTHYECKON U COLMAABHON CTAOMABHOCTH OOABIIHCTBA TOCYAAPCTB,

31 FONT, Marta: Ungarn, Polen und Galizien-Wolhynien im ersten Drittel des 13. Jh. In: Studia Stavica
Hungariae 38 (1993):1-2. 27-39. 3aece: 36.

32 WLODARSKL, B.: Polska i Rus (1194—1340). Watszawa 1966. 108.

33 Tbidem 112.
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B3AMMOITOHIMAHIA MEKAY PASANYHBIMU CTAHAMU U IIPOCAOMKAME OOILIECTBA I
T.IL

Ha Tteppuropmm, MOABAACTHOI AMHACTHH ApIIAAOB BaCCAABHO-ACHHBIC
OTHOIIIEHHA UMEAHU CBOU 3HAYUTEABHBIE OCOOCHHOCTH. B oTAMHIe 0T Hemerkix
3eMeAb, B BeHIprm Bce 3eMAEBAAACABIIBI C MEABKHX AO KPYIIHBIX CUHTAAHCH
BACCAABHO-TIOAYHHEHHBIM KOPOAIO 1 AOAKHO OBIAO B €IO ITOAB3Y BBIIOAHATD
BOCHHYIO CAYKOy. Ao 1222 m 1231 1r. pernameHTarms s1ux OOA3AHHOCTEH He
IMeAad YeTKOH (POPMBI M TPAKTOBAAACH KOPOAEM IPOH3BOABHO. OAHAKO C
HOABAGHHIEM ~COOTBETCIBYFOINUX 3OAOTBIX OYAA COAEpPAKAHHE OTHOIICHHIA
ApITAAOB C TIOAYMHEHHBIMU CYTIECTBEHHO U3MEHUAOCh. !

CyIiecTBeHHEIE M3MEHEHHA MMEA MECTO BO BHEIHEITOAHTHYCCKIX CBA3AX
KOPOAEBCTBA, IIOCKOABKY apTHKyAbI Ne7 or 1222 1. m Ne8 or 1231 r
KOHCTATHPOBAA, ITO KOTAA ‘. . .MBI OYA€M BOEBATD 34 IIPEACAAMH CTPAHBI, MEABKIE
3EMAECBAGACABIIBI (servientes regis) He OOA3AHBI BHICTYIATH C HAMH. TOABKO
UITITAHBI M COATHICHL, HOOATMOHBI KOPOAEBCKIX KPEITOCTEH, a TAKAE Te, KOTOpBIE
COrAACHO AOAKHOCTH ~OTHOCHIEABHO 3TOIO OOMi3AHBI M T€, KOMY MBI
HPEAOCTABUAH HAMDOABIIIE BAAACHHA . DTO Kacaroch U 'aAmdcKoit 3eMAn, 32
KOHTPOAB HaA KoTOpoil kopoab Duape I (1205-1235) Bea aaureabHyro OOpBOY
HA IIPOTSUKCHHUH BCEIO CBOCTO IIPABACHHUA C IIPEACTABUTEAAMI HCPHUIOBCKIX
OabroBudeii 1 BoAbHCKUX — Pomanosudeit.’’  OcobDeHHO — cepbe3HbIMU
HEIIPUATEAIMI AAA APITAAOB OBIAW IIOCAGAHEIE, KOTOPBIE, IMES HE3HAIUTEABHBIE
AMHACTHHYECKHE IpaBa Ha laamd (Opakocoderanme AaHHMAQ C  AOYECPBIO
Mcrucaasa Vaaraoro Mapueit 8 1217 1. TIO3BOAHAO AETUTHMHO IIPETEHAOBATH
HA MECTHBIA IIPECTOA), PEIYAAPHO COIPOTHBAAAUCH BEHICPCKHM BAUAHIAM B
[loanecTposbe.

[pormBocTosiHyEe 32 TAAMYCKUE BAAACHHSA IIPHOOPEAO ariored B IIEPBOI
noroure 30-x rr. XIII B., koraa Ha mporswxernu 1232-1234 1r. BeHrepckmii
IPUHIT DHAPE B IIOCAGAHHII Pa3 OT MMEHH IIPABAIEH AHHACTHN IIPABHA B
I'aamae. Fro Bpar Aammma PomanmoBumd B Hawase 1234 1. cymeA BbITHATH
BeHrepckre OTpsAbL ¢ [ToanecTpoBbA, a cam DHAPE YMEP B OCAKEHHON CTOAHIIE.
OAHAKO U BOABIHCKHMII KHA3h HE 3aACPIKAACA 3ACCH HAAOATO, ITOCKOABKY
BCAGACTBHE OOAPCKOTO 3aroBopa B HawaAe oceHn 1235 r. laAmrmeri oBAaAeAn
yepHATOBCKHE TpaButean Muxana Beeoroaosia ¢ ceroM Pocticaasom — ot
1228 r., cyas u3 VaTheBCKOM ACTOIMCH — COFO3HUKH APITAAOB.

B xomrexcre OoppObI 32 l'aAmd cyrmectBoBaHHE TAKOTO AAHTEABHOIO
KOHTAKTA MEKAY I'AAaBHBIMU HenprAteAamn AaxrmAa 1 Bacmapka BBIHYKAQAO
IIOCAGAHIX HCKATh HOBBIX IyTel AocTyma k teppuropun [ToanectpoBsf u, Kax
MBI CYMATACM, AQKE IVIEM 3AKAFOYEHHA BACCAABHOIO AOTOBOPA C HOBBIM
BeHrepcknM KopoaeM beaoit IV.

34 DRMH 32-39.

35 Thidem 37.

36 TICPA 1L 732.; loannis Diugossii Annales sen Cronicae incliti regni Poloniae. Libti V-V1. Varsaviae 1973.,
VL. 205.; MAMOPOB yk. cou. 370-560.
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[Iprraumamuy Takoro IOMCKa, Ha HAIII B3TAfIA, OBIAO B TO, uTO PoMaHOBIYMI
OCO3HABAAM HEOOXOAFMOCTD ITPHCYTCTBHSA CBOEH BAACTH B I aAIy He MeHbIIe,
9YeM HX COICPHHKHA. BaKHOCTD HCIOAB3OBAHIA JKOHOMIYECKOIO —pecypca
(OCOOEHHO COAH) M TOPIOBBIX IIyTEH A2BAAO HEMAABIC IIPHOBIAH, OTKPBIBAAO
HOBBIC HAIIPABACHHA SKCIIOPTHPOBAHMA TOBAPOB byro-AHecTtpoBckoil pedHoM
aprepueil. [TapasreAbHO MMeAa MECTO HEBO3MOKHOCTB AAACE BECTH PABHYIO
60prOy ¢ Apriaaamu, BOFcko koTopbIx B koHIie X1I — riepsoit morosuae XIII BB.
OBIAO OAHHIM U3 HamOoAee cuABHBIX B Llenpaastoit Esporte. Ecan yaects, uro
BEHIEPCKAsA 3HATH OBIAA 3AMHTEPECOBAHA B IIPOHMKHOBEHHH Ha |loAHECTpOBBE,
A@7KE HECMOTPA HA YCAOBHSA YK€ YIIOMFHABIIIEIOCH apTHKYABI 30AOTOH OYAABI,
TOIAQ CTAHOBUTCA IIOHATHBIM, 9YTO BOABIHCKHE BAACTUTEAN HIMEAH HEMHOIO
IIIAHCOB CHAOM BEPHYTb CEOC JKEAACMBIC 3CMAH B OADKaiiiliee BpeM.
[eprroarraeckn AaHIIA OBIA BEIHYKACH COIPOTUBAATHCA BOCHHBIM HAITAACHFIAM
CO CTOPOHBI IIOAIKOB, AUTOBCKIX ITAGMEH, IIOAOBLICB I APYIHIX PYCCKIX KHA3CH.
DTO PaCIBIAAAO U OCAAOAAAO €0 BOKCKO, O YeM CBHACTEABCTBOBAAO XOTA OBI
OTCYICTBHE CHA AAA yAepaanms ['aamda B riepsoit moaosmne 1235 1. mocae
yCIIenHoit A cebst kamrarmm 1234 1.7

Nockoabky Pomarosrdn He mveAn 0cob0 Ha KOTO OIHpathca B OOppOE 32
FAAMMCKHE BAJACHIA, TO IO HAIIIEMY MHCHHIIO, IIOHATHBIM SBAACTCA BH3HT
Aarnmaa B Cexerndbexeppap u ero yuacrue 14 oxraopsa 1235 r. B koponarmm
bearr IV. Hu oanH 13 CyIecTBYFOIIUX AOKYMEHTOB HE OTOOPAKAET ACTAACH
TOPIKECTB, KPOME YKA3AHII, 9TO OHH IIPOMCXOAUAN B cobope casroro [lerpa (In
cathedrali ecclesia Beati Petri Albe). Kakum o0pasom mpoxoAma cam mporiecc
IIOMA3aHUA HA KOPOAEBCTBO HEM3BECTHO, XOTSA IOHATHBIM €CTh IPUCYICTBHE BO
BPEMA AQHHOTO aKT4 HECKOABKIX AHIT 3CTEPrOMCKOIO EITHCKOIa, Opara beasr —
Kaapmana 1 Aarmmaa. Oxu “‘c OOABINIIM yBasKeHHEM COIIPOBOKAAAM HOBOIO
monapxa u3 ueprsir (Colomano duce fratre elusdem ensem regalem ad latus ipsius
honorifice tenente, Daniele uero duce Rutenorum equum suum ante ipsum
summa cum remerentia ducente).”” COCTABASIA AM BOABIHCKHIT KHA3b B HOAB3Y
cerHa DHApe 1l ommak u dbya, Kak OOf3ATEABHBIE ATPHOYTHI BACCAABHOIO
HOAYMHEHNA, HEU3BECTHO, OAHAKO BBITOAHEHHE MAPIIAABCKOH CAY/KOBI IIPH
BBIXOAC M3 CODOpa 3aCTABAAET HAC AyMATh HMEHHO Tak. [Ipu IOAOOHBIX
obcrosreabctBax B 1177 1. B Bemenmanckom cobope Caroro Mapka nemerikuit
mvrieparop  Ppuapux I bapbapocca (1152-1190) mpusmaBaa Haa  coboi
crozepenmrer manel AAekcaApa I (1159-1181) m Bbmioansa Takyro :xe
MAPITIAABCKYEO PyHKITHI.

Takim  0OpasoM, aHAAH3 HEIOCPEACTBEHHBIX OOCTOSATEABCTB  VIACTHA
BOABIHCKOTO KHf3fl B TOp:kecTBax Koporarmn beasr IV me sBAsieTcss Aocratouno
YOEAHTEABHBIM OTOOPAKEHNEM BACCAABHOIO ITOAYMHECHIA TEPBOLO BEHIEPCKOMY
MOHAPXy. OAHAKO IIMKA BHCIIHCIOAUTHYCCKAX KAMIIAHWI U BH3HTOB

37 KOTAAP Airormac, 220.
38 SRH 1. 467.
3 3UHYEHKO, A.: Memapua dunaomanmuy. Buermra 2002. 214.
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Pomanosrrgeit 8 Berrpuro ma nporsikermm 12351241 1. cBuAeteAbCTByeT, 9TO
APpITaAbl BAAACAU OIIPEACACHHBIM CIO3EPEHHTETOM HAA AAHIHAOM, IIPHYEM HE
FAPAHTHPOBAAU HUKAKOH BOCHHOI IOAAEPKKH B OoppOe 32 ['aand, kak 00 stom
VKA3bIBAAM OTAEABHBIE HcTopuki.' B wacTHOCTH, CyA1 M3 MCTOYHHKOB, B
OAIDKAIlIlIIe  IIOATOpA TOAA  AGATEAPHOCTH ~BOABIHCKUX —IIPABUTEACH Ha
Teppuropr [ TOAHECTPOBBA, B HX PACHOPHKECHHN HE OBIAO HH OAHOIO
BEHTEPCKOTO TIOAPA3ACAEHHS. "

Boaee AormambM, Kax MBI camraem, ectb MHerme M. I'pyresckoro u B.
[Tanyro™ 0 BpPEMEHHOM HEBMEITIATEABCTBE B TAAMYCKHE A€AA. AAMTEABHOCTD
TAKOIO HEWTPAAWTETA, IO HAINIEMY MHEHIIFO, OIPEACACHA HE OBIAA, IIOCKOABKY B
camori laAmmmm mpoaoAKasa TPABUTh OAArOCKAOHHAS — yIpaM — IPyIIIa
HOOHMAMTETA U COFO3HUKH beanr ¢ anpactun Oapropudeit. Hessupas Ha 1o, uro
OHU OCTaBAAUCH (DAKTUYECKIMHI BAACTHTEASMH Kpasf, KOPOAb IPOAOAZKAA
HCIIOAB30BATH B CBOEM THTyAe ITpucraBky “‘rex Galitiae et Lodomeriae”.* He
OTPEKAAC CBOMX IIpaB OTHOCHTEABHO l'aamda wm Kasbman, KOpOHOBAHHBIA
AmaaeMoit Ha pyoexe 12141215 rr. mo mmrmmarmse cBoero oria Duape I 1
narbt Memokeras 1T (1198-1216) kax “rex Galitiae”.

B aaHHOM cAydae HEpEINEHHON OCTAeTCA IPOOAEMA  COACPHKAHUA
corAartieHus APIIaAOB C YEPHUTOBCKIMI KHA3BAMIL, KOTOpBIC € ceHTsaopsa 1235 r.
KOHTPOAHPOBAAH ['aAWd ¥ He OIYIIAAN B AAHHOM PETHOHE HH IIPAMOIO, HI
KOCBEHHOIO COLPOTHBACHUA CO CTOPOHBI OoApckoii Bepxymki. Ha mepsprii
B3IAAIA 9TO OBIAO AOBOABHO HEITOHATHO, HOO CPEAH TAAUHUCKOIO HOOMANTETA €IIie
COXPAHAAACH IIAMATH O 3AOYIOTPEOACHHH BAACTBEO H, KAK CAGACIBHE, KA3HI
yepanrosckux Mropesmaeir 3 1210 ¥ B pamHOM HICTOPUYECKOM KOHTEKCTE
HATIPAIIIMBACTCA MHEHHE OO OIIPEACACHHBIX 3KOHOMHYECKUX AOTOBOPEHHOCTAX
bearr, MecTHOM mIOAHECTpOBCKOH 3HaTH M Poctrcaasa Muxariaosrda; a Tawke
BO3MOKHO OIPEACACHHBI YPOBEHb IOAYMHEHHA IIOCAGAHETO OTHOCHTEABHO
BEHIEPCKOIO MOHAPXA.

OrrenmBad xapaxrep 3apucuMocts Aarmmaa or kopoad beasr IV, caeayer
VUECTh OAHMH 13 OOA32TEABHBIX ATPHOYTOB BACCAABHBIX IIOAHOMOYHIT — BOCHHYTO
CAYKOY B IOAB3y crosepeHa. Ilocae BosBpartienms kussd u3 Benrpum, Boricka

40 [ITAPAHEBIY yk. coq. 84.; Maiiopos yk. cod. 30.

M TICPA 1. 774-776.

4 I'pvIIEBCKUIT Meropus IT1. 52-53.; TTAIIVTO Owepr. 217.

® Codex: diplomaticns Hungariae ecclesiastions ac civilis. Ed. Fejér, Georgius (sanee: CD) I-XI. Budae 1829-
1844. 3pece: IV/1. 156, 215.

4 Dingossii V1. 204.; Kronika Polska Marcina Kromera biskupa Warminskiego. Sanok 1857. 1. 376-377.,
YVBATBIN, M.: 3axiara Yipaiza n Py y X1 1. y CBOMX 3MAraHHAX AO IIEPKOBHO YHIH. Janucki
HITSH CXXII-CXXIV. Asis 1917.19.

# TICPA IX. Mocksa 2000. (reprint) 63.

 He nomsro, nouemy Pocricaas MuxaifaoBis, BO3Bparmasch Bo BTopoit roAosise 1238 1. ¢
ITOXOAA HA AMTOBIICB W y3HAB O rotepe [aAwda, ormpaBuacs mveHHO K Deae, a He K cBOMM
moasckmm poactserrmkam (TTCPA 11 783.), kotopsre reorpadprdeckn HaxoanAuch Oamxe. ITo
HAIIIEMy MHEHHIO, TAKOC PCIIEHHE OBIAO IPOAMKTOBAHO HEKOTOPBIMH  OOA3ATEABCTBAMI
KACATEABHO APITAAOB, O KOTOPBIX HCTOPHYECKIE AOKYMEHTBI HE CBUACTEABCTBYIOT.
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PomanoBmgeli kak BcriomorateAbHele cuAbl Kopomsr cssroro Mimrmsana me
BCIIOMUHAIOTCA B HU OAHOM U3 U3BECTHBIX HAM HCTOYHHKOB. KHA3BA
COCPEAOTOUHAM ~ CBOKO  AWMIIAOMATHYECKYFO M BHCIIIHEIIOAHUTHYECKYEO
AGAITEABHOCT B APYIHX —HampaBAcHHAX. Kpome AByX KOH(AHKIOB ¢
YEPHUTOBCKUMU IpaBuTeAaMu 32 I'aamd, Aanrma n Bacuabko Ha mpoTsikeHHn
KoHI1a 1235 — mauara BecHsl 1237 IT. IIPOBEAN HECKOABKO BOEHHBIX KAMITAHHIA
IIPOTHB OOAOXOBCKUX KHA3CH, IIOAAKOB, AHTOBCKAX H IIOAOBELIKHX IIACMCH,
KOTOPBIE TIEPHOAMYECKH OIYCTOIIAAN IIPHIPAHIYHBIE 3eMAH Baaammupo-
Boasmckoro kasrectsa.”’

Toapko Ha pydexe 12361237 1r. mveercs iepBoe COOOITIEHIE ACTOITHICIIA,
410 “/AaHHAB Ke B TO BpEeMs IIEAb OfIlle Cb OPATOMb CBOMMB Bb YIPBHI Kb
kopoaesbt: 6b 160 38aAb ero Ha uects”.*® Oraeaptbie ncropuxu (B. [Tamyro n
H. Korasp) HacTamBaAM Ha MHEHHUH, YTO 9TO OBIA HCKAFOUHTEABHO APYAKECKUI
mar co CcropoHel beapr, mpmuem craprmmi  PomamoBmda B pesyAbTate
AMITAOMATUYECKHX ITEPETOBOPOB AGKE CYMEA TIOAVIUTH B CBOFO ITOAB3Y KAKHE-TO
YCIVIIKH B AQAbHEHITICH 60pb6e 32 ['aammg, OAHAKO, HA HAII B3TASIA, BH3UT K
Aprraaam OBIA IIPSMBIM IIPOSBACHIECM BBIIOAHCHH BACCAABHBIX OOA3AHHOCTCH B
IIEPUOA 3a0CTPEHMA OTHOIIEHHMI MEKAY CEHBOPOM Aammmna — beaonr IV n
aBcrpuiicknM  repriorom Ppraprx  babenOeprom. Aerormicer, koTopemi 00
VPOBHE IOAUHHEHNA POMaHOBIYA AOAKEH OBIA 3HATH, OUEBUAHO CO3HATEABHO
HE BHEC OOAEE AETAABHOIO OIMCAHHA O IIOCEIICHHU KHA3EM KOPOAS.
EavcrBennblt  dakr, KOTOpBII IIPUBACGK €O BHUMAHHE — HAMEpPEHHUCE
BOABIHCKHX BAACTHTEACH “HATH ...T€PIMKOBH B momorp”, " dpaxrErgeckm
HApyIIas HOPMBI BACCAABHOIO ITPpaBa OTHOCHTEABHO CBOETO CFO3EPEHA.

B ucropmaeckoit anreparype (yrommHasmmecst B. Iamyro m H. Korasp)
OBITyeT MHEHFE, 9TO 9THM perneHneM Aaunma mpunyAus beay nmepecmorpers
CBOE OTHOIIEHNE K HEMY AUYHO H K €TI0 IIPETEeH3HAM Ha l'aAnd, B gacTHOCTH; 1
HOHTH 32 onpeAaeAeHHsie yerynk. O. MafopoB oTcramBaeT TOUKY 3PEHHH, 9TO
PomanoBuan ma nporsxerrm 1237 1. BOOOITE OCYITIECTBHAHM ABA BH3HTA B
Benrprro, a mmosTomy, 110 €ero MHEHHIO, ACTOIIHCHYIO BEPCHIO AAHHBIX COOBITHIA
CAGAYET BHIMATEABHO pactpeAeAdts. I leppoe mocermenne, Mo caoBam ncropuka,
OBIAO BBIIOAHCHO B HAYAAC BECHEL, KOIAA KHf3B HE AOAKHBI OBIAI
OCTaHaBAMBATHCA B Benrprm, a man va iomorp repriory @prAPHXY, ¢ KOTOPEIM
eme or 1235 1. 3aBasan Apyseckre orHOIeHHs. OAHAKO BO BTOPOH pa3 OHU
noceTuAn ApITaAOB A€TOM, OTHpaBAAAch “Ha dects K beae. Lleap aammOro
BH3HTA — IIOATBEPIKACHHE AOTOBOPA, KOTOPBIM AAHHHA 3aKAFOYHMA paHbILE C
COFO3HHKOM yrpoB Muxanaom BeeBoroaoBrrdgem, oAyurs ot Hero [ lepembIriab,
4 TAKKE BOABIHCKHMII BAACTHTEAb, IO CAOBAM aBTOPA, AOMOIAACA ‘‘OTKA3BI

BCPHepCKOI“ O KOpOAH oT AQ.AbHCfH.UGF O BMCIIIATEABCTBA B TAATYICKIIC AGAa”.SO

#TTICPAIL 774-776.

48 KOTASP Arormc. 228.

# Tbidem.

50 MAMOPOB yk. cou. 596-597.
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XPpOHOAOTHA  COOBITHI TIPEAAOKEHHAA POCCHICKAM YYEHBIM  ABAACTCH
BAKHOM, IIOCKOABKY B 3HAYUTEABHOH CTEIICHH OOBACHACT YPOBEHb U XaPaKIEp
BACCAABHOTO TOAYMHEHMS AaxwmAa. AoOIyckas, 910 CHa4aAa BecHOHM 1237 1r.
“Bexothera maTH AaHEAD Cb OpaToMb BacHAKOMB repIKoBU B IIOMOIIIB, 4 YiKe
BIIOCAGACTBHH, ACTOM TOTO K€ TOAQ, CTaprmii PomaHOBHY OTIpaBAAAcA “Ha
9eCTh’, HEMCCACAOBAHHBIM, B KOHTEKCTE AAHHOH ITPOOAEMBI, OCTACTCH IICABIH
IIAKET B3AUMOCBf3AHHBIX BOIPOCOB. [lpM OLCHMBAHME —HMHTEpIIPETAIIIN
AetormcHbIx coObrrit O. MaffopoBbIM, He AO KOHIIA IIOHATHBIM SABAACTCA BEIOOD
IIyTel, KOTOPBIMH ABHIAAMCh TIOAKH POMaHOBHYEH Ha ITOMOIIb COFO3HBIM
babenOeprav m npuummer orcryma Ha Pyce. OueBHAHO, BA2AES KAKHIM-TO
BOCHHBIM KOHTHHICHTOM, BOABIHCKIC KHA3BA HAIIPABASAUCDH Yepe3 OAIDKAMIIIIe,
XOPOIIIO U3BECTHBIE U B TO 7K€ BPEMSA BPA/KECKHE TAAUUCKUE 3€MAH; IIOIIAB, TAKAM
00pasoM, BO BAaACHIE APIIAAOB, TAC, KAK YKA3BIBAA ACTOIIMCELL, FMEAH BCTPETy C
kopoAeM. Kakoe mecTo B 9TmX COOBITHAX 3aHMMAAM TAAMHCKHE OOApE M Cam
PocrrcaaB, K COMAACHHFO, HEM3BECTHO. YUMTHIBAA HAAMYHE KOH(DAHKIOB C
AaHIIAOM Ha IIPOTSKEHIH HECKOABKIX ITPEABIAYIIIIX MeCAIEB (BecHsI Aeta 1236
I.), C UX CTOPOHBI CTOHAO OBI OKHAATH HE COBCEM AOSIABHOTO OTHOIIICHHSA K
Mapry Apyausbl Pomanosrraeit epes Iloanectpobbe. OAHAKO B ACTOIICH HET
HU OAHOIO VKA3AHWSA HA KAKHe-TO MpoTuBopedns.” HeAOTHYHBIM BBITASAHT 1
AAABHEHIIIEE ITOBEACHHE KHA3EH, KOTOpble IIPEOAOAEB TaKOE OOABIIOE
PACCTOSHIE, OTKA3AANCH OT IIPEAOCTABACHHA IToMOIIH babenOepran.

MBsrI He 0TOpachBaeM XPOHOAOTHH, IPeAAOKEeHHOH O. MaliopOBEIM, OAHAKO
IIOHHMAeM COOBITHA, IPHUBEACHHBIE ACTOIHCIIEM, ITO-APyromy. KaroueBbmm
BOIIPOCOM B AAHHOH CAOKHOH MEKAYHAPOAHOM CHTYAITN OCTACTCA MOTHBALIH
orkasa PomaHOBHYEH OKa3aTh ITOMOIIb CBOMM ABCTPUMCKAM COFO3HHKAM U
IIO3UIIUA TAAFICKOTO HOOHAHTETA B IIPOIIECCE IIPOABIZKCHISA YEPE3 IIOABAACTHBIE
el 3eMAH BPA/KECKHIX BOOPYKEHHBIX CHA.

Ecan mpuaepxmsarsea mosurum B. [Tamyro m H. Koraspa o Tom, 9ro
AaHVHA OBIA TIGAUKOM CAMOCTOSITEABHBIM B CBOMX BHEITHEITOANTUYECKUX
ACHICTBHSIX, TOTAA HEITOHATHO, IIOYEMY BOABIHCKUE KHA3BA HE IPOAOAKHAN IIOXOA
nporus mvrreparopa Ppraprxa 11 (1212-1250) m kax, per TaKkolit He3aBUCUMOCTH
B ACHCTBHAX, MOT BEHIEPCKUI MOHAPX ‘“Bp3OpammBiIO MMa’.” VOemKacHHe
H.Koraspa 06 ortkyrie co croporbr Beabr” Tawke He ABAAETCA YOEAUTEABHBIM,
10O DOAEE ECTECTBEHHOM U ITOHATHBIM CACACTBHEM TIOAODHBIX JKEAAHUIH OBIA GBI
apect, HAU yOHICTBO POMaHOBHHEH, KOTOPBIE, CYAT U3 AOKYMEHTOB, IIPEOBIBAAL
BO BAGACHIAX APITAAOB.

Boaee AoruaHOI AAT HAC ABAAETCS BEPCHA TOTO, YTO BOCHHBIE KOHTHHICHTEI
Aanrmaa u Bacrabka, B kadecTBe BaCCAABHO-TIOAAAHHBIX, ABUTAAHCH K Berrpum,
YTOOBl OOBEAHMHHTBCA C KOPOACBCKHMH OTPAAAMH H IIPH  HEOOXOAUMOCTH
OOIIIMU CHAAME OTPa3UTh HACTYIACHHE Bpara. |IpOABIDKEHIE BO BAAACHUA

SITICPA II. 776.
52 KOTAAP Airormc. 228.
53 Tbidem.
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ApI1aa0B (KaK MBI AOITYCKAEM, Y€Pe3 FAAUIIKIC 3EMAK) OBIAO OECIIPEIATCTBEHHBIM
notomy, uto Muxama Beeoroaosrd, Pocticaas 1 MecTHOE OOAPCTBO HOAYIHAL
II0 AAHHOMY IIOBOAY COOTBETCTBYIOIIIME MHCTPYKIIMH CO CTOPOHBI BEHIEPCKOIO
MOHApXa, OYAy9H OT HEIO B TOH, MAH WHOH, HE AO KOHIIA IIOHATHOH HaM
zaBucumoctd. Vmenno sxe mpeObBanne Pomanordeil BO BAaacHHAX beAbr n
ACTAAM BCTPEYH C HHM SBAACTCS, HA HAII B3TAfA, HAHOOACE 3AraAOYHBIM
MOMEHTOM AETOIMCHOTO 31H30A2. Kakrm 0Opasom, IIpn Kakux 0OCTOATEABCTBAX
AaHIHIA  penmA M3MEHHTb IOAUTHYECKYFO OpHEHTAIIMIO 1 IOAACPKATH
Opuaprxa babenOepra, MBI cdamTaeM, OCO3HATH IIPAKTIYECKH HEBO3MOKHO.
OAHAKO IOHATHO, YTO TAKOH ITIar BOABIHCKOIO IPABHIEAf CHMBOAH3HPOBAA
PACTOpIKEHFE BACCAABHOIO COTAAITIEHHSA C BEHTEPCKIM KOPOAEM H, KAK CACACTBHE,
HAYAAO BOCHHBIX ACHCTBHE ApIAAOB IpOTHB KeA3A. VIMEHHO 3TO, IO Harmemy
MHEHHIO, CTaAO IpeameroM pasroBopa beasr IV m Aamrmaa, mocae dero
“Kopoaessr e, Bb3BPAHUBIIIO mva [momorats reprory Ascrpum — M.BJ,
BB3BPATHCTACH Bb 3eMAIO CBOIO”.

Ipebpmarme Ha Pycr Bo BIOPOI ITOAOBHHE BECHBI — IIEPBOI IIOAOBUHE ACTA
1237 r. PoMaHOBIYM HCIIOAB3OBAAH PAAU OYEPEAHOTO 3A0CTPEHHS OTHOIIECHHIA C
FAAMYCKUMI BAACTHTEAMH. B w9acTHOCTH B A€TOIHCH pedb HACT O TOM, YTO
“Abry sxe HacraBumo, ceOpartacst [Pomasosra. — M.B| maocra Ha T'aawmas Ha
Muxanaa u na Pocrucaas, satsopraa n6o cs 6scra B paab 1 BBepXy, MHOKBCTBO
OfIIe B HETO, M BB3BPATUBIIICA BOEBACTA OKOAO 3BI/IHI/Irop0Aa”.°5 OueBrAHO,
YTO BOCHHBIEC CHABI AAHIIIAQ C IIPEABIAYILICIO IIOX0AQ B BeHrprro BepHyAncs 6e3
IIOTEPb, A IIO3TOMY BOABIHCKHE KHA3bA MOTAM VCIENIHO HAYATh KAMIIAHEIO,
HAHECH CEPbe3HBIN MaTepraAbHbId yinepd 'aarmikoit semae. M. I'pyruesckuii, b.
Baoaapckmit, H. Iloroncekas-Bacnaenko, H. Koradp m Hekotopwie apyrme
UCTOPHKH,”® HENPEMEHHO aCCOIMHMPOBAAN TIPUCYTCTBUE B OCAKACHHOM | aAran
BCHIPOB C OIIPEACACHHBIM BOFCKOM, XOTf B ACTOIMCH Ha 3TO HET HHU
KOHKPETHOIO YKA3aHIA, HIT HAMEKA. AKe €CAN COTAACHTBCA C TAKAM MHCHEICM,
HMEFOIIHECH B HAAUYHH HCTOYHUKH HE AAFOT YETKOTO OTBETA Ha BOIPOC, OBIAH
AML 3TO KOPOAEBCKHE KOHTHHICHTBI, IAM HAEMHHKH M3 COCCAHUX 3aKAPITATCKIX
KOMHTATOB.

Hessupas Ha 10, 910 MOAHECTPOBCKAS CTOAHIIA HE II0IAAA B Pyku AaHHHAA,
AABACHHIC HA TAAHIIKHE BAAACHUA CO CTOPOHBI VLIEACBIIMX BOICK BAAAUMUPO-
BOABIHCKOIO KHA3A OBIAO OINYTHMO, YTO M CHUMBOAHSHPOBAAO IIP CHIIE
ODEHX CTOPOH M TIEPEXOA TOA marponar Pomawnosmdeii [lepembian.’” Dror
ACTOITHICHBII CIOMKET TAKAKE HE AMIIEH PAAA 3aTAAOK, ITOCKOABKY HE ITOHATHO,
nouemy Mmxana  BeepoaosoBra m Poctmcaas  permmanm  otaath  cBoeMmy
HEIIPUATEAIO 3EMAH, KOTOPBIE HE HMEAW OOIEH IPAHMITBI C BOTYHHHBIMI

MTICPA L 776.

% Ibidem.

56 I'PYIIEBCKWN Meropus. 111 53.; Wlodarski op. cit. 112.,; TIOAOHBCKA-BACHAEHKO yx. cow. 11
197.; KOTAAP Aarmao. 85.; KOTAAP Aitormc, 224,

STTICPA L 776.
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BrapcHmAMy Aamrmaa u Bacmapka. Ere Ooaee HpOTHBOpEHYHBEIM 32 CBOCH
nH(OPMATUBHOCTBIO ABAACTCA COTAACHE ITOCACAHHX HA TAKOE IIPHOOpETCHHE.
VUuTeBasg T€OMOAUTHYIECKOE PACIIOAOKEHIE TOPOAA WM €I0 OKPAHH, 4 TAKKE
AHAAM3HUPYA 3aKOHOMEPHOCTH M OCOOEHHOCTH IIPOTHBOCTOSIHHS ~MECTHOM
HIEPEMBIIIIABCKON 3HATH W MEIIAH CO CBOUMH TAAHIIKAMH M BOABIHCKIMI
COTIEPHHKAMH, * TOBOPHTH O AOTHYHOCTH 1 7KEAATEABHOCTH YCTAHOBAEHHS BAACTI
PomaHOBIYEH B AAHHOM PEIHOHE HE HPHXOAUTCA. AAOIMYHBIM B KOHTEKCTE
3AKPEITACHUA 3ACCh BAACTH IIOCACAHUX €CTh 1 (pakT HaAwduA B [lepempiriiae Ha
npotsmxenrn XI-XIII cT. cyrmecTBeHHBIX BEHTEPCKIX BAMAHHIA, YTO HA YPOBHE
APXEOAOIHIECKIX HCCACAOBAHMI OBIAO AOKA3AHO IIOABCKHMH YYCHBIME A.
Komepekim, M. [Tapuesckum 1 I'. 3akprresckoit.”

[Tostomy, Ha Hamr BSrAfiA, IIEPEXOA VKA3AHHOIO TOPOAA BO BAGACHUSA
AaHnrAa Ha AAHHOM 3TAlle €0 OTHOINCHUI C YEPHHUTOBCKIME BAACTUTEAAMI K
BCHICPCKIM MOHAPXOM HE CACAYET CUMTATH BAKHBIM YCIIEXOM BOABIHCKIX
KHA3el. B KoHTeKCTe BOCHHO-TIOANTIIECKIX OTHOITICHIE, KOTOPBIE MIMEAU MECTO
B 9TOM IPOTHBOPEYMBOM PETHOHE MEKAY BBIIE HA3BAHHBIME CTOPOHAMH,
BKAIOYCHHE OTPE3AHHOIO HACEACHHOIO IyHKTA (Kakem ObiA  [lepembiiab
OTHOCHTEABHO BOTYMHEI HACAGAHHKOB Pomama — Baaamvmrpcko-Boabmckoro
KHSDKECTBA) B COCTAB IIOAYNHECHHBIX AAHIIAY TEPPHTOPHIT OOABIIIC HAIIOMIHAAO
ACHHOE ITPEAOCTaBACHHE cO CTOPOHHI beabl. K TakoMy MHEHHIO MBI IIPUXOAIM
HA OCHOBAHMM ACTOIINCHONM BEPCHH OIMCHBAEMBIX COOBITHE. —Kakrmim
TIOAHOMOYHAMEI OTHOCHTEABHO | [epeMBIIIIABCKOI 3eMAI K TOMY BPEMEHI BAJACA
Murxana, aBrop He coobrmaet,”"’ a ITO3TOMY, KaK MBI CIHTAEM, AAHHAA TEPPUTOPHS
MOrA2 WM HE HAXOAUTBCA IIOA €r0 TOAHON mporekimed. Orcropa — He
HCKAIOYCHHBIM SBASICTCS ydacTe ApIIAAOB B IIEPEAAde TOPOAA U OKPANH
BOABIHCKUM ITPABHTEAAM.

Taxmm 0OpasoM, cAeAyrormmii BE3HT AAHNIAA K KOPOAIO “HA H9eCTh’,
KOTOPBII BEPOATHO MMEA MECTO B IIEPBOM IMOAOBUHE OceHU 1237 T. ¥ AMITIHIIL
a3 HOATBEPKAAA €TI0 BACCAABHYEO ITOAYUHEHHOCT OT BEHICPCKOIO IPABHTEA,
ABAACTCS IIEAUKOM 3aKOHOMEPHBIM. CpaBHMBAA AAHHBINA ACTOITHCHBINA SITH30A C
ODCTOATEABCTBAME ITOE3AKH CTapIriero Pomanosmd B Acka0pe 1245 — arBape 1246
IT. B craBKy xaHa bary — Capail m, Kak CAEACTBHE, ONIEHKAMH 3TOIO BH3HTA
apropom ucrounmka (“3abe 3aas vects Tarapcka™),’ CTAHOBUTCA TIOHATHBIM, UTO
HocerneHue ApIaAOB HE OBIAO HIYEM APYIHIM, KAK OUECPEAHBIM BBIIOAHCHHEM
BacCaAbHBIX OOfzaHHOCTeH. O.MafopoB OOBACHAA IPUCYTCTBHE BOABIHCKOIO
KHA3A IIPU ABOPE BEHIEPCKOTO MOHAPXA HAMEPEHHAMU ACTHTAMIPOBATH IIEPEXOA

58 MAIIOPOB yk. cou. 168-171.

% KOPERSKI, A. — PARCZEWSKI M.: Das Altungarische Reitergrab von Przemysl (Stdostpolen). In:
Adta Archeologica Academiae Scientiarnm Hungaricae. 30 (1978):1-2. 213-231; ZAKRZEWSKA, G:: Die
Knochentreste eines Pferdes aus dem altungarischen Grab in Przemysl. In: Avz Archeologica Acadeniae
Scientiarnm Hungaricae. 30 (1978):1-2. 235-241.

60 [TCPAIL 775-777.

61 Ibidem 805.
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[epempbItias MOA CBOFO IPOTEKIHEO. MBI HE OTPHITAEM AAHHOH BEPCHH, OAHAKO
CYMTAEM, YTO MHUIMATOPOM TAKOIO IIEPEXOAQ MOT OBITh 1 caM beaa, Kotopsiit
BHUACA IIOCTEIICHHOE IPEMMYINECTBO AaHFmAQZ B OOpPHOE C HUEPHUTOBCKHMI
IIPABUTEAAMH, a4 II09TOMY, Ha (DOHE CBOMX SKOHOMHYECKHX HHTEPECOB B
l"aAntime, HagaA OOABIIIE IIPOTEKUPOBATH IIEPBOMY.

[Noaseprxka PomanOBHYEH €O CTOPOHBI ApIIAAOB B IPOTUBOCTOAHHN C
MuxarAOM 1 €ro CBIHOM CBIIPAaAa KAFOYEBYEO POAB BO BTOPOI rmoAosuHe 1238 r.,
KOTAQ IIEPBBIE CYMEAH 32KPEINTh 32 cOOOIT 1 I'aarrd, a Pocticaas, orripaBuBIImcs
B Benrpuro, He moay«mA tam o1 BeAbl HEKAKOH HMOAACPIKKI. DTO ODO3HAYIAAO
n3MeHeHne POPMBI OTHOIIEHHIT HE TOABKO MEKAY YEPHUTOBCKAME KHASBAMU I
AaHIIAOM, HO M MEXAY BOABIHCKAME IpaButeAamu u Aprapamu. Ha marm
B3LAfA, IIOCAGAHHE — OCO3HABAAM, YIO HET CMBICAA  COHPOTHBAATHCH
TEPPUTOPHAABHOMY ~PACIIIPEHHIO 3EMEAb POMAHOBHYEH, CPEAH KOTOPBIX
crapumii  ObiA BaccaroM beawsr IV, TlapaaseAbHO KOpOAB XpaHHA cpean
MECTHOTO HOOHMAHMTETA HEMAABIA aBTOPUTET, KOTOPBII OCOOCHHO IPOSBUACA B
1240-1241 1r. mocae moOera HEKOTOPOIO KOAHMHECTBA TIAAMYCKOIO OOAPCIBA
nepeA HarectsueM Tatap B 3emMAr Koporbr” [Tostomy, Ha Harmn B3rAfa, co
CTOPOHBI BEHIPOB HE OBIAO IIOTPEOHOCTH B OYEPEAHOH pa3  0OOCIPATH
OTHOILIICHHS ~ MEKAY  BOCTOYHOCAABSIHCKHII — BAACTUTEAAMH B paifoHe
[ToanectpoBbs (Bropas mososuna 1238 r.), ocobeHHO Ha (poHE BTOpIKCHNA
MOHTOA B rpaHnIb Boasckoit Byarapru n cesepo-socrounoit Pycn (12351238
rr.). OO 3TOM IIpH ABOPE BEHIEPCKOIO MOHAPXa OBIAO IIOAPOOHO HM3BECTHO H3
rmceM xaHa barprs.

CAGAYFOIIIIIM 9TATIOM AGMOHCTPAITUH BaCCAABHO-CFO3EPEHHBIX OTHOITICHII
Aannriaa n Beasr, 1o Harmiemy MeeHwro, ObiA meproA 12401245 rr., a mvenso —
OT HartrecTBuA KoueBHUKOB B [lentpassnyro Esporry Ao fIpocaasckoit Ourser 17
aprycta 1245 1. Bropxemme orpAso UmmrmsmaoB B 3emam Prsanckoro,
Koaomenckoro, Mypomckoro, Baaamvmpo-Cy3aaAbcKOro KHKECTB U HX
OIyCTOITIeHHNA Ha HpoTdKeHrn 12306—1238 Ir. BBI3BAAO CEPBE3HBI PE30OHAHC
cpean mpasuteAeii I'aamdackor m BoAbmHCKOIT 3eMeAb, TIOBEACHHE KOTOPHIX B
12391241 rr. yaOCTOBEPAAO BACCAABHOE TIOAYMHEHHE OT BEHTEPCKOTO MOHAPXA.

B wacrrocru, Muxana Beeporoaosra Becroi 1239 1. ““...0bka 1o cemy
CBOEMB IIEPEAD TATAPHL Bb YIpbI . /erormcer] 3apHKCHpOBaA, YTO OH IIPEOBIBAA
Ipu ABOpe ApPITAAOB AOCTATOYHO AAHTEABHOE BpeMs (HECKOABKO MECSIICB),
npeararas  beae JKeHHTh CBOETO ChIHA C €rO AOYEPbIO AHHOM, O dYeM
CBHAETEABCTBYET CACAYFOITIHIA CrOzKeT rcTouHmKa (“Kopoab e He BAacTb AbBKEI

62 FONT, M.: Einige Reprisentanten des Kleinadels im polnisch-ungatischen Grenzgebieten im 13 Jh.
und die Zukunft threr Familie. In: Specimina nova dissertationnm ex Instinto Historico Universitatis
Quingueecclesiensis de lano Pannonto nonsinatae. Pars prima. XI. (1995) 237-250. 3aecn:240.

63 SRH II. 541. (Relatio fratri Riccardi); AHHUHCKUIL, C.A.: VI3BecTust BEHIEpPCKIX MICCHOHEPOB
XII-XIV vv. o Tatapax u Bocrounoit Esporte. In: Hemgpuuecruii apxcus 111 (1940) 71-113.
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cBoestii Poctucaas. Vaocra Muxanas 1 PocTicaas kb yeBU cBoeMmy B /\AXBI U Kb
Konaparosn...”).%

B AaHHOM KOHTEKCTE HAC HMHTEPECYFOT MOTHBBI  AOTOBOPEHHOCTH
YEPHUIOBCKUX KHA3EH C BEHIEPCKUM MOHAPXOM, KOTOpasd IMPEAYCMATPHBAAA HE
TOABKO AMHACTHYECKIH, HO 1, OYEBHAHO, B KOHTEKCTEe OOpBOBI 32 [ ToanecTpoBbe,
BOCHHO-TIOAUTHYECKUI aCIIEKT. YUHTBIBAA, YTO OT BTOPOH IOAOBHHBI 1238 T.
beaa omryramo paciimpua marpoHat Hap POCTHCAZBOM M BOSMOKHO AQKE
IIPEAOCTABUA B €IO  BPEMEHHOE ACHHOE  PACIIOPSIKEHHE — OTACABHBIC
AOMEHHAABHBIE BAAACHUS (KaK 9TO ObIAO rocAe 1241-1242 1r.),” wa martr B3rasa,
LIEAECOOOPA3HO TOBOPHTH O IOIBITKE MuXarAa ypOBHATH, HAH AQKE IIOBBICHTH
CTATyC COOCTBEHHOIO ChIHA IIPETEHACHTA HA TAAHIIKUH IIPECTOA, IIEPEA APYTHM
BaccaroM Kopoas — Aarmmaom.” Xoms TTOCAGAHMIT BAAAEA AHHACTHYECKHIMU
LPAaBAMH  OTHOCHTEABHO — ['aAnmda, — YEpHHIOBCKHE — KHA3BA — IIOHFIMAAH
HEOOXOAUMOCTD  AOIIOAHHTEABHOTO IIOAKPEIACHHA COOCTBEHHBIX IIPETCH3MI
9Yepe3 ACTHTHMHBIH OPaIHBII AOTOBOP C ApIIaAaMIL.

Iloxomas curyarmma mveaa Mecto B 1214-12151r, xoraa Omape 11 m
KPAKOBCKO-CAHAOMUPCKII  mpaButeab  Aemek  beasnt  (1202-1227 1. ¢
HiepepbBaMi), Ha (POHE PasAACHHA [aAMIKOH 3EMAM, C IIEABFO ACTHTHMALIAM
npaB Ha [loasectpoBbe, omenmam coux Aereii Kaabmama m Caromero,
COOTBETCTBEHHO. AAHHOE OPAYHOE COTAAINICHNE, A TAKKE MACA KOPOHALIAH CHIHA
BEHIEPCKOIO KOPOAS IIOAYIHAN OAOOPEHUE CO CTOPOHBI TAAHICKOIO OOAPCTBA 1
narbt Manokenmus 1117 Amanorvansivm Gbiar cobbrrus 60ppost 3a Taama Ha
nporsikeHnn 1226 T., B pe3yAbTaTe KOTOPBIX APYTOH CHIH BEHIEPCKOIO KOPOAf
DHApe B3fIA B #KeHBI A0Ub Mcrncaasa YV aatHOro u npu coaerictsuu 6osp B 1232
— 1234 1. 661 npaBuTeAem pernona.”

O6 ocobom cratyce BaccabHOH 3aBucuvocTa Poctrcaasa MuxafiAOBIYa OT
ApITaAOB  AOIIOAHHTEABHO —CBHUACTEABCTBYET (DaKT OTKasa IIOCACAHPX Ha
3akArodenue Opaka. Bemrepckmit mcropuk M. Bepruep mmicas, 9ro BeHIper
XOpOIIO 3a00THAUCH O COXPAHEHUH “‘““HCTOTHI IPUPOABI CBOEH AMHACTHUM, ’a
IIO9TOMY HE CIICIIIHAN POAHHUTCA C, KAK OHH CYUTAAH, HEPOBHBIMH ceOe. Hean
AOIYCTUTb, YTO IIEPErOBOPHI O Opake IPOUCXOAHAHN Ha (DOHE 3aXBaTa B OKIAOpE
1239 r. BoTammsr OAbrosrrdeii r. YepHNUTOBA KOUEBHIKAMY, TOTAQ pertieHre berr
IV BbmasanT meamxom AormaubiM. O MAACHHMH CTOAMIIBI KIsDKecTBa Muxama,
CKOpee BCETO, 3HAA, IIOCKOABKY IIOCAE Iocertienmii Berrpun ormpasuaca .. . kb

64 TICPA 1L 783.

6CDV /1.55.

88 Bremmiroro moamriky Kopomsr werko peraaverrtupoasn noctanosackms 6yan Dnape 11 or
1222 w1231 rr. Tax B apruxyaax Nell or 1222 i Nel1 or 1231 30A0TEIX OyAA KOHCTATHPOBAAOCE:
“VIHO3eMHO# 3HATH, KOTOpas NPHOBIBACT B CIPaHY, KOHEYHO, CCAH OHA HE JKEAACT CIalb ee
KUTEAMH, HE TIPEAOCTABAAFOTCA AOAKHOCTHL, TIOTOMY YTO OHH BEIHOCAT H3 CIPAHBI OGOrarcrso’.
Cu. DRMH 33, 38.

67 QyBATUI yk. co. 19.

68 [ICPA 11 750.

9 WERTNER, M.: Die Allianzen der Arpaden. Politisch-genealogische Studie. Wien 1887. 7.
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yeBu cBoeMy B Asixer n kb KOoHApaTOBH, TA€ M TIPEOBIBAA BMECTE C CBIHOM AO
cepearbl 1240 r. MoxnO coraacutbess u ¢ HKoraapom, kKoTopeii BEIABHHYA
IIPEATIOAOKEHHE, YTO BOCTOYHOCAABAHCKHE —IIPABUTEAH BCE e HMEAN
HaMePEHu HaiTTH TTOAAEPIKKY B Gopbbe 3a [aana.””

Taxum 00pasoM, MOKHO KOHCTATHPOBATh, YTO Ha HpoTmkeHmn 1239 r.
PoctucaaB  oraOCHTEABHO — BeAbl  cOXpaHAA — HEKOTOpBIE — BACCAABHBIE
00A3TEABCTBA, KOTOPBIE TIBITAACH PA30PBATh ITPH HOAACPIKKE CBOEIO OTIIA ITyTEM
3AKAFOUCHHUA AMHACTHYECKOIO M, OYEBUAHO, BOCHHO-IIOAUTHYECKOIO AOTOBOPA C
Aprasavi. Ero HaA@KABI IIPETEPIIEAN HEYAAdY, ITOCKOABKY IIPOTHBOPEHUMAN
AUYHBIM HHTEPECAM BEHIEPCKOIO KOPOAA H MEKAYHAPOAHOH OOCTAHOBKE B
patione [loamectpospa. MssectHo, wro co Bropoi mnosoBusbl 1239 T
PomanoBiam HavaAn yBEAHYHBATH CBOE BHEIHEIIOAMTHYECKOE IIPHUCYTCTBHE HA
PycH, IPUCOEAMHIB 3UMOIT TOTO 7K€ TOAA B COCTaB CBOMX BAaAeHwil I. Kues.”!

Pacrumperme moaromounii Aauneaa i Bacuapka B COCCAHIX KHDKECTBAX U
3eMAAX ~HHKOMM OOpa3OM HE OIPAa3UANCh HAa yPOBHE BAaCCAABHON
noAunHeHHOCTH crapriero Pomarouaa ot beast IV. O6 s1oM cBHACTEABCTBYEOT
OCOOEHHOCTH MX B3aMMOOTHOIICHNH Ha mpotmxenru 1239—1241 rr. ['aamko-
BOABIHCKUI KHA3b B 3TO BPEM#A OCYIIIECTBHA BAKHBIN BU3HT K APIIaAAM, KOTOPBIH
mMeA ABe (Pasbl M IIPEAYCMATPUBAA KOPEHHOE H3MEHEHHE I€ONOAHTHYECKOH
coryarmn B Lentpaabao-Boctounoir  Esporne. OAHAKO B CyrmecTByroIein
PICTODHIECKOI AMTEPATYDE, Ha HALII BSIASA, STOT BOIIPOC HOAYSHA HEAOCTATOHO
IIOAHOIICHHOE  OCBEIICHHE. - ACTAABHOIO aHAAM3A TPEOYIOT LEABIC OAOKH
IIPOOAEM, HAYHHAA OT M3yYEHHA XPOHOAOIHH IIpeObBaHna POMAHOBOIO CHIHA B
Berrpum, 3aepriras crieruduKoi IEperoBOpoB € MECTHBIM KOPOAEM, IIOACIETOM
IIPHOAUSHTEABHOH — HYHCAGHHOCTH BOCTOYHOCAABAHCKHUE — AMIIAOMATHHYCCKON
AGACTAIIME M BBIACHEHHEM OCOOEHHOCTEH OOpBOBI OOEHX IpaBHTEACH C
kogeBHUKaMU B 12411242 .

70 KOTAAP Airormc. 237.

I TPYHIEBCKUI Mcropus. 56.

72 AHHUHCKHI yk. cow.; BABEHKO, P.: Bsaemosuorocru Sanomoii Opos: u I lisdenno-3axionoi Pya 6 X111
om. Kuis 2004.; On sxe: I Ipurgpoornu sevu I lisdenno-3axionod Pyei u Sonomoi Opows (9pyea noavsura XIIT
. — neprwa nososura X1V om.). In: Memopus Yipauns: 6 myxosei I (2000) 6-12.; BEPHAACKIT, T
Morizoawz u Pyes. Teps—Mocksa 1997.; TOAOBKO, A.b.: Aeprxasa Pomarosrrdis ta 3oaora Opaa (40
— 50-pp. XUI cr). In: YVapaunckuii Iemopuarnui sgypran (YIK) IV (2004) 3-16; TYMUAEB, AH.:
Apesias Pyes u Beauxas emens. Mocksa 1989.; ZKAAH, M.: Apyreii Harmaa tarapis #a Yrpauny (1238
1241). In: Bussosmuii mnax VI-VIII (1965) 775-787.; KAPIPAOB, B.B.: Moseaso-manaperoe nsuecmsie
a Pyce. Mocksa 1966.; AFAFPEP, .. BeHrepcko-pycckie OTHOIUECHHSA M TATAPO-MOHIOACKOE
marrrectsue. In: Mewodynapoonese csaser Poccun do XV 6.Co. omameii. Mocxsa 1961, 181-202.; Oma xe:
Tarapckoe HarrrecTBrie Ha BeHIpHro B CBASH C MEKAOHAPOAHBIMEL COOBITHAMM 3IOXH. In: Ada
Historica Acadensiae Scientiarum Hungariae. 11 (1953) :1-2r0 1-45; OcHIMAH, O: Hose amepeno 3
icropun MOHIOACKOTO ITOXOAY Kpaiebl Llemrpaapro-Cxoamoit Espormr (1236-1242 pp.). In:
Yipauna s Lenmpaniio-Cxionuii Eeponst (3 natidastirurux vacis do konya XVIII cm. IV, Kuris 2004, 331-
347.; Tamapo-moneons: 6 Asun u Eepone. Cooprux cmamedi. Pea, TVIXBAHCKN, C.A. Mocksa 1977.; A
tatdrjdris Magyarorszdgon és a nemzetkizy politika. Bd. 1. ZICHY. Budapest 1952,; SENGA, T.: IV Béla
kiilpolitikaja és IV. Ince papahoz intézett tatar-levele. Szizadok. 121 (1987) 584-611.
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MsBecrro, uro Aamrma “...bxaap Osrre ...OyIpel KO KOPOAEBHL, €IIle HE
sHan “...npuxoaa moranbxb Tarapb Ha Keies”.” B caeayromem srmsoae
HCTOYHHKA IIOHATHO, YTO IIPEAMETOM OOCYKAGHHA OBIAO  BEPOATHOE
OpPAaKOCOYETAHIE €rO ChIHA C AOYEPHIO BEHIEPCKOro MoHapxa (“...xord umhru ¢
HUMD AFOOOBb CBATBCTBA...”)."* VI3 BBITIEIIPHBEACHHBIX ITTAT BBITEKAET, 9TO
MHHUIMATOPOM IOE3AKN B Berrprro, oueBuAHO, ObiA PomanoBIY, HOO MMEHHO
OH BBICTYIIAA HAMOOAEE AKTHBHBIM YYACTHHKOM IeperoBopos. He mckaroueHo,
YTO  TAAWMIIKO-BOABIHCKHIA ~ KHA3h TIBITAACS —M30aBUTBCA OT  BACCAABHOH
[OAYMHEHHOCTH ~ COOKy — DeAl,  depes  3aKAIOYCHHE  PaBHOIIPABHOIO
AMHACTHYECKOIO COF032 Ha (POHE HEAABHIX COOCTBEHHBIX BHEIITHEIIOANTHYECKIX
IIPHOOPETEHNE 1 BTOp:KEHMA MOHIOA B rpammiml FOro-3amaamoit Pycn, o
KOTOPBIX OH KOHEYHO k¢ 3HaA. OAHAKO 3Ta BEPCHA PAsBHUTHA COOBITHIA
HIPEAAOKEHHAS DOABITIMHCTBOM HCCACAOBATEACH, Ha HAIII B3LASAA, TpeOyeT Ooace
ACTAABHOTO TIOATBEP/KACHII.

Busur Mor mpeAycMaTpuBath M BBIIOAHEHHE OIPEACACHHBIX BACCAABHBIX
00A3ATEABCTB, ITOCKOABKY KHA3b CO CBOMM CBIHOM AOCTATOYHO AAHTEABHOE BPEMH
He 1okuAaA rparur Koponsr. VIMeHHO HeAOTHMYHAA AAMTEABHOCTD IIPEOBIBAHIS
BOCTOYHOCAABAHCKIH BAACTHIEAA U €rO OKPYAKEHHA B IpeAerax Bemrprm, ma
(pOHE MOHIOABCKOH YIPO3BI, SBAACTCA IIEPBBIM 3aAAHHEM, KOTOPOE CACAYET
BBIICHUTD B AAHHOM 3ITH30AE MCCAeAOBaHue. [IoHATHO, YO AAHUMA TIOABUACS
upu asope beasr a0 ““...mpuxoaa morasexs Tarapp ma KeieBp”, a mostomy
MOKHO CUHTATb, YTO HAYAAO BU3UTA IIPHIIIAOCH HA CEHTAOPD — OKTAOpPD 1240 1. B
TO 7K€ BpemsA COOOIIEHNe AeTormcu o B3frun xanoM bary Kuesa (.. B3emmria
rpaa Kues u cabmmasrny emy o Aarmmae, AK0 BO YIpexb ecTb’) M HHTaTa 00
orbespe  PomamoBmaa m3 BaascHmiT Aprapo  (“MHOMKeCTBO Obkarmr oy
0E300KHBI TaTapb”)75 AAET OCHOBAHHSA AATHPOBATH IIPHOAMSHTEABHOE BpeMA
orpe3pa u3 Brasenmii Kopomsl AxBapeM, mam Hadasom depand 1241 .
CaeaoBaTeABHO, HAHOOAGE AOCTOBEPHBIN CPOK IPEOBIBAHKA CAMOIO KHA3A Ha
Teppuropru KopoHsr coctaBAfiA puOAn3HTEABHO 4-4,5 MecrTa.

[Tocae BosBparuenns crapriero PomaHoBm9a, cyad m3 AerormcH, /Aes, ¢
YACTBEO TAAHUCKIX OOAP 1 COLPOBOAUTEABHOIO BOIICKA IIPOAOANKAA OCTABATHCA B
Benrpun erme Ha tpu Mecsia — Ao anpeas 1241 1.7 TlockoApky ucTounmKn He
COOOIIAIOT O HeCKOABKHX IpuesAax Aanrmaa k beae IV or oxrsaops 1240 ao
anpeas 1241 Ir., MOXKHO KOHCTATHPOBATH, YTO BU3HUT OBIA TOABKO OAMH. Takrm
00pa3oM, OOITIA AAUTEABHOCTD IIPUCYTCTBUA TAAHMIIKO-BOABIHCKOM ACACTAIIAH B
Benrprm mpeBbirrara OATOAQ. YIHTBBAA PEAABHYIO YTPO3Y CO CTOPOHBI TATAp,
9T0 OBIAO CAHIIIKOM AOAIO, HOO B TO 7K€ BPEMA AHIIAAO BO3MOMKHOCTU
PomaHOBHYEl  BBIAGAUTH ~ AOCTATOYHO — BpeMeHH AAf  doprudprKarim

3 TICPAIL 786.

7 TICPAIL 787.; KOTASIP Airormc. 241.
> TICPAII. 786-787.

76 TICPA I1. 786-788.
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IOABAACTHBIX ~ 3€MEAB, IIOATOTOBKH ~ BOFICKA, CHAPSUKCHIS, —IIPHBACYCHIIA
BEPOSATHBIX COFO3HUKOB I A.

B meAoM, TIOCOABCTBO BOCTOYHOCAABAHCKIX IPABUTEACH OBIAO AOCTATOYHO
YHCACHHBIM, BKAFOYAA, KAK CBUACTEABCTBYET MmaTbeBCKas ACTOINICH, ABYX KHA3EH,
HECKOABKO OOfp, APYKHHHHKOB (KAK AMMHBIX ACHHHKOB Aaxmmiaa u AbBa) w,
cKopee BCEro, BOCHHOE OKPY/KEHHe TAAMHCKoro Hobuamrera.,” [103ToMy MOKHO
AOIIYCTHTB, YTO KOAUYECTBO YIACTHUKOB AOCTHIAAO AQKE HECKOABKO COT IIEPCOH.
B ycAOBHAX OOBIMHOIO AHIIAOMATHMYECKOTO BH3HTA CTapriero PomanoBmda, o
KOTOPOM TIMCAAH YdeHble BTOPOI MOAOBHHBI XIX — Hauana XX BB, Takoit
COCTaB €r0 YYACTHHKOB HAM KAKETCA CAMIIIKOM OOABIIM. Boaee peasbHOM
HIPHYMHON TIOCEIIEHHA OBIAO OOCY/KACHHE MEKAY OOEUMI MOHAPXaMHU BOIIPOCA
00 oOrmeit 00OpoHe BAAACHHIT APIAAOB, mprrdeM AAHNMA, 9TO OYEBHAHO,
AOAZKEH OBIA BBIIOAHATH OOBIYHYIO AAA ceOf (DYHKIMIO Baccara bDeawr m,
COOTBETCTBEHHO, 3AITTUTHIUKA €O BOCTOYHBIX 3¢MEAD.

Oamaxo craprmii PoMaHOBIY, KaK MBI AOIYCKAEM, BO BpPeMs IIEPErOBOPOB
BBICTYIIMA ~ MHHIIMATOPOM ~HM3MEHEHMA XApaKIepa B3aUMOOTHOINECHMI  C
BCHIEPCKAM KOPOAEM, IPEAAOKHB €My AWHACTHYECKAEH COIO3 M BOCHHO-
HOAUTHYECKHE AOIOBOP HAa PAaBHOIPABHEIX OCHOBaHMAX. K TakoMy pasBHTHFO
[ICPETOBOPOB  FAAWIIKO-BOABIHCKMI — KHA3b, —IIO-BHAUMOMY, OBIA  IOTOB
IIPEABAPUTEABHO, TIOCKOABKY /\€B COIIPOBOKAAA €O B ITOM IOE3AKE 1 OCTABAACH
B Benrprm k anpearo 1241 1.

Caeayrorei 1poOAEMOI, KOTOPYIO CAEGAYET PACKPBITH — 3TO MOTHBBI 1
LIPHYMHBL PACIIPEACACHHIA CHA BOCTOYHOCAABAHCKUX KHA3EH B AHBape-eBpase
1241 r. B meproA BTOpiKEHHA KOYEBHUKOB B IpaHUIIB BoAbmHckoit n I'aAntikoit
3emeAb. VIcTOpHKH AQHHBIM BOIIPOCAM HE YACAAAM OCODOIO BHHIMAHHSA, XOTS
ACTAABHBIM ~AHAAM3 CYIIECIBYFOIIMX HCTOYHUKOB, a4 TAABHBIM OOPa3OM,
MarseBckoii Aetormcn, TpedyeT 3aPHKCHPOBATH CACAYFOIIIE HAOAFOACHHSL.

Aanra B pesyAbTate Bmsmra K beae, xorea “mvbrm ¢ HEMB ArOOOBDB
CBATBCTBA...”, OAHAKO, IO YKA3AHMAM AOKYMCHTA, IIOHATHO, 910 ...HEe OBI
AroboBH, Mexu nma”.” B 9TOM KOHTEKCTe AOIMMHBIN BOIPOC U BO3PAKEHHE
BBIBIBACT PEIIAHKA ABTOPA ACTOIHCH O TOM, 94T0 POMaHOBHY ocTaBuA /\bBa B
Benrpu, TIOCKOABKY He XOTEA OTAATD €10 B PYKH HeBepHBIX raanya.” C Apyroro
COOOIIEHNA TOTO 7K€ aBTOpa M3BECTHO, YTO B ampese 1241r. com Aanwmaa
“...BrImeAmoy. .. u3b Oyrops ¢ 6ofAper Taardakemvu i pubxa Bo Boaasy ko
oymo”.* CAeAOBATEABHO, AETOITHCEIT CaM cebe OTPHIIAET U HE UCKAIOYEHO, UTO

77 Tbidem.

78 TOAOBKO yk. cou. 4.; CTAXIB, M.: Kopona Danuna u taraper. In: Analecta OSBM. Roma 11/2.
(1954):1-2. 138-139.; ITAAAV3PB, C.H.: Pocmuenas Muxadiaosuy, preoxud yoeasrsii 1z Ha Ayrae 6 X1 6.
CIT6. 1851. 12.

7 T[ICPA 1L 787.; KOTAAP Airormmc. 241.

80 [TCPA 1L 787.

81 TICPAIL 789.
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IMEHHO Takad ¢opMa ToAadnM MHQOPMAIMM  OBIAA  3AIIAAHHPOBAHA
IIPEABAPUTEABHO.

Ha marmr B3rasa, meperoBopbl O BO3MOKHOM AMHACTUHYECKOM COFO3€ MOTAN
HMETh MECTO U IIOCAE OTBhe3Aa craprnero Pomanosrda. VX mmmrmaropamu n
IIPOAOAJKATEAIMH, KAK MBI CYHTAEM, OBIAM BAHATEABHBIC TAAMYUCKHE OOfpE,
KOTOPBIE OCTAAHICH BO3AE APITAAOB 1, 9TO BakHO, erre B 20—-30-x rr. XIII B. wacto
BBICTYIIAAH TIOCDEAHHKAMH B 3aKAFOUCHHH IIOXOKHX COTAQAIICHHN MEKAY
PYCCKUMU KHA3HAME M BEHTEDCKUMH TIPABHTEAAMI.” Yuactie camoro ApBa B
BEPOATHOM OOCYAKACHUH AQHHOIO BOIPOCA, HA HAII B3LAAA, MCKAFOUACTCH,
IIOCKOABKY OH, IIO CBHACTEABCIBY AeTOICH, B aBrycre 1245r. Opia erre
ronormeit.” MecaepoBarme M. Baymraprena u A. BoittoBrya rokassmsarot, 410
coi Aammma poamacst okoro 1228 1. a mostomy Ha MOMeHT BeAeHmHs
IIEPETOBOPOB €My HCIIOAHHAOCH He Ooaee 13-14 aer. Ilomsrno, 4ro 3a Takmx
YCAOBHIL, HAa (DOHE HAITAAGHHA MOHIOA, IIOAHECTPOBCKAA 3HATH BBICTYIIAAA
TAABHBIM 3AIATHAKOM HHIEPECOB 3EMAHM, CBOHX AHYHO, HOO CTPEMHAACH
cOepedp COOCIBCHHBIE HMEHHfA; 4 II03TOMY IMIIOTCTHYECKH TAKKE OBIAA
3AMHTEPECOBAHHON B 3aKAIOYEHHH COOTBETCIBYIOINEIO coro3a. OAHAaKo, 32
OTCYTCTBHA HAAACHKAIIIETO KOAMYECTBA AOKYMEHTOB, MBI HCKAFOYHUTEABHO
AOIIYCKAEM TAKOH XOA IIEPETOBOPOB.

[pu amasmse coOBITHIA, KOTOPBIE MMEAH MECTO BO BAGACHUAX APITAAOB,
HCITOHATHBIM, IIOCA€ OTBE3AA  OTIYAd, OCTAETCA IIOBEACHHE CTAPIIIETO
Pomanosrda. Ha mporsixeHnu nepBeIX 3UMHHX M BeceHHHX Mecares 1241 r.
FAAMIIKO-BOABIHCKUI BAACTUTEAb OCYIIECTBHA PSAA H3HYPUTEABHBIX BH3HIOB B
OTACABHBIE TIOABCKHE U PYCCKUE 3eMAH. AMHAMUKA 3THX IOE3AOK (Hauaro 1241 r.
n3 Benrprm mHa Pycs k Xoamy; aaaee, rae-1o B dbeBpase 1241 r. — B Kpaxoscko-
Campomupckoe kusmxectBO CyAOMUPY, OTKYAQ — BO BAAACHHSA OPATa Ma30BEIIKOIO
kuasa Kompaaa — Boaecaasa, tae OT Hero Ha KOpPOTKOE BpeMms IIOAVYHA B
kopmAeHne . Berrropoa. B mapre 1241 r. Aarmma 010814 ¥ 1. AOporounsy; B
Teuerne Mapra arpead 1241 r. — k Baaamvmpy n Bepecrero; B arpese 1241 1.
KHA3b OTIIPABUACH B MAAOIIOABCKHUIT T. BOAOA@BY, OTKyAQ OKOHYATEABHO BBIEXAA B
Taammro k r. CHHEBOACKO),” IO HaIlleMy MHEHHIO, He TIPOCTO CBUAETEABCTBYET
0 Keraurn AaHurAa M30CKATH CTOAKHOBCHUS C BOWCKAMH XAHOB, HA YTO
HAMEKAA 2BTOP AETOITUCH, ' 2 O HAMEPEHUH, BO3MOKHO AZKE TIPU COTAACHH, HAU
32 IPHKA30M KOPOAf, OPraHM30BATh OOINEE YIPO-PYCCKO-IIOABCKOE BOMNCKO,
KOTOpoe OBI CMOIAO AaTh I€HEPAABHBIH 00N MOHroAam. VIMeHHO O Takom
3AAAHHN CBHACTEABCIBYET IIOCEIIIEHHE CeBepHbIX Teppuropmii LlenrpaspHo-

82 TATWLUEB yk. cou. 485.; Vetera Monumenta Historica Hungariam sacram Ulnstrantia. Ed. THEINER, A.
Romae 1859. 1.1.; TICPA 11. 750.

83 TICPA II. 804.

8 BOMTOBIMY, A.: Apyra raswmika AMHATHS. 3araAKd U IpobAeMU AocAuAkeH. 1n: Pamsiat stolit V.
(2002) 39.; BAUMGARTEN N.: Généalogies et mariages occidentan: des Ruricides Russes. Du X' an XIII siécle.
Roma 1928.

85 TICPA I1. 786-789.

86 TICPA 1. 786.
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Bocrounoir EBpormr, KOTOpBIE HACTHYHO ACKAAM B CIOPOHE OT IIyTei
HIPOABIDKCHISA TATAP HA 3AI1aA 1 TAC MOKHO OBIAO OBI 3aBepOOBATH HEOOXOAUMBIC
CHABL DTOMY COACHCTBOBAAH CYIIIECTBYIOIIIIE CEMEIHbIC OTHOIIEHNA APIIAAOB C
IIOABCKUMH ~ KHf3BAMH M COOTBETCTBYIOIIASl BACCAABHASl IIOAYMHEHHOCTH
Aanmmaa.

OAHAKO B 9TO 7K€ BPEMA OTACABHBIC MOHITOABCKHE OTPSABL, CYASl C XPOHIKH
Porepus, 8 mavare 1241 r. Bemmam x Kapraram, mpeoaoseAn Ha IrepeBasax
COTIPOTUBAEHHE KOPOAEBCKOTO BOIICKA M BTOPTAHCH BO BAaaenms Apriapos.”
Nmerno 3aece 11 ampeas 1241 r. B 6ot ¢ xoueBHmkamu “Ha pbub Coaonon”
BCIYIIHAM TAABHBIE CHABI BEHTEPCKOIO KOpoAs.™ B croakHoBeHMH ¢ Tarapavn
Beaa .. .motepsia ...60AbITIyIO YacTh cBoero Boiicka [ — M.B.] mauaa yoerars”.”
ITOCKOABKY AOKYMEHTBI HE ITOAAFOT HUKAKUX COOOINEHMI 00 yYaCTHH B OHTBE
BOCTOYHOCAABAHCKON 3HATH, MBI CYUTAEM, 91O /\€B CO CBOUM OKPY/KCHHEM
TOKIHYA Aarepb beawr IV errie A0 CTBIMKH ¢ TaTapaMi 1, TIO CAOBaM AETOIIFICITA,
rae-1o B arpeae 1241 r. .. .mpubxa Bo Boaasy ko oymo”.(JO

He ncxarodeno, uro Aanrma, npeObBast 3a rpaHuIiaMu BAaAeHni Kopomsr,
MOT €IIe HAACATBCA B ITOSUTHBHOE AAf CeOsl 3aBEPILICHIE IIEPETOBOPOB O OpaKe
AbBa ¢ AOYEPBIO beAb! 11 PaBHOIIPABHBIT BOEHHO-TIOAUTHYECKHIT COFO3. ToAbko
C IIPHE3AOM CBOCTO CBIHA H OYCBHAHOIO OOCY/KACHIA CHTYALIHH, KOTOpAs
CAOKIIAACDH 34 TIPEABIAYIIIAE MECALIBL, KEA3BS PEIIHAM HE IIOMOraTh ApIiaaam B
O0pBOE € MOHIOAAMIL

Taxum 00pa3oM, IIPUXOAUTCA KOHCTATHPOBATD, YTO B IIepBOH uetBeptr 1241
I. BOCHHBIE IIOAPA3AGACHHA BACCAAA BEHIEPCKOIO KOPOAA — CTapINero
PomanoBuda ygactusA B 0OOPOHE TEPPUTOPUIT CBOCIO CEHbOpa He Opasn. Takor
LA CTAA PEIIAIOIIMM B IIPOLECCE AAABHEHIIIEIO PaspbiBa  CIO3EPEHHBIX
OTHOIIEHHIT 1 HX IAYOOKOIO 3a0CTPEHHA B CACAYIOIHe TpH roAa. IloBeaeHne
FAAHIIKO-BOABIHCKOTO ITPABUTEAS IIPOTUBOPEIUAO apTUKYAY Ne7 30AOTOR OyAABI
1222 1. m Ne8 or 1231 1. Dmape I, rae xomcraruposarocs: “Ecan Boricko
BBICTYIIACT ITPOTHUB HAITIEH CTPAHBI, BCE BMECTE M KAKABI OTACABHO OOf3aH CTaTh
HA 3AIIUTY POAHHBL EcAn BOWCKO, KOTOPOE MAET IPOTHB HAC, OTCTYIIAT, MBI
AONKHBI €10 pasbmts A0 komma”.”! Hapytrienne KAacCHHYECKOTO BacCaAbHOTO
AOATA €O cropoHBl AaHFmAa BbIHYXAAAA DeAy oOrpearmpoBats Ha Takoe
M3MEHEHIE OTHOIIICHHI C BOCTOYHOCAABAHCKIM KHA3EM, OAHAKO Ha IIPOTAKEHIN
BecHB! 1241 — Aera 1242 1. 5TOMy TIOMEINTAAO BTOP/KEHHE MOHIOAOB B 3€MAN
Kopomer.

Taxum oOpasom, Ha koHer 1241-1245 1r. mpurapaer 3aKAFOYHMTEABHBIE
IHIEPHOA CEO3EPEHHO-BACCAABHBIX OTHOIIEHHI TAAUIIKO-BOABIHCKOIO ITPABUTEAS I

87 SRH II. 561. (Rogetii Carmen Miserabile)

88 TICPA 11 787., V. 36. (Hosropoackus u rickosckue Actormcn. CI16. 1848))

89 “Beauran Xponuxa” o I loawue, Pyeu u ux: covednxe X1 — XIII 66. V3. labenesa, Mocksa 1987. (ranee:
BXIT) 155.

% TICPAIL. 789.

91 DRMH 33, 37.
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BEHICPCKOIO MOHApXa, KoTopeie, de facto, yie Toraa OBIAH AMITICHBI
KHU3HECIIOCOOHOCTH. OAHAKO AQABHEHINEE PACCMOTPEHME TOH IPOOAEMEI, Ha
HAIIT B3TAfA, HEBO3MOKHO O€3 ACTAABHOTO aHAAW3A YYaCTHA B OOppOe 32 l'anwrd
ykasaHHOTo BpeMeHn Pocticaasa MuxaiiroBuda 1 ero ofiia.

MssectHo, uto nocae msraanms u3 Berrprm (“Kopoas xe He BAacTs AbBKEI
cBoest Poctucaas”),”” Muxana ¢ CbIHOM TIPUOAMBHTEABHO AO cepeartbl 1240 r.
1peOBIBAAH TIPH ABOPE CBOETO POACTBEHHMKA KOHpaaa — KHA3A MA3OBEIIKOTO,
OTKyAd, B PE3yAbTATE HHHIEMPyeMbIx mmu ke meperosopos (“Ilpmcaa nbo
Muxanab nocabl kb Aammmay u o Bacuaky”),” ormpaBuAnch BO BAaseHme
Pomanopideii. O AE€TAABHOM XapaKIepe COTAAINCHUA MEKAY IPaBUTEAAMI B
M3BECTHBIX HAM UCTOYHHKAX PEUb HE HACT, OAHAKO, CYASl FI3 CACAYFOIIIIX AAHHBIX
ACTOINCH, IOHATHO, 9YTO YCPHUIOBCKHE KHA3BS IOAVIMAM B KOPMACHIE
HEKOTOpBIE TAAUIIKO-BOABIHCKHE TepprTopun. Tak “AaHuAs... oobima ... Keepb
MexaifAOBBL, a CBIHOBH €10 PocTricAasy BAacTb Ayriecks...”.

Oanako, mocae oTkasa orbexarb k Kumepy (“...3a crpaxb TaTapbCKbll),
Muxana  BceBOAOAOBHY  ITOAYYHA HOMAAOBAHME B IpeacAax laamrkoro
kamKectBa. OO 9TOM  VKAsBIBAET HAAMMHE B €O  BAGACHHAX “...OBEIl
AOBOABHO...”."* TIOCKOABKY, 32 HMCCAEAOBAHHAMH COBDEMEHHBIX YKPAHHCKUX
3THOAOIOB, HAMOOACE THIIMYHBIM KPAEM AAA KYABTHBHUPOBAHHSA OBEIl OBIAO
[Tpukapratbe n Kaprarsr,” MOAKHO KOHCTATHPOBATH, YTO UMEHHO HEKOTOpbIE 13
5THX 3€MEAb HAXOAHAHUCH B IIOAYMHEHUN KHA3A. BBIne IprBeAeHHOE yKasaHue
AOKYMEHTA IIO3BOAAET ~AOIYCTUTb, YTO 9TH TEPPHTOPUH OKA3aAOCh B
HOAB30BAHMN MuXamaa MEKAY KOHIIOM Masd — HagaAoM ceHtsops 1240 r., koraa
OBIIBI BBITOHAAUCH HA IIOAOHUHY M HX KOAHYECTBO MOKHO OBIAO HAOAFOAATH
Boounio.” He HCKAIOUEHO, YTO BOABIHCKHIT AETOITHCEIT GBIA OCBEAOMAEH C
MECTHOH TPAAUITHEH.

MHeHue 0 KOHTPOAE YEPHUTOBCKIAM IIPABUTEACM UMEHHO IAAMYCKIX 3EMEAD
AOIIOAHHTEABHO — TIOATBEPAKAACTCA ~ AHAAM3OM — CACAVIOIIIEIO  ACTOICHOIO
COODITIEHHS, B KOTOPOM BCIIOMUHACTCSA TAKOH HACEACHHBII ITYHKT Kak KOAOMBIA.
VcTovHMK KOHCTATHPYET, YTO OTACABHBIE IIPEACTABUTEAN MECTHOIO HOOMAHTETA,
B wactaocTa Aobpocaas Cyaanma n ['pruropit BacuabkoBid npuOAM3HTEABHO
Ha cepearny 1241 1. “...Bakary Bce Ilonmsbe mipif, Oe3b KHAKbA IOBEACHIH,
...ropHIor0  crpany IlpempIiabckyro Mmblcadmie oAphukarm...”, a  Takke
HPEAOCTABHAH PAA BOAOCTell yepHUroBckuM Gostpam.” Aertormcer, ormcbmsas
criop AarmaoBoro mocaa-croabHuka flkopa  Mapkosraa ¢ AoOGpocaaBom,
CAOBAMH IIEPBOTO 3aCBHACTEABCTBOBAA, YTO “BEAHINH KHAZH APBAATH... CEIO

2 TICPA L. 783.

93 KOTASP Airormc. 237.

94 Tbidem 238.

95 TBIBOAAP, M.IL.: Tpaduyuiire cxomapemso Yxpaunciux: Kapnam opyeoii nonosunu XIX— neparoi nososuru
XX om. Kuis 1994. 1-3.

96 BOPOIIA, O.: 3suxai natoeo napody. Dmiocpaguuruii napue. Kuis 1991, 11. 92,

97 KOTASIP Airoruc. 243-244.
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Koaommro™.”® Cpean n3BecTHBIX Ha TO Bpemst “BEAUKUX KHASEI B OTO-3AITAAHBIX
KHKECTBAX Pycu ObiAr ToABKO ABa — Aarmma u Muxana.

[losTomMy MBI M IIPUXOAMM K IIPOMEKYTOYHOMY BBIBOAY, YTO YKA3AHHASA
OOABIIIAS TIEPEATOPHAA TIPUKAPIIATCKAS TEPPHTOPHSA (KaKas, I10 HAIIIEMY MHEHIIO,
BKATOUaAd KOAOMBIIO 1 IIpHACTaroONe HACCACHHBIC ITYHKIBL, H3BECTHBIC
COAIHBIMHU  32A€KAMH) MOTAQ HAXOAHTBCA TIOA KOHTpoAeM chiHa BceBoroaa
Yepmuoro u ero 0Anskoro okpy:xerus. Koucrararus Banarmit kusass B [ lornsse
TAIOKE BBITEKACT U3 CAOB aBTOPA NCTOYHIKA, KOTOPBIH YKa3biBaA, 9T0 Poctrcaas B
koHue 1241-mavane 1242 rr., ma srame BocctaHOBACHHA GOpBOBI 3a laAmmmro,
HOAVIHA 3AECH 3HAYHTEABHYIO IIOAACPKKY CPEAH PASAHYHBIX —ITPOCAOEK
HaceAeHns,”

He wnckarodeno, 9ro B mpomecce OOCYKACHHA MeExAy AaHIEAOM U
YEPHHIIOBCKUM KHA3EM BOIIPOCA O IIPEAOCTABACHHU IIOCAEGAHEMY HEKOTOPBIX
TEPPUTOPUI B KOPMACHHE, OIPEACACHHOE MECTO 3aHHMAAd ‘‘BEHIEPCKAs
mpooAema”. KoAOMBIFICKas BOAOCTb, KOTOpPAs CBOMMH 3alIAAHBIMU IPAHUIIAMI
9acTuyHO BXOAMAA2 B [loHm3pe, TApaAA€ABHO —OBIAQ  IIPHIPAHIMIHON
TEPPHUTOPHEI C CEBEPO-3AITAAHBIMI OKOAMIIAMI KOpPOHBI, TIOAEp/KIBAA ¢ HUMH
TecHble SKOHOMIYeckre cBsy. OAHA 3 BEPCHI HA3BAHHA IOPOAA (CCTOAHSA
pationnsni nertp Vpano-PpaHKkoBCKoH 0OAACTH, YKpauHa) JAOCTOBEPSAET €ro
IIPOUCXOKACHHE OT IMEHH “TAAIICKOTO KopoAs™” Kaabmama.

Ha srarre ipaaenma mocaeanero B I'aanarme (1214-1221 1r. ¢ mepeprmsanm)
M3BECTHBII CBOUMH COAAHBIMU 3AACKAMU KPAH 1 OAHH U3 CAMBIX OOABIIIIX B HEM
HACEACHHBII IIYHKT, MOTAH CIATb IPAMBIM  AOMEHOM npasrei AanHacti, C
Pa3pabOTKH ITOABCKOIO yueHOro A. VOAAOBCKOTO M3BECTHO, YTO KAAYIIICKO-
KOAOMBIFICKHE COAfIHBIE PYAHUKH (HIpH ycraHoBAeHHH B [ToAHecTpoBbE BAACTI
BEHIPOB) COCTABAAAH IIPAKTMHYECKH EAMHOE Ieorpapudeckoe IieAoe ¢
TPAHCHUABBAHCKUMI 32ACKAMH AAHHOTO CBIPBA, 1 3AACHKAMU COCPEAOTOUCHHBIMI
B komurrate Mapavaport.'”" CyrmectsoBarmie B pacriopsikeHUH APITaAOB COATHOI
IIAAATEL, KOTOpaf IIPHHOCHAA HEMAABIE IIPHOBIAM IIPABAITICH AMHACTIM,
KoHcTatupyercss aprukyramu Ne24 m 25 3onorort Oyassr 1222 1. Duape 11, a
AAABHEHINAA €0 3aUHICPECOBAHHOCTb B TOPIOBAE COABIO  (DAKTHUYECKH
noAtBepiAeHa apTukyAoM Nel8 ooroBAerHOIT 30A0TOR OyAbr 1231 .12

C BbIIIIE TIPUBEACHHBIX (DAKTOB MOKHO CACAATH IIPEAIIOAOKEHHE O TOM, UTO
’KEAAHHE TIOAYIHTH HOBBIE COASHBIC 3AACKHI M UX AKTMBHOE HCIIOAB3OBAHHC B
CBOHX LIEAAIX CPEAH BEHIEPCKOH (DEOAAABHON BEPXYINKH XPAHUAOCH U B KOHIIE
30x — mavase 40-x rr. XIII B., mpy yCAOBHAX PEAABHON YIPO3HI CO CTOPOHBI

% Thidem 244.

9 TICPA 11 792.; TPYIIEBCKII Mcropers. 111 56.

100 TIAPTULIKWN, O.: Cmapura uenepus I amwuny. Asi 1894. 1. 346.; WAJGL L. Rys miasta Kolonpyi.
Kolomyja 1877.1-2.

WU JODLOWSKL A. Technika produkgi soli na terenie Enrapy w pradgigiach i we weesnym Sredniowieczn. Stndium
archeologiczne. Warszawa 1976. 45.

102 DRMH 33, 38.
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KOYEBHHUKOB. He 3HATH 9TOIT 4epThl BHEITHEITOAUTHYCCKOM cTpatersm beasr
€ro IPEAIIECTBEHHIKA OTHOCHTEABHO [loamectpoBbst Aarmma n Muxana, Kak
CaMBIe TAABHBIE ITPETEHACHTBI HA TAAMIIKHI IIPECTOA, HA HAITI B3TASIA, HE MOTAL
Craprmmit Pomanosud, 6yayan Ha cepearmy 1240 r. BaccaroM KOPOAS, AOAKEH
OBIA OCO3HABATH OCOOBIN MHTEPEC IIOCACAHETO OTHOCHTEABHO OOTaTBIX HA COAB
IPUIPAHNYHBIX  BOCTOYHOCAABSAHCKHI 3eMeAb. [lostomy mx mepeaaua B
IIOAB3OBAHHE YEPHUTOBCKUX (PEOAAAOB, OYEBHAHO IIPEAYCMATPUBAAA 3AECH
COOTBEICTBYIOIIEE OCAAOACHHE TOPIOBBIX IIPAB M IIPUBHACTHIT CO CTOPOHBI
“KOPOAEBCKHX AFOACH M NEPKOBHBIX CTPYKTyp Benrpum, kotophie AyxOBEHCTBO,
B YACTHOCTH, TIOAYYHAO COTAACHO Aorosopy ODHApe II m mamckoro aerara,
3akAro9eHHoro B 1233 r. B komurare beper.™

He nckAroueHo, 9T0 TP COACHCTBAN YEPHHUTOBCKIX KHA3ECH PomanoBram
IIBITAAMCh CO3AQTH OIPEACACHHYIO OINIO3MIIMEO BEHICPCKUM BAMAHHAM B
I'aantmm, kotopsle mvean Mecto Ha pyoese 30—40-x rr. XIII 8. u He Ho3BOAAAN
camomy AarrmAy m30aBHTBCA BaccaAbHON 3aBucumocta or beasr IV. Ero
AoOposKeAaTeAbHOE ToBeaeHre ¢ Muxanaom n PocTicaaBom B COOCTBEHHBIX
3EMAIX, 4 TAKKE HEMEAACHHBIH (B ceHTAOpEe — oKkTAOpe 1240 r.) Busut B Benrpuro
C LIEABIO 3AKAIOYEHHS OIMCAHHOIO BBIIIE AMHACTHYECKOIO COIO3HHYECKOIO
BOCHHO-IIOAUTHHYECKOIO AOTOBOPA € APITAAAME ITO3BOAAET BBIABHIATH MMCHHO
Takoe mpeArioroxkeHme.  OAHAKO, HEAAHTEABHOE (HECKOABKO — MECAIICB)
npeObBanne KHA3A Muxanaa Bo BAaACHIAX POMAHOBHYEI 3aCBUACTEABCTBOBAAO
€0 AMAMETPAABHO  IIPOTHBONOAOMKHBIE —~ HAMEPEHHA  OTHOCHTEABHO
IoanecTpoBbs, OOYCAOBUB IIEPEOPHEHTAIIEO Ha CBOIO CTOPOHY ‘‘OCTAHOKD
raAmdans” M AYXOBEHCTBZ, B uacTHoctH — ermckoria Apremus.'” Takoe
M3MEHEHHE B3TASAOB AHAEPA MECTHOIO KAHPA MOTAO HEKOTOPBIM 0O0Opazom
32BHCETHb OT 3AKAFOYEHMS BBIIIIE OIMCAHHOIO coraartenus 1233 r., a Tawke or
AOSIABHOTO OTHOIIIEHHS YEPHUTOBCKUX BAACTHTEACH K KATOAHIIH3MY.

Ilocae meoxmaanHOTO OTBE3AA chiHAa Beeoroaa Uepmuoro k Kompaay B
komrte 1240 r., mpoxomaenns depes I loarecTpoBbe BOMCK MOHIOABCKHX XaHOB B
Aekadpe 1240 — mapre 1241 1r. 1 oOera HEKOTOPBIX MeCTHBIX OofAp B Benrprro,
FOTO-BOCTOYHAA YacTh ['AAWIIKON 3eMAHM, ITOTEPSAB HOMHUHAABHOTO IIPABUTEA,
MOrAa IepefiTi B IOAB3OBaHHE YIOMAHYTBIX AoOpocaasa, I'puropus u
HPHOAIKEHHBIX KHA3S MIXamAa, KOTOpble KOCBEHHO BBICTYIIAAH 3AITIHTHIKAMI
HHTEPECOB IIOCAGAHETO. 33 CBOMM COIHMAABHBIM CTATYCOM HEPHHTOBCKUI
HOOHAHUTET IPEObBAA HA HU3IICH, B CPABHEHUN C MECTHOH 3HATBIO, CTYIICHH,
IIOCKOABKY AHYHO 3aBHCEA OT CBOEIO CrosepeHa. B To ke Bpems rasmdckas
peoranbHAA 9AUTA B OTHOIUCHUAX C IPEACTABUTECAAMI IIPABAIINX AMHACTUN
cAeAOBaAa TIpuHTIAITY “primus inter pares”.'”” OAHAKO HOHATHO, UTO 0BE TPYIIITBL

193 Wemgpun Bergpua. I-1I1. cocr. ICAAMOB, T.M. - ITVIIKALLL, AWM. - HIVIIAPKH, B.IT Mocksa
1971 1972. 3aece: 1. 130.(Harmcano Hymmaprssm)

104 TICPA II. 792-794.

105 BortoBnY, A.: Kessiseka Bepera B raanmkiit semawi In: [V Miwnapoowui kowepece yipainusmis.
Oneca-Kuis-Asis 1999. 80.
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3HATH TTOAACP/KHBAAM YECPHHUTOBCKHX BAACTHTEACH. K 3TOMy MHEHIIO MBI
IPHIIIAM  HA OCHOBAHMM aHAAN32 ACTOIMCHON BEPCHH O OOHOBACHIH
PocrucaaBom MuxatiroBidem Ha pyoeske 12411242 rr. cBoeit GoppOst 3a I'anrrd
mvenHo 1o [Tormsps.' "

[NonATHO, ITO €10 ACATEABHOCTD HE IPOTUBOPEYNAA BHEIITHEIIOAHTHIECKO
crparerr AprapoB. Taxol B3rAfA aBTOpa CTAThU OA3UPYeTCA HA AAABHEHIIIEM
PACCMOTPEHHMH AAHHOIO IIPOTHBOCTOAHMSA. AeTONMCHAA BEPCHA COOBITHIA,
KOTOpas ABAAETCA OCHOBHOM IIPH MCCAGAOBAHIH AAHHOTO 3ITM30AQ OTHOITICHII
Aanrriaa ¢ Beaolt i ero BOCTOYHOCAABAHCKUMI COFO3HUKAMI AASL OOABITIMHCTBA
VUYEHBIX, KOHCTATHPYET, YTO B CEPEAMHE — BTOpOi 1oAosuHe 1241 r. “Pocrucaasb
CbOpanb KHSI3U DOAOXOBBCKbIE M OCTAHOKD TAAMYMAHb, Hpiiiae kKo Bakorh”."”
[pr BX COACHCTBHII OH CyMEA Ha KOPOTKOE BPeMms OBAGACTb laamrdenm, rac Ha
nporsmxeHnr Ko 1241 — ecpr 1242 IT. HOAB3OBAACA TTOAAEPKKOH OOAprHA
Boaoamcaasa u  ermckorra  Apremms.  OAHAKO — YCIICIITHBIC —MEPOIPHATHA
PomaHoBudell  IIPOTHB — COFO3HBIX — TaTapaM — OOAOXOBCKHX — KHA3EH M
KOHTPHACTYIACHHE HA CTOAMITY |IOAHECTPOBBA NPHHYAHAH HEPHUIOBCKOIO
LPABUTEASl OTCIYIIATh N3 3aHATBIX TeppUTOpril. BosBparieHme MOHIOA B
cepeanHe — BTOpOH noAosuHe 1242 1. ¢ Benrprum u cTbIdKa, KOTOpas mMeAa
MECTO MEKAY OTpsiaaMm PoctmcaaBa M KOYeBHHKOB B DBOpKy, HprHyAmAa
MoAoAOTO Kustzs <....6bixka. .. Oyrper”.”

He BeIcHEHHBIMIT OCTAFOTCA IIPUYUHBI ITOOETA NMEHHO BO BAAACHHA Beabr
[ocae Toro, kak bary “...1podsiA B ...[Berrepckom — M.B.] kopoaeBctBe roA
UAH OOABIIIE, COBEPIINB KECTOKYEO PESHIO B HAPOAC U HEUECTHBOE PA3OPEHHE
IopoAOB”,m9 Apraasl IIpeOBIBAAU AAACKO HE B HAMAYYINECH MEKAYHAPOAHOM
ODCTAHOBKE, OYAYYH BBIHY/KAGHBI IIOYTH IIOAHOCTBEO BOCCTAHABAHBATH CBOU
teppuroprm. OOparlieHre YePHUTOBCKOIO KHA3A C IIOMOIIIBIO K YIPaM He MeHee
CTPaHHOE €INe M IIOTOMY, YTO COBCeM HeAaBHO (B okrAOpe 1238 r.) Pocrucaas
BMECTE CO CBOMM OTIIOM, IO HEKOHCTPYKTHMBHOMY (C Toukn 3peHna beawr IV)
IIPEAACKEHIEO TIOPOAHUTHCA, ObIA BbirHAH 13 Berrprm. Ecan mmpu s1oM ydects,
9YTO IO COCTOSHHIO Ha cepeamHy 1242 1. cem Muxamaa BeeBoropoBraa
LIPEBPATHACH B 00€33EMEACHHOIO KHA3A, TAKOBOIO, YTO, 110 CpaBHEHUIO ¢ 1238 1.,
BOOOIIE MAAO YTO HMMEA C ABIUKHMOIO M HEABIDKHOIO HIMYITIECTBA, TOIAQ, HA
TIEPBBIA B3TAfA, IIEAMKOM HEOIPABAAHHEIM BBIAACTCA PEIICHHE BEHIEPCKOIO
MOHAPXa IPHUHATH €I0 C AOCTATOYHO 3HAYHTEABHBIMU IIOYECTAMIL

B wactHOCTH BeHTEpCKHE AMITAOMEI CBHACTEABCTBYFOT, 41O Pocrtmcaas
MOAYYHA B KAAOBAHHE BOCTOUHBIE KoMuTathl Abayitsap, Caboay u Semmanm.'!
VeuureBas TOCTAHOBACHHA apTUKYA 30A0TBIX OyAA 1222 m 1231 rr., cranoBHTCA
HOHATHBIM, YTO MOAOAOH KHA3b 32 CBOMM CTATYCOM IIPEBPATHACH B HIIITAHA

106 TICPA 11. 793.
107 Thidem 791.
108 TTCPA I1. 794.
109 BXTT 155.

110 CD V/1. 55.
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Benrepckoit Kopowsr, mprraenm 3a apruxyaom Nell ykasaHHBIX AOKyMEHTOB OBIA
OOA32H YIACTBOBATD BO BCEX BHEITHETIOANTHYECKUX AKITUAX CBOETO Crozepera.'

[lostromy HAa AQHHOM 9Talle AHAAM3A HCCACAYEMOH ITPOOAEMBI BAKHBIM
aCIIEKTOM ~ fBAAICTCA ~ XAPAKTCPHCTUKA —I[IPUYNH, KOTOPBIE  OOYCAOBHAH
BOCCTAHOBACHHCE KOHTAKTOB MEXAY Aprasamu U kHsasem-OeraerioMm. Ha marm
B3IAfIA, KPATKOBpeMeHHOE Aeprranme Mrxarmaom BeeBoAOAOBIM HOrpaHIHBIX €
Benrpreit GoraTbx Ha 3aA€KH COAH U APYIOIO CTPATEIHYECKOTO CHIPBS 3¢MEAB
HOPMAAH30BAAO OTHOIICHUA C ApPIIAAAME, 2 OCOOCHHO — C BEHICPCKHM
HOOHMAHTETOM, KOTOPBIH IMEA 3Aech cBou nHTepeckl. Ha dpone meproarrdecknx
namepermii Aanrmaa PomaroBraa m30aBUTECA OT BACCAABHON ITOAYMHEHHOCTH
CO CTOpOHBI ~DeAbl, IOAOOHBIE MEpOIPUATHA COAIKAAM KOPOAS  C
YEPHHUTOBCKIMI BAACTHTEAAMI, AQKE HECMOTPA HA 3a0CTPEHME OTHOLLCHII
MexAy HuvH B 12381240 rr. Baaroaaps yenernmsolt nmoanmuke Muxanaa ero cul
Pocrucaas B konrie 1241 — neppoii noroBune 1242 IT. HOAYYHA CPEAH TAAUIIKOM
1 OOAOXOBCKOM 3HATH HEOOXOAUMYFO ITOAAEPKKY B Ooppbe 3a [ToarecTpoBbe; a
IIOCA€ TIOpaKeHHA Oe3 1pooAem ObiA tpursT beaoit IV.

Paxridgecku o1 KoHIa 1242 — Havana 1243 1. ocAeAHee IIPOTHBOCTOAHIE
3a ['aAua IpOXOAMAO Ha POHE, BO-TIEPBBIX, IIPAMOIO yIacTrA APIIAAOB, KOTOPbIE
MBITAAICh HAKA3aTh CBOETO TAAMITKO-BOABIHCKOTO BACCAAA 32 HECOOAFOACHHE
COOTBETCTBYIOIIIETO OOECTA M B OYECPEAHOH Pa3 YCTAHOBUTb B PEIHOHE CBOFO
AAMUHUCTPATUBHO-IIOAUTHYECKYIO BAACTB; BO-BIOPBIX, KAKABI BEHIEPCKOIO
HOOHMAUTETA BO30OOHOBUTH KOHTPOAb HAA SKOHOMHYECKH BAKHBIME AAfl CEOA
BOCTOYHOCAABAHCKUMU 3EMASMI.

TaKo# TIOAXOA aBTOPA OA3HPYETCA Ha OCHOBAHKM NCCACAOBAHHSA ACTOITUCEH,
4 TAKKEe IPAMOT, OOHApPYKEHHBIX BeHrepckum apxeorpadgom I. Peepom u
IIOAPOOHO BBIYYEHHBIX HCTOpHKOM A. I OAMHKOIL.' [NoatBepixaaer Harmy
no3miio U reppad dacte aprukyaa Neld 3oaoroir Oyaser 1231 r.'” Dro
3HAYMAO, 9YTO Dbeaa IO COOCTBEHHOMY MKEAAHHIO HE MOT OpPIaHH30BATH
AOCTATOYHO CEPBE3HOIO BOMCKA, TIOCKOABKY OBIA OIPAHIYEH ITPHBUACIHAMUI M
HOAHOMOYMAMH ~ BeHrepckux eoparoB. OaHako camu  OapOHBI  OBIAI
3AFHTEPECOBAHBI B PEAHNMAIIN CBOUX BAUAHMI B I aAMIIME 1 5TO AOCTATOYHO
XOpOIIO AeTormcer] otodpasua dpasoit “PocrucaaBp, e MOAUBD yIOPbH
muoro”™. B paHHOM cAydae wuHTEpechl ApITaAOB M MOAYMHEHHOH WM
(peOAAABHOI BEPXYIIIKH COBIAAAAU, ITOCKOABKY TSKEAO OOBACHUTD, ITOYEMY Ha

T DRMH Nel1. 38.: “VlHo3eMHOIT 3HATH, KOTOpast IPUOBIBACT B CIPAHY, CCAU OHA HE XOUCT CTATh
ee JKHTEAMH, HE IPEAOCTABATFOTCA AOAKHOCTH, ITOTOMY UTO OHH BEIHOCAT U3 CTPAHBI OOraTcTBo”
Nel4.:“O HOBBIX TIPABHAAX AAA 3HATH M APYTUX KACATEABHO BOMHCKOM HMOBUHHOCTH: 2) HeAm Mbr
GyAEM BOEBATH 32 IIPEACAAMI CTPAHBI, 3HATH HE OOf3aHA BRICTYIIATH € HaMu; 0) TOABKO HITIITAHEL 1
COATHCBI, MODAIMOHBI KOPOACBCKUX KPEIOCTEH, 2 TAKKE Te, KOTOPBIE COMAACHO AOAMKHOCTEH
OTHOCHTEABHO 3TOTO OOA3AHBI H 'Te, KOMY MBI IIPEAOCTABIAI HAFOOABIIIIE BAAACHHA

12 CD IV/1. 396.; HODINKA, A.: Az orvss, évkinyvek magyar vonatkozdsai. Budapest 1916. 284.

113 DRMH Ne14. 38.

114 KoTAAP, Airormc 249.
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pyoexe 1242-1243 rr., mOCAE HPEABIAYILIETO OTKA3a
BA2Bb A04hpb [Poctucaasy — M.B]”.!"

Ilo mamemy wmHeHmIO, beaa TBITAACA AOITOAHHTEABHO —TIOAKPEITHTDH
AHHACTIYECKUE IIPETEH3MH Ha | aAMITIIO Yepes COOTBETCTBYIOIIMIT OpaK CBOCH
Aodepu 1 TpeAcTaBHTEA AOMa  OABIOBHYEH, KOTOPBIE BAAACAH ITPABAMI
OTHOCHTEABHO ~BAAACHMI PocrrcAaBoBrmdell M aKTMBHO —IIBITAAMCH — HIX
peaamsopars B komne XII — nepsoii moaosue XIII BB. Hameperms Apraaos
OBIAN LIEAMKOM AOTHYHBIME, TIOCKOABKY Ha 1243 T. CpPEAH JKUBBIX YiKe HE OBIAO
OparbeB ACHCIBYIOILIETO MOHAPXa — ‘TAAHMMCKOIO HAMECTHHKA ~OHApE M
“raarackoro  kopoas” Kaabmama, xoropeie ymepam B 1234 w1241 1
COOTBEICTBEHHO. B  TpOIIAOM, IIPM TIOAACP/KKE —TIAIICTBA, BEHIEPCKOTO
HOOMAHWTETA M OapOHOB, OHH BAGACAH HEOOXOAUMBIME — OCHOBAHFIMIT
OTHOCHTEABHO yCTaHOBACHMA cBoeH Baactu B Iloamectposne. B pesyabrare
BO3BPAILICHHA MOHIOAOB B IIPUYEPHOMOPCKHAE M IIPUKACIIHICKUE CTEIH, Ha
cepearHy 1242 r. BEHIPBI YaCTHYHO TIOTEPAAT KOHTPOAD HaA ['aAmIikoit 3emMAeH.

[lostomy —HecAy4aiiHO, IIOCA€ IPHOBITUA BO BAAACHHA ApIIAAOB,
YEPHUIOBCKHI KHA3b AOBOABHO OBICTPO CYMEA 3aPy4UTBCA BCECTOPOHHEH
HIOAAEP/KKOI KOPOASl I BEHIEPCKUX OApOHOB, a B nmroAe-asrycte 1245 1., npu nx
COACHCTBUM M YYACTHH, BOTAABHA OAHO U3 IIOAPA3ACACHHI BOFCKA, KOTOpPOE
BbICTyII2A0 TipoTHB Pomanosudeit. '’ [TousTHO, YO, GYAYIH BacCaAOM KOPOAM,
cei Muxariaa BeeBoAOAOBIMA He MOT MHHIUHPOBATH AAHHBINA ITOXOA, OAHAKO
OCTABAACA 3aMHTEPECOBAHHOM ITIEPCOHOM B €r0 OPraHM3ALIN U ITPOBEACHHH, HOO
BBICTYIIAA TAQBHBIM IIPETEHACHTOM Ha FAAMYCKUI IIPECTOA.

CyAfl M3 AOKYMEHTOB, B COCTAB BOMNCKa, KOTOPOE BBHICTYIIaAO B ['aanmrmiro,
KPOME YTPOB, BXOAUAH IIOABCKUE TIOApa3AeAeHuA ki3 boaecaasa CTeIaAnBOTO
U OTPAABI HEKOTOPBIX OOApP — CTOPOHHHKOB APIIAAOB. AHACPAMI KAMITAHIIM
ObiAn Berrepekuii Oan Puad, Pocticaas MuxaliAoBIY, CAHAOMUPCKII BOEBOAA
Dropuas ABAAHELI, 2 TAKKE OTACABHBIE IIPEACTABHTCAH TAAHIIKON 3HATH BO TAABE
¢ Boaoancaasom FOprreBraem. OaHAKO 3T0 B HE KOEM CAyYae HEe ODO3HAYAAO,
Kak cuamrano Ooabrmucto nctopuxos (M. [lapanesma, M. I'pyresckmii, B.
[armyro, b. Baosapekuit, B. I'paboserxeni, H. Koradp u Ap.), uto Hactymaerune
Ha BAaAeHre POMaHOBIYEl OBIAO MacIITaOHBIM. B pesyaprare Tatapckux modea
1240-1242 1r. 8 LlentpassHO-Bocrounoit Espome, Aydrmme BOFCKA MECTHBIX
mpaBureAcii  ObiAm  yHuuTOMeHBL — OOHOBUTH — pPE3EpBBI  IIO3BOAAAA

...KOPOAb OyTOpBCKBIH

15 TICPA, 11 (795).

16 B AaHHOM CAydYae MBI COrAacHbI u3 aprymenrarmeil HKoraspa, o Tom, 410 HOXOAOB CO
CTOPOHEI BosrAaBAdeMoro Pocricaaom Berrepckoro Boiicka B I'aammro B 40-x rr. XIII 8. Morao
Obrth He ABa, 2 OAMH. Kpome HABEACHHBIX YHYCHBIM AOBOAOB, OT CeOf AODABEIM, HTO IIOCAE
MOHTOABCKHX 1100eA B LlenrpassHo-Bocrouroit Esporte 1 roaroro omycroruenus Berrpun Ha
npormxerrm 1241-1242 1r. BpAA An MecTHBIE (DEOAAABI ABA Pa3a TTOAPSIA 3d KOPOTKEIA IIEPHOA
BPEMCHI MOTAF I XOTEAH © OPTaHI30BaATh U IIPOBECTH KavITaHkH poTiB Pomaroprraeit. Cerracw,
YTO TIOCAE OAHOTO IOPA/KEHHA CACAYFOITIEIO TIOXOAA OBI IIPOCTO HE OBIAO, AAKE HECMOTPA Ha BCE
CYILICCTBYFOIIME CPEAH BEHIPOB SKOHOMIHECKHE M MOAmTIHeckre matepechl. (KOTAAP Airormic.
250.)
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HCKAFOYUTEABHO MOOHMAM3AIAA HHUBIIAX IIPOCAOEK OOIIECTBA, a IIOITOMY
HecAygaitHo Poctrcaas okoao [lepemerrias “cobpasIiie cMEpABI MHOTHI IIBIIbID
u coopa us...”. "

AETaABHBII aHAAN3 COOBITHIA, KOTOPBIE PasBepHyAHCh BOAnsH fIpocaasa 17
arycra 1245 r. u npunecan 1obeAy AaHHHAY, YAOCTOBEPAIIOT, YTO YHCACHHOCTD
JIPO-TIOABCKIX OTPAAOB OBIAA HE3HAYMTEABHOH. CHABI TAANIIKO-BOABIHCKUX
KHA3CH TaKKe HE OTAHYAAUCH OCOOOH MOIITHOCTBIO. OO 3TOM CBUACTEABCTBYET
ACTOLIHCELI, KOTOPBIA OIMCHIBAA BOCXBaAcHHE Poctrcaasa riepes Goem u €ro
HaMePEHNS ATAKOBATH POMAHOBUYETT AZKe ACCATHIO BoMHAMH.' ' TaKiKe M3BECTHO,
910 B x0Ae OmmBel “Aammab ...mocaa 20 myxell M3OpaHHBIb HA IIOMOIID
ABOpckoMy AHApero,'"” OUEBHAHO TOHMMAf, YTO TAKOTO KOAMMECTBA BOABIHAH
AOCTATOYHO, YTOOBI YACPKATb IIO3UIIMIO, KOTOPYIO 3aHHMAA IIOCACAHIIH
HAIIPOTHB OCHOBHBIX BEHICPCKIIX CHA.

C BBILICIIPHBEACHHBIX SIM30A0B ITOHATHO, YTO AAHHAS BOCHHASA SKCIICAUIIE
CO CTOpOHBI ApraaoB Obira  HesHauMTeABHOH. Haxasamme — crapimero
PomaHOBIH2 32 HECOOAFOACHHE BACCAABHOH IIPHCATH MOTAO IIPOMBOHTH, KAK MBI
CUNTAEM, ITPH YIACTHIH HEOOABIIIOTO KOAUYECTBA BOHCKA. DTO OBIAO OOBEKTHBHO,
HOO COIO3HHKH HE HMEAM BO3MOKHOCT MOOHAM3OBATH OOABIIIE CHA H3-34
OTCYTCTBUA B COOCTBEHHBIX BAAACHIAX AOCTATOYHOIO KOAMMYECTBA MY/KCKOIO
HACCACHI B IICAOM, U KBAAM(PHIIMPOBAHHBIX BOMHOB, B YACTHOCTHL

Bwmecre ¢ TeM, ACTAABHBIN aHAAT3 PA3BEPTHIBAHIA HACTYIIACHHA U OCOOEHHO
— Oost moA flpocaaBom yOexkAaeT Hac B TOM, 4TO cam Poctmcaas mrpan B
KAMITAHFHE AAACKO HE TAABHYEO POAb U A@KE HE COCTOSIA BO IAaBe Borcka. Ero
(PYHKIIHE  OIpAHUYMBAAKICH CTATYCOM IIPETEHACHTA HA TIAAMIIKHI IIPECTOA.
Peansartiro HaxasaHws AAHIIIAL CYASl TTO BCEMY AOAKCH OBIA BEITTOAHITH Pras.

B xoae fpocaaBckoro 6o OaH IpeOBIBAA B IIOCAGAHHX PAAAX, AEPAKAA
XOPYIBb H IIOCTOSHHO PEIYAHPOBAA HAIIPABACHIE ABIDKCHIA CBOETO BOcka. Ha
€ro IEPCOHE CO CTOPOHBI TAAWIKHMX K BOABIHCKHX IIOAKOBOALICB OBIAO
COCPEAOTOYUEHO IAABHOE BHUMAHFE. B 9acTHOCTH, B XOAE CTOAKHOBEHISA OTPIAOB
AaHnrAa €O CHAAMM YIPOB TAAMIIKO-BOABIHCKHI KHA3H BMECTE C OOSPHHOM
[leaBom u croapHmKOM SIKOBOM MapkoBrdem AmYHO Ibrtascs yours Puato.
AHAAOTMHYHYIO HEYAAYHYEO HOIBITKY OCyIecTBUA /\eB. TOABKO mocae TOro, Kak
“@uan Topapm ATb ObI b AHApbem ABOpbcKEMB’ craprmmii Pomanopd
cobCTBEHHOPYIHO €ro 3ak0A0A. " Ha hoHe 0OBHMHOIO TIAeHeHw s, Harpumep,
[IOABCKOTO BOcHA9aAbHIKa PAoprana, TAKOE pEIICHHE BBITASAUT HECKOABKO
CTpaHHBIM. VIMEHHO IO3TOMY MBI IIPEATIOAATAEM, 9TO BEHIEPCKHI OaH B
pe3yAbTaTE IIPOBEACHHSA IIOXOAA AOAKEH OBIA BBIIOAHUTH OCOOYIO MUCCHIO —
HakazaHue AaHIIAA 32 HECOOAIOACHHE BaCCAABHOTO 0Oeta. [ TorsaTHO, uTo Kpome

W TICPA 11. 797.; Apxis FOeo-Ganadwoii Poccuy, usdasaemsiii koxuccero das pasbopa dpesux: axmos. Kuis
1886. VII/1. 20-21.

18 TICPA II. 800.

19 KOTASP Afrormc. 255.

120 TICPAII. 804.
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TOrO OH OBIA 3AHHTEPECOBAHHBIM AHIIOM KACATEABHO PACIIMPEHIA BAMAHIIA
Benrprm Ha BocTOK. KHA3E 00 3TOM AOAMKEH OBIA 3HATH, 4 ITOITOMY PEIIIIA
AHITINTD JKU3HH TOTO, KTO COCTABASIA YIPO3Y AAf €O AMHYHON O€30IIACHOCTH 4
TAKKe OE30ITACHOCTH M IIEAOCTHOCTH €TI0 3€MEAB.

Taxum 0Opa3soM, Ha OCHOBAHHH IIPOBEACHHOIO AHAAHM3A CYILIECTBYEOITINX
CBEACHHIT MCTOYHUKOB M MMCIOITIEHCA MCTOPHOIPAacpIH, MOKEM CACAATH BEIBOA,
410 Ha npotmkenun 1235-1245 rr. Aarmma de facto camrancs BacCaAOM KOPOAS
bearr IV. Aarmas dopma ITOAUMHEHHOCTH HIPOITIAQ OHPEACACHHYEO 3BOAFOLIHFO,
B KOTOPOH MOKHO BBIACAUTD TPU KAFOUEBOH 3TAITa.

IlepBast craaus pasBUTHA YKA3aHHBIX OTHOIIEHHI IIPOXOAHMAA OT OKIAOPA
1235 — Ao xomma 1239 1r. TToa AaBAeHmEM BHYTPEHHE M BHEITHEIIOAUTHYCCKUX
obcroATeAbCTB 0ceHbro 1235 . craprmii Pomanosmd ormpasuacs B Benrpuro na
KopoHarro HoBoro mMoHapxa beasr B Cekerridbexeppap, BO Bpems KOTOPOMH
IPHHAA CEO3EPEHHTET ITOCACAHETO. AAHHOE PEIICHHE BO3HHKAO B PE3YABTATE
OOBEKIMBHOIO IOPAAKEHNA BOABIHCKUX KHA3EH OT COFO3HHKOB ApIIAAOB —
YEpPHHMIOBCKUX KHi3eH B OoppOe 3a laama m cooTBEICIBEHHO — WX
HECOCTOATEABHOCTBEO CAMOCTOATEABHO OBAGACTH | loAHECTpOBBEM.

BeaeacTBHE yCIIEIHEIX BOGHHBIX KAMIIAHHIA M AMIIAOMATHYCCKHX ITIATOB
Aanrraa mporus Muxaraa BeeBoroaosrraa 1 ero cemaa Poctrcaasa B [aavmm
(1237-1238 1r.), a TamKe ee IepexoAa IOA mporekimio PomanoBuda, dopma
3aBHCUMOCTH IIOCAGAHETO OT BeAr! He mpeTeprieaa HUKakux m3MeneHuit. Kopoab
OCTABAACA CEO3EPEHOM CBOETO BOCTOYHOCAABAHCKOIO BACCAAA.

Bropoii sranm moaummennocrs AaHHEIAA2 OT BEHIEPCKOIO IIPABUTEAS
nprameAcss Ha 1239-12421r. Ha dpoHe MOHIOABCKOH YIpO3BI U YCHUACHHA
BAMSHIE BOABIHCKHX IpaBureAeii B [ToamectpoBbe m Kunepckom kHskectse,
craprmii POMAaHOBHY ITbITAACA OCAAOHTH 3aBUCHMOCTH OT ApIIAAOB IIyTEM
BBIABIDKCHIA IIPOEKTA OPaKOCOYeTAHMA AOYEPH DeAbr m cBoero chiHa /\bBa.
Beirre onmicanmble IIAQHBI KHA3b CTPEMHIACH PEAAH30BATH B XOAC CBOETO BHU3HTA B
Benrprrro, KoTOpEI B 11€AOM TIPOAOAKAACA € KOHIIA 1239 — A0 anpeas 1241 1. B
TO 7K€ BPEeM#, 110 HAIIIIM ITPEATIOAOKEHUAM, TIPEOBIBAHIE TAAUIIKOTO BAACTATEAS
OBIAO MHUITMHIPYEMO BEHIECPCKAM MOHAPXOM U IPEAYCMATPHBAAO ODECIICUCHIE
0DOPOHEI BOCTOYHBIX 3€MEAD KOPOAEBCTBA OT KOYeBHHKOB. OAHAKO Hecoraacue
bBeasr zakaroumnTs sxeAaeMbIit AAS POMAHOBIYEl AMHACTHYECKIE OPaK IIOBACKAO
32 COOOH PpACTOpPIKEHHE BACCAABHO-CIO3CPCHHBIX —CBA3CH MEKAY OOCHMI
CTOPOHAMH, HHHIIIATOPOM Hero ObIA AAHIHA.

[Nocaearmit orarr pasBUTHA OTHOINEHHE APIIAAOB U TAAHITKO-BOABIHCKHX
KHA3el, Ha pone de jure CyITIeCTBYFOITIEH BACCAABHON ITOAYMHEHHOCTH CTAPIIIETO
Pomanosraa, mvea mecto B 1242-1245 1r. Bossparerme MOHTOAOB B
IIPIYEPHOMOPCKHE 1 IIPUKACIIMICKIE CTEITH IocAe onycrorenus [lenrpasbHo-
Bocrounoir Epormsr co3aano Arf BeAbl BO3MOKHOCTD HaKa3aTh HEIIOKOPHOIO
BACCAAQ, ITyTEM OPIAHH3AIIMH IIPOTUB HEIO OYEPEAHOIO BOCHHOIO IIOXOAA IIPU
VYACTUH B HEH OAHOTO U3 ACTUTUMHBIX ITPETEHACHTOB HA TAAMYCKHUIT IIPECTOA —
Pocrrcaasa Muxaiirorda.
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[TAaHmpoBaHye HAITAACHUA WM OPraHM3aIlUA BOMCKA, BO TAaBE KOTOPOIO
BoiCTyIIA Oan Puad, mponcxoanra Ha nporskenun 1243-1245 rr, a cama
KAMITAHHA —TIpuIAace Ha Aeto 1245 1. Pesyapratom  HEOOABIION 32
YHCACHHOCTBIO ~ VYACTHHKOB ~BOCHHOH — OKCICAHIIMH ~ OBIAO  ITOP&/KCHIHE
KOPOAEBCKIX BOWCK M HIX COFO3HHKOB OT Aarnmaa u Bacuapka 17 aBrycra 1245 1.
oA SIpocAaBoM, UTO OKOHYATEABHO AHMIIIHAO CTApIIEro PomaHOBHYA KakOH-
AHOO BACCAABHON IOAYHHEHHOCTH €O croponsl bearr IV. 3a kopotkoe Bpems
MEKAY OOEHMHI CTOPOHAMH OBIAM HAAQKEHBI PABHOIPABHBIC, AMHACTHYECKIIE,
COFO3HIYECKHE BOCHHO-TIOAUTHYECKIE OTHOIICHUSA, KOTOPEIE ITPOAOAKAANCH OT

1248 — x cepearme 60-x rr. XIII 5.
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113






Specimina Nova Pars Prima Redigit Marta Font
Sectio Mediaevalis 111 pp. 115-155.
Pécs, 2005

Balint RADO, H-7624 Pécs, Rokus u. 2., Hungaty, radob@vipmail hu

BALINT RADO

Sovereignty in the Political Thought of James VI, King
of Scots

Abstract

Contrary to a common understanding shared by many historians the Scottish-English ruler King
James (VI) and I was not an ardent defender of absolutism. It was only in his very first work written
to refute and refuse the political ideas of especialy his tutor, George Buchanan as well as the group
known for contemparies as “monarchomachi” (a term coined by William Barclay) that the King of
Scots reptesented absolutist views in the Bodinian sense of the word. One should not neglect the
fact that in order to be an absolutist political theoretician one must claim that the monarch is the
exclusive maker of all the laws in his or her realm. This was maintained by James in “The Trew Law
of Free Monarchies” but in none of his other works and speeches did he express himself in this vein.
This holds as much true of the “Basilikon Doron” as his patliamentary speeches in London or his
polemical writings against the Neo-Thomist Jesuits. Neverthless, he remained within the tradition of
the divine right of kings throughout his life. My contribution to this volume observes “The Trew
Law” and proves that absolutism and divine right were in fact combined by the royal author in the
above mentioned treatise.

Key words
Political thinking, political theology, absolutism

The Scottish King James VI had written two works on political theory before he
united the crowns of England and Scotland in his own person in 1603. The
Basilion Doron, the eatliest version of which appeared in Middle Scots and can be
found among the royal manusctipts of the British Museum Library in James’ own
handwriting, was anglicized in 1599 and originally published in not more than
seven coples. D. H. Willson claims that it was Sir James Sempill who showed the
wotk to some ministers of the Scottish Kirk” He also maintains that Sempill
helped King James with writing the book.” Since the ministers disapproved of the
work at their a council in Fife in 1599, James changed his mind and had his book
openly published in Edinburgh in 1603 after having attached a second introduction
to it with the title “To #he Reader”. Within a couple of days Elizabeth I died and

1] WORMALD “James VI and I, Basilikon Doron and The Trew Law of Free Monarchies: The
Scottish Context and the English Translation,” in L. L. PECK (ed), The Mental World of the Jacobean
Conrt, (Cambridge: 1991), (36-55.) 50.

2D. H. WILLSON “James I and His Literary Assistants,” in D. H. WILLSON (ed) Huntington Library
Qpnarterly 8, (1944-45), (35-57.) 38.

3 Ibid, 38.
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James sent a copy of the new publication to London. The Venetian envoy
Scaramelli reported that in some of the London publishing houses the Basiikon
Doron was prepared for printing as soon as the news of the death of the Queen
artived.* Lockyer even argues that the printing started a few days before the death
of Queen Elizabeth.” Anyhow; the book was addressed to the elder son of King
James, Henry. It is a speculum principis which was rendered faitly soon into Latin,
French, Italian, Spanish, Flemish, German, Swedish, and Welsh.” Wormald,
however, does not mention the Hungarian translation which appeared in
Oppenheim in 1612 most probably based on one of the Latin translations.” The
other work which King James VI wrote on political thinking in Scotland bears the
title The Trew Law of Free Monarchies: or the Reciprock and Mutvall Dyetie Benwixt a Free
King, and His Natnrall Subjects in 1598. The first publication of the work appeared
anonymously, better to say under the pen-name “C. Philopattis”. The place of
publication was Edinburgh, the year 1598. To mention some other details of the
fate of the work it is significant that at least four new editions appeared in London
in 1603, the first of which must have been the one of April, right after the death
of Queen Elisabeth 1° The work of James was published in his lifetime, in
February 1617. The title of this volume which collected the King’s writings was
Workes. It is remarkable that the title-page has 1616. However, even prior to this, it
had been widely known that the author of The Trew Law was nobody else but the
ruler. This is namely revealed to anybody who reads it with attentive eyes. Also, the
wortk was published by the King’s official publisher, Robert Waldegrave. This fact
alone would have dismissed any doubts concerning the authorship. What is more,
as Wormald points out, although she knows instead of at least four editions of
only three which appeared in London in 1603, in two editions The King’s name
was not even concealed.” The Treu/ Law had very little success, " especially if
compated to the Basilikon Doron."" My first aim is to examine the very text as a
source.

If one takes The Trew Law by King James in his or her hand, on the very first
page one can find an “An Advertisement to the Reader”, as the first subtitle itself
indicates. In this part King James refers to his writing as a “Pamphlef’, and indeed,

4 ]. DOELMAN “A King of Thine Own Heart: The English Reception of King James VI
and I’s Basilikon Doron™ in The Seventeent Century Vol. IX. No. 1. Spring (1994), (1-9.) 1.

5 R. LOCKYER “James VIand I”” (London — New York: 1998), 35.

6 WORMALD 1991, 51.

7 Gyorgy Szepsi Korotz addressed his “Kiralyi ajandék” (“Royal Gift”) to Istvan Homonnai,
Cf. M. TARNOC (ed) Magyar gondolkodsk.. XV11. s3izad (Budapest: 1979), 50.

8 A, YAMADA, “The Printing of King James I's The True Lawe of Free Monarchies with special reference
to the 1603 editions,” Peetica 23 (19806), (74-80.) 74.

9 J. WORMALD 1991, 51.

10 1bid, 51.

11bid, 51.

116



SOVEREIGNTY IN THE POLITICAL THOUGHT OF JAMES VI, KING OF SCOTS

he makes use of the term twice."” What is perhaps the most striking hete is the
careful and humble tone which is not unusual in introductions but rather strange in
the case of monarchs. It is namely this tone in which the author begs the pardon
of his readers, his “deare countreymen’” in advance for all the mistakes which he
committed while writing the work."

As it is well known George Buchanan was the leading tutor of James. ]. H.
Burns sees in The Trew Law the counterpart of Buchanan’s De iure regni apud Seotos, ™
and in fact he must be right in this. The overwhelming majority of the Protestant
Reformers interpreted the 13" verse of the Epistle to the Romans by Saint Paul in
a way that not even the lesser magistrates do “use the sword in vain”. The people,
provided that their ruler has degenerated into a tyrant, can turn to these lesser
magistrates for aid.” It is not a revolt against the Lord, what is more, it counts as a
Christian duty, if an ill person asks a doctor for help in search for a cure of the
illness otherwise allowed by God by His inscrutable will. The English John Ponet,
Christopher Goodman'® and William Wittingham'” departed from the traditional
Biblical fundaments and maintained that the tyrant could not have been ordered by
God. As for the Huguenots they first represented very reserved views and
understandably, only went over to the idea of an actual popular sovereignty after
1572 (Hotman as well as Beza and Mornay). It is true, most of them interpolated
the Calvinian covenant theology which is to be discussed in brief later on.
Contrary to Hotman’s “historical reasoning” that often echoed Seyssel, Beza and
Mornay artived at the Neo-Thomist way of natural law reasoning. The only
difference was that unlike Neo-Thomists they wrote that the people did not
alienate their power but only delegated it (delegatio) to the rulet."® George Buchanan,
who had spent quite a long period of time in France did not share the traditional
Thomist view according to which people in the state of nature lived in an
“association”, notwithstanding without positive laws. Buchanan turned instead of
Aristotle and St. Thomas to a Stoic view characteristic of Cicero as well and
conceived of the natural state of humanity as a world of solitary, wandering wild
“creatures”. Accordingly, Buchanan stated that the people have not arrived at the

12 The remark made by J. H. Burns on the genre of The Traw Law is undoubtedly correct: he claims
that the work can best be desctibed by the word “pamphlet” but even within this genre it is special as
it is very brief (J. H. BURNS, The True Law of Kingship. Concepts of Monarchy in Early Modern Scotland
(Oxford: 1996), 231.). The Trew Law fits G. Orwell's definition that the pamphlet is a brief, polemical
writing meant to address a wider public (G. ORWELL, - R. REYNOLDS (eds.), British Pamphieteers. 170 1
From the Sixteenth Century to the French Revolution (London: 1948), 7.), the author of which likes to hide
himself behind anonimity , thereby further increasing the popularity of his work. (Ibid, 8.)

13 SOMMERVILLE 1994, 62.

14 BURNS 1996, 232.

15 SKINNER 1978 (2), 213.

16 Thid., 222.

17 Ibid., 225.

18 Ibid., 332.
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political community for their own benefit and out of their nature as “social
beings,” 1. e. in a natural way but God gave them that gift in a direct way."”

Returning to The Trew Law one will be aware of a key expression that the King
resorts to several times when he writes about the ideological strengthening of the
subjects. This, in fact, was present in the very first sentences of the “Advertisement’:
“the trow grounds”” Without the adverb “#ren”” it reappears once more in the
“Advertisemen?’ " The expression “frew grounds” is inherently linked with the “Trew
Law” of the main title which give(s) the reliable fundament onto which the King as
a loving father intends to erect the duty of his children, the subjects, the very
obedience of the subjects. These grounds serve as exclusive measures for all those
subjects who mean to remain on the road of truth and faithfulness.

If the treacherous and misleading reasoning and examples of the
“monarchomachs” are always compared by the people with the fundaments to be
built by the King in this work of his, noone can ever miss the target. “So shall ye, by
reaping profit to your selues, turne my paine into pleasure” The “Advertisement’ ends like
this: “I end, with committing yon to God, and me to your charitable censures™. This is the
mutual, organic, and, in a sense almost family-like co-operation that King James
will repeat as an end to his writing as well. This is the “medicine” for the false
prophets’ futile and “deceniable™ concepts. “This is how the qualitie [..]” (“of enery
action”),” 1. e. the fruits of the tree can be revealed by which the tree itself can be
judged - just to make use of a Biblical allusion that cannot have been alien either to
James or his time.

As it appears in The Trew Law, the correct “knowledge of their God’ and the
obedience of the subjects are juxtaposed and closely interrelated. We may say that
in the eyes of James the two ate inseparable like the two stone tablets of Moses:
the first informs about the Commandments related to the Lord, the second to the
neighbours. In light of the Gospel the two “systems of direction” are even closer
to each other. Here one evidently has to do with the due faithfulness of the
subjects towards their sovereign that King James consequently renders with the
term “alleagance’ all the work through. It needs to be seen cleatly, that the
contemporaties understood the fifth Commandment — certainly fifth in the
Protestant enumeration — in a faitly wide sense. They meant by it far more than the
due respect to the actual parents. They included the obedience of the servants
towards their masters and, what must interest us most with regard to our
investigation, the obedience and respect to state authority, the ruler, and the
government. G. J. Schochet undetlines that Martin Luther and John Calvin had the

19 R. TUCK, Natural rights theories. 'Their origin and develgpment (Cambsidge: 1981), 43.
20 SOMMERVILLE 1994, 62.

21 Tbid., 62.

22 Ibid., 62.

2 Ibid., 62.

24 Ibid., 63.

2 Ibid., 62.
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same concept of the Commandment in question, what is more, the overwhelming
majority of the ministers of the English Dissenters, Puritans as well. * In England,
six years after the writing of The Trew Law, in 1604 a joint work of John Dod and
Robert Cleaver appeared under the title “4 Plaine and Familiar Exposition of the Ten
Commandments”. In this political obedience and duties of the subjects were derived
from the fifth Commandment. This was in full accord with the official standpoint
and teaching of the Church of England.”” The atgumentation was that just as the
King was no father to his people by blood, so the master is not a father to his
assistant either, yet the duty of obedience binds the latter just as much as the
children by blood. Everything goes back to the Biblical notion of “me and the
people of my house”. The patriarchal family which included all the servants as well
and was “governed” by authoritarian methods was not merely the ideal preached
from the height of the pulpit but the actual reality of everyday life.

In 1615 James, now already as King to both England and Scotland ordered
that the tract bearing the title God and the King and appearing anonymously though
in all likelihood written by Richard Mocket from Oxford be printed and studied in
schools and at universities alike. This work elaborated the relevant questions of the
cathecism of the Anglican Church in detail and elucidated the political duties and
obedience of the subjects.” Moreover, James made it compulsory that there be
one copy of it in all households of England and Scotland. In 1616, the royal
command was reinforced by newer measures of the Priry Council and the General
Assembly of the Kirk” The afterlife of the tract is especially interesting and
revealing: in the eatly Restoration Period Chatles II had it published anew and
repeated the order of his grandfather of “blessed memory” on the title-page of
the new edition in the same vein."’ In an another work of his Schochet makes us
aware that the aforementioned Commandment not only had general and deeply
rooted political implications but it was not limited to one single form of
government and to the due obedience thereunto. Contemporaries meant by it the
political, and definitely other, higher authorities. A good example for this is that in
the Commonwealth era in most of the cathecisms the word “King” was replaced
by the word “magistrate”.”!

King James starts The Trew Law by identifying the main reasons which made
him write his work. He abhortes rebellion and especially, when the partisans of
turmoil and destruction incent the crowd to revolt. His royal anger is clearly not
directed against the distracted stratum of subjects but against those who
treacherously intend to persuade the people to disobey their ruler. A good parallel

2 G. J. SCHOCHET, ‘Pattiarchalism, Politics and Mars Attitudes in Stuart England’, The Historical Journal
XII (1969), 424.

27 Tbid., 417.

28 Tbid.,, 433.

2 Ibid., 435.

30 Ibid., 435.

3V SCHOCHET  Patriarchalism, in Political Thought. The Authoritarian Family and Political Speculation and
Attitudes Especially in Seventeenth-Century England (Oxford: 1975), 15.
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can be drawn here with the Book I written by Hooker where he writes that it is
always easy for anyone to persuade the masses that they are not governed as
efficiently as they ought to be.””

Herewith I would like to emphasize two aspects again. One of these is that
James was an ardent defender of the true swerce royalle which enabled Kings to have
an insight into the arana imperii. As such, he is consequent in denying that anyone,
however clever and educated he might be (as Buchanan for example undoubtedly
was), possesses enough knowledge of his own which makes it possible for him to
claim even more wisdom than the Kings own and thereby he could make
utterances in the matters of state as an unquestionable authority. What is more, the
knowledge of however many of the “wise men” cannot be greater and more
reliable for the people than that of the sovereign who knows the content of the
arcana imperii. It is very important urgently to note that all these did not exclude for
James the possibility or perhaps even necessity of counselling the ruler. In advance,
let me quote only one but characteristic example from The Trew Law. The King
calls Parliament, here we witness a special feudal principle and approach, “#he bead
Court of the king and his vassals”™. What we have to bear in mind is that James was
consequent in the theory of divine right: as the ruler’s power is directly derived
from God, God endowed him with a knowledge which was nobody else’s own, the
science royalle. It it were otherwise there would not be much sense in claiming that
“lones thunder-claps light ofiner and sorer vpon the high & stately oakes, then on the low and
supple willow trees: and the highest bench is sliddriest to sit ypor’™* And indeed, these are the
words with which in The Trew Law King James summarizes the just strictness of
the Almighty towards him. This explains to us why the author has an antipathy
against those who think themselves capable of instructing the people. James must
have acknowledged that these destructive persons possess sufficient training to
make it much easier for them to cause trouble. This knowledge, this sophistication,
all the classical education of Buchanan and his accomplices, however, can never
ever equal the “knowledge” of the ruler that directly derives from his power given
to him by the Lord. When interpreting the relevant teachings of bishop Bossuet
Plamenatz is very right in saying that by all these one ought not to understand the
intellectual greatness or any kind of special and natural wisdom of the ruler that
would elevate him above others.”” It is only God to whom the King can and
should be grateful for the “knowledge” as a wise “insight” into the matters of
state. It is the Lord’s special gift and grace which gives the sovereign the swentia
needed to fulfill his role as gpewator. Their excellence, to employ the words of
Plamenatz again, is not the excellence above others of an aristocracy in Aristotelian

32 L. KONTLER, Az dllan retelmes. Brit konzervativizmus & a politika kora dijkori nyelvei (Budapest: 1997), 74.
33 SOMMERVILLE 1994, 74,

3+ Ibid., 83.

3 J. PLAMENATZ, Man and Society. A Critical Excamination of Some Important Social and Political Theories from
Machiavelli to Marx: I: Machiavelli Through Roussean New York-San Francisco: 1963), 191.
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terms by means of personal greatness™, natural or acquited right, perhaps personal
merit but exclusively a gift which God by His inscrutable celestial wisdom
guarantees for those whom He selected as His servants and tools in this wotld to
rule over others. This surplus in grace, the wise handling of the talents will be the
basis on the Last Day of Judgement when the Lord calls them to account. This
will be in full accord with the Biblical principle: the one who received more will
have to account for more, too. The idea of the swence royalle could be witnessed in
the case of medieval charismatic rulers as well.

Here the whig and Marxist misunderstandings regarding the question of the
accountability to God become evident. Anyone who is just a bit familiar with the
confessional, spititual, and conscientious debates, clashes, often armed conflicts of
the 16" and 17" centuries is very unlikely to earnestly believe that the martyrs on
both sides were ready to accept all kinds of miseries, punishments or even
martyrdom just because they belonged to opposite groups of an era that could be
depicted with a “feudal — anti-feudal” scheme. Similarly: can one really assume that
it was out of mere insincerity or an attempt to hide his effort to introduce tyranny
that a ruler who believed in divine right absolutism stressed his exclusive
accountability to the Lord for his deeds and rule from Whom only his reign had
derived? It is my deep conviction that an approach like this must go back to a
serious miscomprehension of the period in question.

There is a further element which I deem worthy of investigation when
discussing the way of reasoning of King James as he dismisses the acts of the
political writers inciting to rebellion. This is nothing else but the view being fully
compatible with the concept of “the Great Chain of Being” which says that the
revolt of the crowds treacherously misled by the “Sirenes” against their King will
sooner o later lead to the complete fall and destruction of the rebels themselves:
James’ purpose with The Trew Law is evidently didactic, one might say enlightening
in character. It is for the sake of this common and reasonable interest of all, for the
welfare of the state and all the people living therein he is compelled “% break
silence™’ | thereby elucidating for the people “the ground from whence these your many
endlesse troubles hane proceeded”. We could think that now; after the laying of “#he trew
grounds”, after the admonition and information of the subjects he would be just as
strict in his tone towards them as to himself, saying that the people can have no
more excuse, after all, he has made it clear to them how treacherous the inciters are
and what dangers and consequences a rebellion would have. He could follow a
similar way of reasoning to the question of his personal accountability: as he, being
the elect of the Lord, has received the svience royalle necessary for ruling and God
therefore has all right in making him answerable for this, so the people, having
been made familiar with his writing, do know “#he trew grounds”, so not even the
subjects can hope for a yielding Judgement in future. However, here and at this

36 Thid., 191.
37 SOMMERVILLE 1994, 63.
38 Thid., 63.
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point King James shows no sign of a logical strictness of the kind whatsoever. His
tone can be called expressively “friendly” and “peaceful”. As a good shepherd he
protects his flock and does all he can to keep away the wolves. His only desire is to
save not himself but his people from the horrible and destructive effects for the
whole political community a rebellion would surely have. It can clearly be seen that
only on the basis of these ideas of his King James could hardly be ranked among
the partisans and supporters of an absolute monarchy by divine right. By
dismissing and forbidding the revolt he is not doing more than many of his
English contemporaries as I have tried to show before. This latter feature of James’
reasoning stands in close relation to the concept of the “very and true
Commonweale” of the political writers of the Tudor era.””

As, however, I have already alluded to it, from another perspective James
writes about much more in The Trew Law than the unjust and incorrect nature of
any active disobedience and revolt to the ruler. In order to be able to prove this it is
advisable and at the same time necessary to investigate into “zhe frew grounds”, the
laws to which the King keeps making references and onto which he intends to
build his kingdom, the state.

In advance, one has to know that in the wotk one can find no other divisions
indicated by the author but the “Adertisement’ and the main text. If, however, we
read the entire text it will be conspicuous that it can yet be divided into three main
units of ideas. In the very first one King James discusses the duties of the
sovereign towards his people. One should not be taken by surprise at this
expression. James himself writes of “The Princes duetie to his Subiects”*’ Here the
governmental duties of the King are meant. There is a substantial difference
between the duty towards somebody and the need to be answerable to somebody.
In the latter case, only God can be thought of. The second unit in the work treats
the co-operation of King and his subjects from the very opposite direction. Here
the duties of the latter are enumerated. The last, the third unit, as it will be shown,
is the place where the King refutes the ideas proposed by his opponents. The very
fact itself, however, that James VI discusses these at all, which is actually
understandable and justifiable, reveals some inconsistency by the author as he
denied in both the “Adertisement’ and at the beginning of the main text that he
would not waste time on “refuting the adversaries™*'. As it seems, political and didactic
consideration prooved to be stronger than consequent behaviour. This he himself
may have felt because at the end of the second paragraph of the main text he
makes an allusion to “the most waighty and appearing incommodities that can be obiected ™.
One has to do James justice, however, in the sense that he really refrains from

3 R. Cust identifies the standpoints of most of the eatly Stuart authots on political theory as a set of
ideas excluding the possibility of a tevolt against higher authority. Cf. R. CUST, “News and Politics in
Early Seventeenth-Century England” Past and Present 112 (1986), (60-90) 78.
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attacking any of his political enemies or opponents in political theory by name. In
these terms he followed his declared aim according to which he would not attack
their persons “saltly™”, otherwise it would generate debates among the authors and
the “sound instruction of the trewtl’™* would degenerate which is “he onely marke™ of
his writing. We have to give credit to the works of James not merely because he
says “I protest to him that is the searcher of all hearts”™* but also because the entire body
of The Trew Law and its tone is best proof that James did not mean it to become a
work to attack but instruct. On the other hand, the writing does not want to
become an academic treatise about the nature of government. Just to sum it up
once more let me quote one of the sentences of the “Advertisement’: “For my
intention is to instruct, and not irritaf”"’ We can really maintain that James did all he
could to avoid the latter.

What then are actually “%he trew grounds”, what does ““The Trew Lan” of the title
of the work mean? One has to mention it in advance that James conceived of this
“Trew La/’ as a trinity, naming three aspects of it. In the work discussed he
identifies three pillars as the corner-stones and sources of the government of the
realm: “First then, 1 will set downe the trew grounds, wherenpon I am to build, ont of the
Serptures, since Monarchie is the trew paterne of Dininitie, as I haue already said: next from the
Jfundamental Lawes of onr owne Kingdome, which nearest must concerne vs: thirdly, from the law
of Nature, by diners similitudes drawne out of the same”*

The first corner-stone of Jacobean political theory is the Bible. It is just natural
in the confessional age and is treated in my article “King James” Concept of Power in
His Work Bearing the Title “The Trew Law of Free Monarchies” to appear in the journal
Mayestas in Mainz in 20006.

In the eyes of King James the second in the rank of the pillars of monarchy
are the so-called “fundamental Lawes” of the realm. One must keep in mind that
James basically identifies the fundamental laws of the country with the King’s
coronation oath: “/And this oath in the Coronation is the clearest, cinill, and fundamentall
Lanw; whereby the Kings affice is properly defined”””. 1et us now have a closer look at what
James enumerates as the points of the coronation oath. I have to call attention to
the fact that the order and sequence of things is especially significant here. In the
first place for example King James, unlike Jean Bodin,” mentions the maintenance
of religion as a royal duty: “And therefore in the Coronation of our owne Kings, as well as of
enery Christian Monarche, they gine their Oath, first to maintaine the Religion presently professed
within their conntrie, according to their lawes, whereby it is established, and to punish all those that

# Ibid., 64.
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%0 At the same time, along with Bodin James claims as well that the coronation oath is the vety sign
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should presse to alter; or disturbe the profession thereof.”®" . The maintenance and defence of
the established religion, the function as a defensor fidei (despite all the incompatibility
with the original title given by the Pope) which was accepted by James as well who
came to the throne of England half a decade after writing The Trew Law must have
been a clear and conspicuously evident consequence of the divine right concept of
a King who has received all his authority from the Almighty Lord alone.
Nonetheless, this can hardly be connected to the divine right reasoning alone.
James being a convinced Calvinist, notwithstanding entering into debate with the
Calvinists every so often on matters of ecclesiology, was not a person who could
have shared the views of the French politigues. The same holds true of his stance
towards the opinions of Machiavelli or Guicciardini when they discussed the
“benefits for the state” of Christianity as a state religion or of Botero when he
described the relative advantages of Christianity. With the marriage of James to
Anna of Denmark in 1589 a court of a “mixed” religious atmosphere in all
respects evolved in London. At the same time, the King did all he could to uphold
the spotless purity of faith, as his religious poems so strikingly reveal. This was
dictated both by his conscience and the pragmatic nature of political common
sense. This is why we can mostly expect him to represent views close to the great
English spiritual contemporary of his, Richard Hooker. As the latter clearly
elaborates it in his main work, The Laws of Ecclesiastical Polity, it is forbidden because
it is destructive to attack the state and the government in matters of religion,
thereby confusing and breaking the unity highly esteemed by the King as well. It is
not surprising that of all the points of the fundamental laws vowed by the King on
the occasion of his coronation James looks upon the spotless unity and
undisturbed flourishing of the country’s established religion as the most crucial one
and therefore names it in the first place. The mode of approach is typically
medieval and traditional but it cannot be alien either to the “confessional” era of
James or his personal religious conviction and his practical reasons based on his
own experiences.

As among the Biblical quotations we find the guarding of “the peace of the
people” and the service of the welfare of them, here we read about a royal
protection from outer and inner enemies and a service of the welfare and well-
being of the people. What in the first unit sounds like that the Prince’s welfare
serves the benefit of the people, reads like this in the second completed by the
already familiar strict Jacobean warning to himself: the prince has to see in advance
and has to avoid “a// dangers that are likely o ﬁz//_?)aﬂ the pegple”.”” The prince has to
take mote care of his people “zhen for himselfe’. 1t is just more than clear that the
ruler was ordered by God and that he is His lieutenant. Both unmistakably indicate,
to make use of the expression coined by Endre Sashalmi, the “eo jpso theological

51 SOMMERVILLE 1994, 64-65.
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53 Tbid., 65.
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langnage’ of divine right.* The parallelism between God and the King can be called
another characteristic phenomenon of the same language. Similatly to God the
Father the prince is a “loving Father”” of the people. What is more, what we read in
the enumeration of the elements of the coronation oath constituting the
fundamental law as “aareful watchman”™, we find in the form of “good Pastonr™
among the paraphrases of Biblical citations. This is nothing else but one of the
most significant self-identifications of Jesus Christ in the Gospel according to St.
John.”” In this context I have to quote the main work of E. H. Kantorowicz who
elucidates the importance of the parallelism between Christ and “christ” when he
treats the person of the Byzantine Basileios: “Ihe One Who is God and Anointed by
nature, acts through bis royal vicar who is ‘God and Christ by grace’, and who in officio fignra at
imago Christi at Dei est”>® If we take into account that James discusses in both the
above mentioned units the royal “character” and tasks related to the coronation
oath, a ceremony an integral part of which had been the anointing throughout the
centuries, the importance of the parallelism becomes even more striking
Furthermore, King James, being a “good Biblical prince” (it is definitely not
mistaken to resort to this expression borrowed from Transylvanian history) will
surely not forget what Jesus Christ, the Anointed of God the Father said of
himself: “For even 1, the Son of Man, canse here not to be served but to serve others, and to give
my life as a ransom for many™. How then could a King, an “anointed in small letters”
utter of himself other words than the ones we have already seen: the King has to
care more for his people than for himself, “&nowing himselfe to be ordained for them, and
they not for bhini*?! It is a Biblical self-humiliation like the one of Gottftied Bouillon
when he declined to call himself King of Jerusalem in the city of Christ Who had
been crowned with thorns. Instead, he adopted the title of “the Keeper of the
Holy Sepulchre”" T find that the utterances of James above serve as further good
data concerning the exclusive accountability to God which was a general absolutist
principle. Also, they show how this principle was turned into practice. The King is
definitely bound by, to use another theological expression the adaptionist concept
of his office: By the grace of God he is anointed and “lieutenant” of and over the
people, as James summarizes it. Where James demonstrates the office of the King
by the Holy Writ, there, as we have seen, on the basis of the Book of Psalms he

5+ E. SASHALMI, Awutokricia vagy abszolutizimus? Folyamatossdg és viltozds az orosz; hatalmi ideoldgidban Joszif
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describes the Kings as people who ate called “Gods”, “becanse they sit on the throne of
God on earth.*

According to King James the second fundamental pillar of government is
constituted by the fundamental laws manifested in the coronation oath. It is not to
be treated here what was meant in general by the fundamental laws of the
kingdom, the /s fundamentales in France. It remained always unclear, especially
outside France, what was actually meant by the /ges fundamentales®® All the same,
taking into account of what has been said so far it cannot be surprising that James
gives the maintenance of the established religion of the country the first place and,
accordingly, he also makes mention of the corporal benefit of the subjects. Despite
all the coherences it means a new element if compared to the part resorting to the
Biblical quotations that the Kings had to vow “Zo muaintaine the whole conntrey, and enery
state therein, in all their ancient Priniledges and 1iberties”** This indicates that this is
already and unmistakably the terrain of law: James VI virtually adjusts himself to
the notions of the already discussed w#ilitas publica, bonun: commune, and necessitas
when he writes about the furthering of the welfare and the benefit of the people
“1ot onely in maintaining and putting to execution the olde lowable lawes of the conntrey, and by
establishing of new (as necessitie and euill manners require but by all meanes possible)™™
diverting all the dangers that might hit the subjects.

It would not fit into this article to give a detailed evaluation of what James I
might have meant by “fundamental laws”. He wrote The Trew Law as James VI
“only”, so it is not my task here critically to analyse the relations between the
Jacobean concept of the fundamental laws of the realm and the English common
law: Scholars have widely disagreed on the question of these relations, here I
cannot survey the views of all of them. The thing I need to make petfectly clear is
that I certainly cannot agree with the standpoint of J. W. Gough who claims that
King James must have had some kind of contract in mind between the sovereign
and his people which he identified with his coronation oath® and eventually this he
would have considered equal with the fundamental law: With regard to this I have
to point out the following, First of all, Gough committed the mistake that he
conceived of the views concerning the “fundamental laws” of the Scottish King
writing The Trew Law and of the English King James I delivering his speeches in
the London patliament as constant in the two different contexts. Thus he
contradicted the title of his own book (a title clearly referring to England),
although he himself made the readers aware of the danger of confusing the two
contexts.”” He is certainly right inasmuch James defined in The Trew Law the
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coronation oath of the King as the fundamental laws, this I have also emphasized
above by quoting a key remark made by James, yet it is exactly The Trew Law which
furnishes the best possible proof that James never accepted the idea of a contract
between King and the people: “As 0 #his contract alledged made at the coronation of a
King, althongh I deny any such contract to bee made then, especially containing such a clause irritant
as they alledge’ *® Definitely, Gough is also tight in saying that the King wanted to
avoid even the slightest hint to any kind of tyrannical rule” but it can by no means
be maintained that James intended to reach this purpose by any kind of
identification of the fundamental laws and the “original contract” made between
the sovereign and his people at the coronation. I am much more in support of the
view proposed by W. H. Greenleaf who wrote that “Jaes, like any other order theorist,
wonld not adpuit the doctrine that a contract was at the basis of government and society. [...] Jamess
position was the usual one adgpted by defenders of absolute monardhy that the king should ideally
obey the law of God and the fundamental laws of the realm but that, if he broke his prowsise to
do so, this gave no warrant at all to his subjects to restrain or unseat hint for only God conld do this:
the cognition and rewenge must onely appertaine to him™." 1 find that in these lines
Greenleaf asserted what was really significant. Even the choice of his words is
entirely correct and in full accord with the text of James: contrary to Gough, he
does not employ the expression “wnracf’ avoided by James but he refers to the
otiginal word “promise”. This is of crucial importance to which we will return soon.
What can and must be noted right here is that James, the Calvinist absolutist found
the Calvinist covenant theory implying a promise at hand. The word “promisé’ was
much more often used by classical theoreticians of Huguenot resistance ideas than
the word “antract’. James must have been familiar with this language going back to
Calvin. All that James is doing here is that he gives it a “twist” and does not employ
it for the justification of resistance but for the sake of the contrary.

One has to investigate the third element of Jacobean governmental “pillar-
trias”, which is nothing else but the law of the nature. These are the words with
which James introduces the part where he derives from and elucidates by the
natural law “zhe trew grounds”: ““By the Law of Nature the King becomes a naturall Father to
all bis Lieges at his Coronation”.* As we will see, at first reading we cannot claim that
the arguments, reasoning, and relevant parallelisms of the royal author are too
difficult or complicated to understand. This we have to deem as natural if we
consider the purpose of the writing and the readers addressed i. e. the subjects of
James in general. It was perhaps J. P. Sommerwille who undetlined it in the most
determinate and clearest way that especially during the 17" century the use of
analogies and Biblical quotations became less frequent in the writings of absolutist

68 SOMMERVILLE 1994, 81.

0 GOUGH 1961, 48.

70 Tbid., 54.

"Xl H. GREENLEAF, Order; Empiricism and Politics. Tiwo Traditions of English Political Thought 1500-1700
(Oxford: 1964), 66.

72 SOMMERVILLE 1994, 65.

127



BALINT RADO

thinkers whereas they were much more inclined to tefer to reason.” Thereby we
have reached the question to be examined here which is the relation of human
reason and natural law: In order to be able to comprehend the ideas put forward by
King James VIin The Trew Lawin all their aspects, it seems to be necessary to make
a short trip to the wotld of the /ex maturalis and within a brief survey to clarify its
place, role, and, especially, its roots in legal philosophy. This is even more justifiable
as thereby it will become evident that even if many of the absolutist authors
employed legal reasoning, with special respect to the argumentation by natural law
which was connected to the Bodinian concept of sovereignty, in a new and
modern sense for the defence of absolute royal power, the idea and theory of the
law of nature itself was by no means new in origin but rather went back to the
Antiquities. On the other hand, we have to make it clear that it was actually the
opponents and enemies of the absolutists, so among others of King James in
political idea who kept resorting to the natural law reasoning. These were the
Puritans and the “Papists”, who are not to be discussed here. It is true though that
they came to fully different conclusions in political theology than James whereas
they set out from the same premises. It is true in spite of the fact that they often
strikingly differed in their theology, although sometimes only as far as language was
concerned.

St. Augustin always understood natural law as an organic part of the strictly
Christocentric weltanschannng. Therefore in the Augustinian system the natural state
of humans equals the state of innocence, i. €. a state ptior to original sin, the state
of Creation. In this humans did not know death as “the pay of sin”. This implies
that according to the approach of St. Augustin all that we discern and find in us, is
actually unnatural as it is not in full accord with God’s original, creative will. As
opposed to this, the concept of natural law which goes back to Aristotle can be
labelled much less speculative and rather empirical. What is natural here follows the
tendencies that we experience in nature. Aristotle said that in nature everything had
a definite purpose. This is the teleological, one might say “practical” Aristotelian
concept of the law of nature which from the early 13" century onwards, through
the works of the Parisian Guillaume d’Auxerre and especially St. Thomas of
Aquinas, the one who “baptized” Aristotle, gained more and more ground in the
way of thinking of the Christian West and became known as Thomism in the
history of philosophy. G. H. Sabine is though right in asserting that the work
written before the “rediscovery” of the ancient Greek philosophet, the Policraticus
written by John of Salisbury in 1159 is the most striking proof that there had been
a number of elements reinforced by Aquinas present in Western European
political philosophy even before the 13" century™, nonetheless, the approach of St.
Thomas is rightly called revolutionary. He was the one who rendered nature in its
“everyday”, a not Augustinian speculative, sense its own justification. By claiming

73 J. . SOMMERVILLE, “Absolutism and Royalism,” in J. H. BURNS — M. GOLDIE (eds.), The Cambridge
History of Political Thought 1450-1750 (Cambtidge: 1990), 347-373. 352.
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that “gratia non tollit naturam, sed perficit” he set the scholastic frameworks for the
Biblical foundations not only for Catholic theology (frameworks valid down to our
days) but thereby he asserted that divine grace had a kind of reinforcing,
complementary but, let us clearly underine, therefore by no means “devalued”
role. Quite on the contrary, he emphasized the uniqueness of grace. This way he
opened the road for the acknowledgement of the dignity of natural human reason,
of human political communities which evolve on an ascending basis, and in
general, of the “suencia politicd’ of political science. In the Aristotelian Thomist
teleological naturalism both society itself and government are natural for humans
and indeed, for pagans and Christians alike. Divine grace which is manifested by
and in Jesus Christ can evidently not be contradictory to, as “He areated everything
there is. Nothing exists that be didn’t maké’™, natural law as it is planted and inscribed at
the bottom of the heart of all human beings by God the Creator. This law of
nature is therefore the law and will of God relating to humans, His intention
displayed in the moral laws of the Ten Commandments and conscience. Due to
and after original sin it is only possible to reach salvation by soteriological means.
This became possible in Christ and this is about what Revelation, the /ex digna
relates. This, however, does not mean at all that the spitit of /x naturalis, the spiit,
and not the letters, of Law is no longer valid. Quite the contrary is true: “I did not
come to abolish the law of Moses or the writings of the prophets”. Thereby human
conscience was elevated as the truth of Christ present at the bottom of all humans
from birth on. Yet human nature which has become frail has to be made
remember this again and again. “Iiz humans the fact is already present that at the deepest level
of their spirit, as a mystery, God is bidden, Who loves then/”." Conscience is given to
everyone by the Creation. In Catholic theology conscience distinguishes between
good and bad and does not explicitely, but even more so implicitely, deal with the
Word of God which offers salvation. The latter, being the grace of God, is
certainly indispensable for attalrnng all that is either transcendentally and
Hnmanenﬂy good. After all, “self-merit” without grace has been discredited by
otiginal sin once and for all. Yet, according to what has been said so fat, next to the
“theological” ones the four cardinal or “political” deserts have received justification
ever since Macrobius distinguished them. They can even be viewed as means of
choosing the road eventually leading to salvation: “Adus virtutis politicae non est
indjfferens, sed est de se bonus, et i sit gratia informatus, erit meritoring”.”®

Similatly to conscience, human “common sense” is of onthological character
as well. This was also often identified with natural law. A thoroughgoing
investigation of the assertions in political theory of Neo-Thomist Jesuits opposing
the views of James I on the basis of principles detived from natural law ought to
be a matter of discourse within the frameworks of a chapter on James” pamphlets.
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Here we have to emphatically underline that absolutist theorists in the eatly
modern times shared the same premises ensuing from natural law their opponents
in political theory, the proponents and defenders of the right to resistance did. Out
of these premises the most general one was the deeply rooted belief in the
necessity of government.” On the basis of natural law argumentation humans are
social and political beings and the state, contrary to the view of St. Augustin, is not
a necessary bad thing but is simply necessary, even if one might think of its
coercive methods necessiated by human frailty bad. The evolution of the state is a
natural procedure and is in accord with human “inclination”. Once God has
entrusted people with some wordly purposes and tasks, people need to employ the
most efficient means to reach these ends. Human reason is one of the most
significant gifts of God to enable humans to recognize and make use of these
means. Provided that they follow their natural reason, humans can realize a lot of
their wordly happiness which is God’s will. This is just as much true of the non-
Christian world as of the Christian. It is justified to say that through St. Thomas
Catholic theologians and philosophers preceded the Protestants in laying the
fundaments of natural law reasoning in all respects.”’ At the same time it would
definitely be incorrect to think of the idea of the zus naturale as an exclusive sphere
of Catholic theology even if the original reluctance of Protestants to emphasize
the dignity of human reason is an undoubtable fact.*! Sommerville takes care to
underline that it was not merely the Anglican but also the Puritan writers who
shared the majority of ideas related to natural law™ “In fact Protestants believed that
corrmption had not entirely obliterated man’s ability o distinguish between good and evil>® Here
I need to refer to d’Entréves as well who maintains that natural law reasoning is so
important in Catholic theology that it significantly contributes to ecumenical
dialogue that Protestant theologians are continuously getting rid of their fears and
uneasy feelings of the idea of the /x naturalis™

Sommerville writes about the conviction of the necessity of the state and the
government going back to natural law principles that although Protestant writers
on political theory mainly connected coetcive government to the state after original
sin, at the same time they asserted that government existed even in Paradise.” The
decisive majority of Catholic and Protestant authors actually agreed that even prior
to otiginal sin there had been some need of a co-ordinated direction but it was

7 ]. P SOMMERVILLE, Politics and Ideology in England, 1603-1640 (London-New York: 1986), 17.
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only the corruption of human nature which made it necessary to threaten those
with punishments who did not conform to the commands of the magistrates.”
What was of crucial importance was the concept that in order to make people
subject to positive laws a system of norms was needed which was independent of
human laws. This, Sommerville writes analyzing the views proposed by the learned
English common lawyer John Selden, could not be anything else but the law of
nature which was made and insctibed in all people by God Himself.*” The relations
between the absolute ruler and the zus divinum and the ius naturale on the one hand
(52t lege, legibus alligatus), and the lex humana, ot as it was also called, the /x civilis ot ius
positivum on the other (legibus (ab)solutus) cannot be discussed in detail here. One
must assert that the “laws”, human measures contradictory of natural law were
void. No injustice can be codified. The role of human positive laws is then to
validate 2 foro externo the higher law which by virtue of their conscience all people
without regard to their religion ate # foro interno familiar with.* Natural law is
intellectus, 1. e. inherently true and reasonable and simultaneously, zoluntas,” 1. e. in
accord with and deriving from God’ will.”’ Both aspects undetline that the /e
naturalis is a vetitable law.

Let us now return to the ideas related to natural law of the defenders of
absolute royal power. One does not only have to bear in mind that absolutist
authors claimed that the ruler was bound by natural laws intrinsically equivalent
with divine law but also that, similatly to the proponents of resistance theories, the
absolutists, too, mostly derived their own governmental principles from natural law.
Sommerville writes about this question this way: “Nevertheless, it was not upon the
revealed will of God, expressed in the Bible, but upon the law of nature, inscribed in the heart of
everyone and discoverable by reason, that government was based””" 'This on the one hand
means that, as we have just seen, government is natural, necessary and realizable
for Christians and non-Christians alike, and on the othet, as I have also pointed
out, Biblical, theological arguments had a distinguished, though rather “honorary”
place in the political thinking of absolutist authors such as King James VI. The real
fundament of reasoning was constituted by the legal approach. This made both
the concept of the natural law in the Aristotelian sense as it found its way back to
Wiestern thought from the 13" century onwards and the Roman law indispensable.
Of the former ]. P Sommerville believes that an understanding of Stuart political
thinking is completely impossible without a proper knowledge of the concept of
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natural law”* “The concept of the law of nature was crucial in the thought of the absoltists”
The arguments for absolute royal power were merely reinforced by the Holy Writ.
‘The ultima ratio was the law of nature. “Ihe key piece of reasoning for absolutism ran like
this. By nature man needs to live in society. But society cannot survive unless it is directed by a
sovereign governor. So nature requires sovereignty. It was the law of nature, then, which made
governors absolute sovereigns. Since God was the anthor of nature, and since natural law was a
subdivision of God’s law, it followed that rulers derive their sovereign power from God aloné”*

Now I take into account all the places of The Trew Iaw where James mentions
the terms “namré’, “natural’, or their derivatives. In the first place the subtitle of the
work itself must be remembered where we find the expression “naturall Subiects™.
As it is known, the author repeats this at the beginning of the main text. Not in the
order they are mentioned but grouping them according to their contents let me
quote the following structures of words: “Zheir natine King”, “their natine and righteons
king”." “natine conntry’,)® “my natine countric’)” “naturall Father)" “naturall love” (of
the Father towards his children),”" “naturall 3eale’)" “naturall zeale and duety™ (this
expression appears twice, for the second time followed by the words “natine
country”), and “naturall kingdome™". Besides these we find the following: “the Law of
Naturé® (it appears altogether four times in the work)," “#he cormption of his owne
naturé” (. e. Sauly),'" “by the conrse of nature’"" “is naturall to all creatures to crane’)""
“monstrons and umnaturall’'” “monstrons and unnaturall rebellions”""" “unnaturally follow
this example, 1o be endued with their viperons nature™"'.

Evaluating the evident “naturalism”of King James in The Tray Law E D.
Wormuth and M. A. Judson emphasized that the structures including the attribute

“natnral’ are just as much characteristic of the work as the language of divine right
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itself."* What can be the significance of this “naturalism”? What actually can the
expression “saturall Father”, “natine King” ot “naturall Subiects” meane It is my deep
conviction that these ad}ectlval constructions served to help James express the
virtually important, strong, and inseparable connection between the sovereign and
his people. In what is to follow I intend to give a detailed account of the medieval
legacy of this.

One has to remember that on the basis of the law of nature King James calls
the sovereign the “naturall Father” of the vassals. To understand this one needs to
know the correct meaning of the attribute “uamralis’ going back to the verb

“nascor, nasceré’ within the system of relations of vassalage. The word “natmralis”,

“natural” was used in the 11" and 12" centuries in the context of vassalage. The
link between vassal and his dominus was deemed natural in case this link was
hereditary and legitimate. In the 13" century this word started to be used to
describe the links between the sovereign and the people. “The strength of the majority
of later medieval Enrgpean states was that they appeared natural to their inbhabitants” !

In my view, the expression “naturall Subiects” in the subtitle of The Trew Law is
understood correctly if it is emphasized that those who were born in(to) a given
kingdom were looked upon as natural subjects. The natural subject was someone
who was born into the rggnum, therefore he was loyal and evidently and naturally
obedient to the 7ex. The law of nature prescribes for everybody that they be loyal
to the community conceived of as the wmmmunitas perfectissina, the regnum as well as
to its natural governor, the monarch. This is in close connection with the already
examined concept that it is according to human nature, what is more, it inevitably
follows from it, that humans live in communities the most advanced of which is
the political community, the state. In completely extreme cases those living outside
the state were not even considered human. It was the view of St. Thomas of
Aquinas that a virtuous subject must not even refrain from deposing himself to life
danger for the sake of the defence of the community natural for him, i. e. the
native country. Henry of Ghent compared those “giving their life for their
friends™!* to the sacrifice of Christ on the Cross. Following the pattern when at
the time of the crusades taxes were collected pro defensione (necessitate) Terrae Sanctae, it
soon became customary to levy taxes pro defensione (necessitate) regni. Especially in
France, from the mid-13"-century on this was done ad defensionem (tuitionem) patriae,
ot, as it was formulated under Philip (IV) the Fait, ad defonsionem natalis patriae"”
According to the outcry of the Virgin of Otleans all who waged war against the
holy kingdom of France were fighting against King Christ.""*
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B. Guenée enumerates authoritative medieval examples for illustrating the
content and significance of the expression “nafuralis” and its derivatives. Gerald of
Wales, who died in 1220, described the Welshmen as “the natural inhabitants™ of
their country. In the middle of the 13" century the Dominican doctors at the
University of Paris defined the notion of the fraternitas naturalis that meant the
bonds among the inhabitants of a given kingdom and, at the same time, prevented
them to ally themselves with anybody else living outside the realm."” At the turn
of the 13" and 14" centuries the French made a distinction between those who
wete born within the regnum and those who came from outside (de foris venientes).
The latter were also alluded to by the word “ex#rane’’. Earlier, this expression had
been used also in cases when somebody came from another province or town.""
From the turn of the century on, however, expressively “foreigners” were meant
by the term who could by no means counted among the natural subjects.

Guenée’s further strong claim is that by the beginning of the 14" century
“national feeling” has appeared. Although it has evidently nothing to do with the
modern sense of the word, nevertheless it was there in its germs as ealy as the 14"
century. In 1328, after the extinction of the Capet dynasty the English King
Edward III claimed the throne of France for himself. What he alluded to was
heritage via the female line. This was definitely a nonsense in France according to
the Lex Salica. Furthermore, Guenée adds, he was unacceptable for the French
because “he was simply English”."” Philip of Valois, who came to the crown as
Philip VI thereby founding the Valois dynasty, howevert, could become King in
France because he was born in the kingdom — as an English chronicle also
concedes and relates.'”

On the basis of what has been said above we know morte about the essence
of the relations between a “natural King” and his “natural subjects”. A person who
was born in(to) the realm is the natural subject of a King born in(to) the same
kingdom. Thus the former has a natural obedience and obligation towards the
latter who is his natural sovereign. This is comparable to the meaning of the term
“naturali” employed in the 11" and 12" centuries in the arguments for the bonds in
vassalage. As James emphasizes it many times in The Trew Law both the natural
subject and the natural King are due to express a “natural geale” towards their “natine
countrie’, a term itself derived from the same stem as the word “naturalis’. This
natural and therefore very close link is formed by the law of nature. James does not
only make use of the expression “natine King’ but also of “naturall Fathet”, the two
being virtually equal. This is why this link has its strength by natural law in a
constitutive way. It is by the law of nature that it becomes legitimate. At the same
time, as James puts it'"*', this link turns into a visibly strong relation at the time of

117 GUENEE 1985, 64,
18 Thid, 64.
19 Thid., 64.
120 Thid, 64.
121 Thid, 65.

134



SOVEREIGNTY IN THE POLITICAL THOUGHT OF JAMES VI, KING OF SCOTS

“Coronation”. One might say that the act of crowning as well as the coronation
oath already discussed in the vein of James, i. e. the fundamental laws having the
strength of natural law play the declarative role.

The King inherits the rggmum in a natural way, by his birth. Along with it,
however, he also inherits all the natural subjects of his born in(to) the same
kingdom. By the law of nature the “natural”; legitimate subjects are part of the
heritage of the “natural”, lawful King along with the kingdom. So the subjects are
inherited subjects. As I have already pointed out, it was inheritance and legitimacy
which together meant and safeguarded that this link between monarch and his
people be “natmralis”, natural, exactly in full accord with what has been maintained
about the relations in vassalage in the 11" and 12" centuries. As in vassalage, so far
James inheritance and legitimacy were egual with the natural link. In the former
one has to do with the connections between dominus and homo, in the latter with
those between rex and subiectus. The King and the people are each other’s natural
partners. Both have their natural obligations, too. In the part discussed here James
investigates the position and the obligations of the ruler. These obligations, just as
much as those of the subjects, originate and evidently follow from natural law: It is
exactly this argument by the law of nature, or legal arguments in general which
form the core of James’ reasoning. This becomes really clear in the part where
natural law is treated as the third pillar of government. Taking into consideration
the essential identity of natural and divine laws one has nothing to be surprised at
that the enumeration of the royal tasks on the basis of the law of nature widely
coincides with the Biblical arguments and quotations. What one must bear in mind
is that the gravity of argumentation is on the legal-philosophical reasons and not
on the Biblical citations. “IThe Bible was quoted by authors like James in order to underline
their - arguments, arguments which were proved by law, especially by natural law” .
Notwithstanding the title, in his main wotk “Politigue firée ...”. Bossuet does not
take his chief arguments from the Holy Scriptures but from the law of nature.
What Aristotle has said was reinforced by the Holy Spitit - the argument runs.'” It
is well known that the bishop was an emblematic figure of absolutism by divine
right. The fact that even in his case theological arguments only have the role of
reinforcement next to a legal-philosophical language and way of thinking is of
crucial importance. A thoroughgoing examination of the written works and
speeches of King James (VI) I will have the conclusion that he borrowed his chief
reasons from the law of nature. One must not be misled by the expression
“absolute monarchy by divine right”” The already mentioned conviction has to be
maintained at all rate that without a legal-philosophical system of arguments there
could be no word of divine right absolutism. It is not to be discussed here why and
in what sense it is mote correct to use the term “absolutism by divine right” instead
of the formula “divine right of kings”. It must be referred to the fact that just
because a political author held absolutist views it did not at all automatically mean
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that the same author was also a representative of divine right theory. Absolute
monarchy by divine right can be looked upon as only one, though undoubtedly
widely spread version of the various theoties of absolutism. The most striking
feature of absolutism is that the sovereign is above positive law: It is possible for
him or her exactly because he or she was bound by the law of nature. Yet, even if
we revert the formula we do not necessatily arrive at a correct conclusion: a
theoretician of the “divine right”” was not automatically an absolutist thinker at the
same time'*", As I have demonstrated above, besides the divine right of kings a
number of other “divine rights” were known, all that referred to others. It is
another question that the majority of divine right absolutist authors, including King
James, accepted for example the divine right of the bishops. What is more, as it is
well known, he was even an ardent defender of that.

On the basis of natural law anything needs to be condemned that contradicts
nature, natural inclination, one might say, common sense (in the present case the
common, reasonable interest of King and subjects). For the subjects the King is
“natural and lawful”. As the expression “natiue King’ also emerges, the term
“natural” could actually be rendered as “born in(to) the realm”. Obedience to a
King like this is a natural obligation. We have seen how closely and intrinsically the
notion of obligation was connected to the meaning of “uamralis’. It can therefore
be no mere chance that King James devotes the very end of the last but one
paragraph of the work to the “dutifill subiects”> What is more, the last two words
of The Trew Law ate essentially the same: “obedient subiects”.”** After this, James did
not attach anything else to the work but the letters “FINIS” at the bottom of the
page. Obedience, the loyalty of the subjects as it emerges from the connotations
of “natmrali’ is of utmost importance for James. This is the common and basic
interest of everyone as it necessarily follows from the law of nature. It is actually
not the task of the King to declare a revolt unnatural. This is done by the /o
naturalis itself.

In the light of what has been said of the s naturale as well as of the role the
word “namralis’ played in classical medieval thinking about vassalage, I deem it
justified to assume that King James’ parallelisms between King and father as well as
the structures including the attribute “natural” reveal more of the essence of the
author’s argumentation than what is evident of the parallelisms at their first and
superficial reading,

It is to be taken into account that the core of the eatly modern version of
divine right is tangible in the medieval divine right theory which has been
completed by the idea of hereditary monarchy. It is known that throughout the
centuries the principles of election and inheritence rather completed than excluded
one another.'”’ It is also important that in France and in England alike it was from
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the 70s of the 13" century on that it became a practice for rulers to count the years
of the rule automatically from the death of their predecessor, their father and not
from their own coronation or anointing, The importance of this was that quite
simply and naturally (sicl), they became Kings by birthright. “In places where election
disappeared and hereditary right was affirmed, the coronation gradually lost ifs constitutive
Jored”** In the centuries of the late Middle Ages coronation gradually lost some of
its former significance although exactly in France the vicissitudes of the Hundred
Years’ Wars slowed down this process in a sense. Let us just think of how strongly
Joan of Arc insisted on the coronation ceremony in Reims. “Iz #he later Middle Ages
it was no longer the coronation, rarely an election, but almost abyays clearly defined hereditary right
that now made a legitimate king”"> Moreover, a formula is known from England from
the year 1307 which says that Edward 11 is “a/ready king of England by inberitance and
descent™™ - Accordingly, he started his reign on the day following his father’s death.
This practice survived some two centuries. In the mid-16" century even this
interregnum of one single day vanished.

By discussing the principle unavoidably ensuing from the law of nature that the
“natural” King who was born in(to) the kingdom both in terms of regmum and
officinm inherited his land and the people, the subjects of it in a natural way I
virtually demonstrated the corner-stone of the new; eatly modern version of divine
right. However, in The Trew Law of Free Monarchies we read about much more than
the appearance of a modernized version of divine right. Here it is the a prior,
general legal-philosophical argumentation which is decisive. This entails that the
author introduces himself as a King who is above human positive laws which
therefore do not bind him. He is /egibus solutus. This is already the wotld of the
absolute monarchy based on divine right. James even refers to himself with the
expression “free and absolute Monarche™™". In what comes below I will primarily have
to ponder over the meaning of the attribute fw, in search of an answer to the
question whether it could mean more than that the kingdom is not elective but
hereditary. Are we justified in saying that the “free” monarchy and monarch are
synonyms of the “absolute” monarchy and monarch? So as to be able to find a
reliable answer to this one has to examine the standpoint of King James
concerning the obligations of the subjects. This seems to be even more practical
because by enumerating the duties of the “natural subjects” James actually reveals
to us the nature of the rule of the sovereign as well as its possible restrictions. We
might basically assert that whereas in the first part he treats the King’s obligations,
in the second he discusses the nature of the King’s reign.

Now we have to turn to the second great structural unit of The Trew Law in
which King James elucidates the duties of the subjects towards him. He introduces
this unit by these words: “/As o the other branch of this mutuall and reciprock band, is the
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dnety and alleageance that the 1 ieges owe to their King: the ground whereof, I take out of the words
of Sammel, dited by Gods Spirit, when God had ginen bim commandement to heare the pegples
voice in choosing and annointing them a King””" This means that James makes it perfectly
clear in advance that he understands by the duties of the subjects nothing but the
“duety and alleageance” towards their King, It is reasonable to get to know more about
the quotation from the Old Testament to which James here alludes and the text of
which he inserts word by word. This is the 8" part of the First Book of Samuel
from verse 9 to verse 20 continuously. In the first unit James has already referred to
this place once, as I pointed out there.

In the above mentioned part of the First Book of Samuel we can read that
after Samuel had grown old and his sons whom he had designated as judges over
the people had not followed his righteous way, the elders of Israel went to Samuel
and asked him for a King, As “Samuel was very upset with their request”>, he turned to
the Lord in prayer Who, however, gave him the command to fulfill the wish of the
people, after all, they did not rebel against Samuel but against God with their
dissatisfaction. Nonetheless the Lord also prescribed for Samuel the task to let the
people know what kinds of rights and power the would-be King would have.
Samuel acted accordingly, depicting the power of the King with rather horrifying
pictures. The King would have full right of disposition of the sons and daughters
of Israel as well as of their movable and immovable properties. However, not even
these harsh words prevented the Jews from persisting in their original pursuit:
“Nay, but there shalbe a King ouer vs. And we also will be like all other Nations, and our King
shall iudge vs, and goe out before vs, and fight onr battels”*

As it can be seen, James VI inaugurates the obligations of the subjects by
quotations from the Holy Writ, not unlike in the case of the royal duties. The
problem that emerges here, i. e. why God’s order elected a King for Israel in the
person of Saul who then diverged from the righteous way, James explains to the
readers this way: Saul was selected by God with respect to his virtues and abilities
for leadership “whereas his defection sprung after-hand from the corruption of his owne
naturé’.”> God was ready to fulfill the wish of the people, in spite of the fact that
by their wish they had renounced Him to a certain extent. It was only God Who
could give them Saul even if they had asked him for themselves. This point is
decisive in divine right theory: the ruler’s power comes directly from God. James
underlines this in the following versions: “zhe election of that King lay absolutely and
immiediately in Gods hand”;”™ “by God”;"" “For as ye could not hane obtained one without the
perntission and ordinance of God, s0 may yee no more, fro hee be once set oner you, shake him off
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without the same warrant’;”® and, finally, “Je that hath the only power to make him, hath the
onely power to vnmake bind”". Tt is obvious that to revolt against the King would
imply a disregard for the will of God. James makes the “rights” of the subjects as
clear as possible: “aznd ye onely [to] obey, bearing with these strails that I now foreshew you'”. 0
With these words the author gives voice to an old conviction of his: the subjects
can never exercise active resistance against the ruler.

King James VI found the aforementioned part of the First Book of Samuel
“so pertinent of our purpose™* that he not merely inserted it into his text word by
word but he repeated first verse 9, then verses 11-15, verse 18, and finally verses
19-20 once more. One has to say that in these parts he gives us paraphrases of the
Biblical text and he recapitulates the related arguments. His aim is to show “zhe
obedience that the peaple owe to their King in all respects”!** Actually, what he describes is
virtual tyranny, thereby underlining that revolts are not even allowed in the case of
tyrannical rule. He, however, implicitely lets us know that he, the King of Scots
himself is far from any intention to strive for any kind of tyranny. The method he
chooses is that he calls tyrannical rule which ignores the principle of “Zustice and
equiti”? a mockery of natural law: “So as inuerting the Law of nature, and office of a
King, your persons and the persons of your posteritie, together with your lands, and all that ye
possesse shal serne bis prinate vse, and inordinate appetit?’.”** We know that it is only the
tyrant who thinks that he is not bound by the zus naturale. Someone who neglects
the law of nature, trespasses against the whole community, actually contempting
common sense. It is of special importance that the tyrannical rule outlined by
James can be understood as both the subversion of “he Law of nature, and office of a
King’.'* As the political community is natural to humans, so is its leadership, the
office of the King; This in turn means again that active resistance against the King
would equal the negligence of the commands dictated by natural law. As a
consequence I can assert that King James decisively refutes tyranny which ignores
the /ex namralis and its majesty. Nonetheless, in perfect accord with the general
absolutist principles on government he clarifies that actual resistance, 1. e. rebellion
as the active form of resistance cannot even be lawful against the rule of a tyrant.

In the work King James practically resorts to the terms “subiects” and “vassals”
as synonyms and he uses them interchangeably.* Throughout The Trew Law a
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“line of vassalage”, a kind of argumentation going back to the relations of
vassalage can be detected. It is a well known fact that the essence of vassalage
indispensably involves a reciprocity and mutual link which is mentioned by James
in the subtitle of the work as well. Vassalage as it appeared in Western Europe at
the end of the early Middle Ages was indeed based on an agreement, a contract
between dominus and his vassal. This was an obviously mutual relation which put
the idea of taking responsibility for the other partner into the foreground. In spite
of all contrary claims, by means of this medieval practice based on Christian
principles vassalage contributed very much to the evolution of modern
constitutional views as well. It is true even if B. Tierney is right in his assertion that
one can find a similar establishment in Japan, too. Nevertheless, no constitutional
thinking developed there. It is indeed Tierney who attributes a decisive role to
Christianity in the evolution of the latter.'*’

Let us now return to the idea of vassalage itself that King James is at least as
consequent in referring to as to the “naturall” links “by birth” between the sovereign
and his subjects. Vassalage and the system of connections it implies, even if it can
be inherited, does not originally stem from birth but is based on the voluntary
contract of the two partners. From this point of view we have to say that similatly
to the alteration on the original meaning of reciprocity James VI fundamentally
modified the original meaning of vassalage, too. Yet I have to note that in one
certain respect King James was “professional” in all the places where in his work
he referred to himself as the chief “oser-lord”’ of the realm and to the subjects as his
“vassals”. The theory and practice that the oath of fidelity as well as vow of fidelity
(which differed from the former inasmuch it was an ecclesiastic liturgical element)
wete essentially identical with the oath of allegiance of the subjects went back to
Charlemagne, who made vassalage the fundament of statechood. In terms of this
James had all reason to identify “subiectns” and vassal. He had all right to maintain
that in Scotland “#he King is Domuinus omminm bonorum, and Domiinus directus totins
Donring, the whole subiects being but his vassals, and from him holding all their lands as their oner-
lora, who according to good seruices done vnto him, channgeth their holdings from tacke to few, from
ward to blanch, erecteth new Baronies and vniteth olde, without aduice or anthoritie of either
Parliament or any other subalterin indiciall seaté’.”*® 'The twofold structure of a traditional
strain of thought as well as of novelty is clearly manifested in these lines. In the
argumentation on political thinking of King James the idea of divine right on the
one hand and vassalage on the other can be viewed as a continuation of the
traditional line in “political science”. However, it must definitely be regarded as the
appearance of modernity that the concept of sovereignty clearly emerges in the
citation above as well. It is true even if there is no doubt that the forrunner of
sovereignty linked to the name of Jean Bodin has its roots in the Antiquities, in
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Ulpian’s formula and argument. At all rate, it is obvious that for James the concept
of vassalage is decisive as it can be witnessed in his remark on Parliament: the
Parliament “Us nothing else but the head Court of the king and his vassals”."” 'This is a good
reflection of the standpoint that Patliament has a jurisdictional role. However, we
have to see as well that King James attributes full and real Bodinian sovereignty to
the ruler whose will is truly law: After all, in Patliament “zhe lawes are but craned by bis
subjects, and onely made by him at their rogation, and with their aduice’.”™" Then he goes on
saying perhaps even more characteristically: “For albeit the king make daily statutes and
ordinances, enigyning such paines thereto as hee thinkes meet, without any aduice of Parliament or
estates; et 1t lies in the power of 1o Parliament, to mafke any kinde of Lawe or Statute, withont
bis Scepter be to i1, for gining it the force of a Lan”.”" With regard to the expressions “with
their aduice’ and “without any aduie?” James contradicted himself, yet it is obvious that
the Parliament alone can never make laws. Basically, it only has a right comparable
to consilium in vassalage provided that the ruler is in need of it at all. Gy. T. Szantd
correctly remarks that James was deeply convinced: “iz his countries he was the sole
source and defender of lan”.>* 1 may refer hete to the opinion of Jean Bodin as well
who held that legislation was the most important preliminary condition, the size gua
non of sovereignty (“aiestas” in his words of 1576): the sovereign’s first feature is
that he gives laws to all in general and to individuals in particular.

Going a bit further in the text of The Trew Law we can have a clear idea of
how James VI viewed the “contract” he kept referring to: “/As o this contract alledged
made at the coronation of a King, althongh 1 deny any such contract to bee made then, especially
containing such a clause irvitant as they alledge; yet I confesse, that a king at bis coronation, or at
the entry to his kingdonse, willingly promiseth to bis people, to discharge honorably and trewly the
office ginen hine by God oner them |...] 1 thinke no man that hath but the smallest entrance into the
cinil] Lany will donbt that of all Lan; either ciuil or mmnicipal of any nation, a contract cannot be
thought broken by the one partie, and so the other likewise o be freed therefro, except that first a
lanyfull trial] and cognition be had by the ordinary ludge of the breakers thereof: Or else enery man
may be both party and Iudge in his owne cause; which is absurd once to be thought. Now in this
contract (I say) betwixt the king and bis pegple, God is doubtles the only Tndge, both becanse to hint
onely the king must matke count of bis administration (as is oft said before) as likewise by the oath
in the coronation, God is made indge and reuenger of the breakers: For in his presence, as only
wudge of oaths, all oaths onght to be made. Then since God is the onely Iudge betwixt the hvo
parties contractors, the cognition and reuenge must onely appertaine to hin: 1t followes therefore of
necessitie, that God must first gine sentence ypon the King that breaketh, before the people can
thinke themselues freed of their oath™. 1 have deemed it reasonable to insert this
quotation here for it throws some light upon the essence of James’ views on a
“contract’. On the one hand we have to note that he is very good at reasoning
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when he expounds the ancient legal “axiom” according to which nobody can be a
judge in his own case. How then could the people, the subjects judge whether their
ruler has violated the “contract”™ In this case the people themselves would act as
judges in their own debated case which would amount to a legal absurdity! The
right to make judgements is the exclusive sphere of the Almighty. This right cannot
be taken away from Him by the people. Moreover, James reinforces his way of
reasoning with the help of a further clever move! He assertes that not even the
sovereign, the other partner can renounce that “agreement” in case the people
have rebelled against him, saying that now he is entitled to make them perish all."*
How then could the people make judgement in a reverse caser!

The quotation above, however, has a further, perhaps even more important
lesson. The essence of this is that with the coronation oath discussed before an
actual contract between the sovereign and his people 7 made, nonetheless all this
happens in the majestic presence of the Lord. This is a contract which is practically
not made between the partners but before God and # God, # the only legitimate
judge and witness of the contract! If we recapitulate the idea of vassalage, this is
then not similar to the ceremony of Jomagium but the oath of fidelity which is
taken before the altar or in the presence of a relic! This is the core of Jacobean
“contractual” thought. As in many other respects, he thoroughly and wittingly
modifies the original meaning and content of the given expression.

A further aspect cannot be ignored here either. This is the Calvinian-Calvinist
covenant theory already mentioned which is intrinsically linked to the so-called
federal or covenant theology. As it also appears from the 7ndiciae, contra tyrannos,
the classical Huguenot work on the theory of resistance, within this tradition it is
not the contract but the covenant which is the key notion. The sovereign and the
community alike are joined to God separately by two covenants. The role of God
is the stipulatio, upon His stipulation the ruler promises to keep the people in the
true faith. The people likewise make the promise to sustain the true faith. All this
was likened to the case when the creditor insisted on a guarantor because of the
unreliable debtors.” Should either the prince or the people fail to keep their
promise, the other partner will have to bear the negative consequences of this,
too.””" It is obvious that this cannot mean a contractual relationship, after all, that
would imply a mutual obligation which is impossible in the case of God. This
relationship cannot be mutual. James must have been familiar with the idea of the
Calvinist covenant which implied for him the same though separate promises to
God. Even within the scope of this way of thinking one can assert that the
promise eventually is made to God. King James certainly does not derive from this
the possibility of resistance to the ruler which is a further sigh of his originality. As
a Calvinist he employs a tradition but he adapts it to his own needs.
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In the part of the work of James VI where he refutes the opponents of the
political theological views proposed by him, on one occasion he returns to that
aforementioned part where he discussed the wish of the people of Israel to have a
King of their own and, consequently, their resighation from their rights of
freedom. In the argument of the Scottish King the people may by no means
reclaim those “privileges” which they have already given up. It is nothing else but
the classical case of the finite and irrevocable alienation of powet! James argues, in
fact, convincingly that not even the prince can take back those privileges which he
or his predecessors have already given up. How then could the people do the
same? This is the real “mutual” link and “reciprocity” which is so conspicuous in
the subtitle of the work! In a certain aspect, both the King and the people have
bound themselves. The difference is that in the case of the former only God can
be thought of as a judge, after all, the King actually took his coronation oath not
merely in the presence of God but # God.

King James’ assertion is also worth considering that though the sovereign
binds himself, this he does only “of his good will, and for good example-giuing to his
subiects”™". 'This holds equally true of the observance of abstinence from meat in
the Lenten Period (an abstinence originally not annuled by either the Scottish or
the English Reformation) and the measures controlling the vatious types of guns
and the right to carry them. “So as I hane alreadie said, a good King, although hee be abone
the Lam;, will subiect and frame bis actions thereto, for examples sake to bis subiects, and of his
owne free-will, but not as sublect or bound thereto”>* Nothing can be more obvious that
this is the totally clear and evident appearance in King James’ work of the ancient
lexc digna which does not in the least alter the principle of princeps legibus (ab)solutus esh
At the same time, it might mean that, just like in Bodin’s view, the King cannot
violate a valid law but he has the authority to annul it and make a new instead of it.
Thus he stands above positive law:

As the argument of the Scottish King goes all that was forbidden for the Jews
is likewise prohibited for “al/ Christian and well founded Monarchies™ as well, after all,
the latter have to be built on the model of the “Kingdome and Monarchie™ of the
Jews as the Kingdom of Israel and its laws were founded by the Almighty God
Himself. And rebellion was expressively prohibited by God for the Jews, even
rebellion against a possible tyrannical rule. In James’s view there can hardly be a
greater tyranny than the one depicted by Samuel before the people of Israel based
upon the words of God. Nevertheless, King James continues, “we neuer reade, that
euer the Prophets perswaded the pegple to rebell against the Prince, how vicked soene he was.”""'
The royal author enumerates concrete examples from the Holy Wit to
demonstrate that neither the Old, nor the New Testament know the idea of an
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active resistance against the ruler. King ]ames gives Samuel, David, and Elijah
much more credit before their people than to “any of our seditions preachers in these
daies of whatsoener religion.”'™ Here he is willing to concede that his tone is ironical:
the great figures of the Old Testament never exgaloned their influence to inspire
the people to revolt while “either in this comntrey™> (i. e. in Scotland) or in France
many “busied themselues most to stir vp rebellion vnder cloake of religion””** That certain
“robe of religion” which is so familiar from Marxist historiography is in James’
work clearly Hookerian in character. It is also obvious whom he meant by these
people: Catholic theoreticians but even more so the Dissenters who enlarge
completely indifferent religious questions just with the intention to subvert order in
the state. This was the view of Hooker and this is the opinion of James, too. We
can say without hesitation that in order to express this view James did not even
necessarily have to be a divine right absolutist thinker, as evidently Richard Hooker
was no representative of this strain of thought. Furthermore, King James refutes
the view that one can still find in the Bible “extraordinarie exanmples of degrading or
killing of kings”™'®. He namely means that on this basis all the other obvious sins and
vicious things like murder, steeling, telling lies etc. that are really frequently alluded
to on the pages of the Scriptures would be allowed as they can be found in the
Bible. The truth is, that these are there to deter people, to demonstrate sin as such.
The same can be said of all kinds of revolts. Christ commands to render unto
Caesar what is Caesar’s — the author continues his argumentation. A rebellion is out
of question even in the case of the Lotrd’s elect people, how then could anyone
else take the liberty to do the same? James says that the King is “Gods Lieutenant in
earth™® whose commands need to be followed without condition but the ones
directly against God, i. e. the ones aimed at violating the /ex divina and/or the lex
naturalis. Not even in this case, however, does remain any other choice but the silent
suffering of the martyrs of early Christianity. It is evident that in case of passive
disobedience a prince who has turned into a tyrant will surely persecute the people.
In times like this the people have to be especially zealous in their prayers for the
conversion of the sovereign. If this still does not follow; the people have to be
ready to accept sufferings and even martyrdom. It is conspicuous that James’ above
mentioned standpoint which sounds so horribly to modern ears is identical with
the original concepts of Luther, Melanchthon, Jonas, and Spalatin. That was the
time when in their eyes the sovereigns were still “gods”. Luther himself, the great
Reformer openly admired Emperor Charles V. We know, however, that late in
October 1530, in the Torgau Palace the representatives of the freshly declared (and
later several times to a lesser extent modified) Augsburg Confession, under the
compulsion of the circumstances abandoned their original views on the question
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of obedience to political authority. King James did not resort to recalling his
teachings of this kind but in his speeches in the London Parliament his tone was
completely different. Here we have to make clear that James, although he must
have backed the aforementioned, strict and original standpoint of Protestants he
formed his words in a bold way, even if not as the first in the history of political
thought. At any rate, it is sure that he envisaged both divine and natural laws as
binding him as I have already tried to prove it. His political practice then leaves no
doubt about this whatsoever. Still, in The Trew Law he sums up the duties of the
people as subjects in these words: “Ihou shalt not rayle vpon the Iudges, neither speake enill
of the ruler of thy pegple” "’

We have seen that in the system of arguments of King James Biblical parables
and parallelisms, the language G. Burgess dubbed as “theological”'®® is though
always in the first place as far as its dignity is concerned but in terms of significance
it can merely be estimated as the second. This is more than evident in the part
where the duty of “alleagance’ of the subjects towards their prince is discerned.
Here, namely, we first find a number of citations from the Holy Writ, all that we
have already met. Then James draws a bold caesura and declares that to his own
country, Scotland, the patterns of the Scriptures cannot be applied.'” What we
witness here is that that Biblical words strengthen, reinforce, and illustrate royal
power (this is why the King inserted them into his work), but as far as the
beginnings of the Scottish Kingdom are regarded, that happened in a totally
different way than in the case of Old Testament Jews where the people asked for a
King for themselves. Although James acknowledges that in the first petiod in many
states in “diuers commonwealths and societies of men choosed out one anong themselues, who for
bis vertues and valour, being more eminent then the rest, was chosen out by them, and set vp in that
roomse, to maintaine the weakest in their 1ight, to throw downe gppressours, and to foster and
continne the societie anmong men: which conld not otherwise, but by vertue of that vnitie be wel
doné’"’. These general statements on the office of the King are fundamentally
identical with the royal role that James has already detailed, without regard to its
origin. Yet in his country as in many others the kingdoms “had their beginning in a
Jarre contrary fashion” "

What did actually happen in Scotland? This is the way James describes the
beginnings of the Scottish Kingdom: “For as our Chronicles beare witnesse, this Ile, and
especially our part of 11, being scantly inbabited, but by very few, and they as barbarons and scant
of cinilitie, as number, there comes onr first King Fergus, with a great number with him, ont of
Ireland, which was long inbabited before vs, and making bimselfe master of the countrey, by his
owne friendship, and force as well of the Ireland-men that came with him, as of the conntrey-men
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that willingly fell to hin, hee made bimselfe King and Lord, as well of the whole landes, as of the
whole inbabitants within the samé’!” This is a sheer and clear definition of the
conquest theory. James embeds his evident legal argumentation into a (disputable)
historical relation. The very fact of the conquest itself has legitimated the rules of
the Kings of Scots, his ancestors. This conquest therefore has a legitimating effect
on his own reign as well. To use the words of ]. G. A. Pocock James had to prove
that the laws were made “az a #ime when there was already a king’, “and who sanctioned
them was certainly the king” "

Pocock elaborated on this while treating “the ancient constitution and the
feudal law” of England, i. e. when he was in search of the roots of English
common law. What interests us here in this Scottish context is that James attacks
and refutes the belief that the laws had preceded the Kings by means of an
outspoken “legisdatic”’, a “royal giving of laws” which can be very well linked to a
certain time. The supporters of the wos docendi Gallieus led by Francois Hotman
stressed the importance of feudal law and an independent French legal historical
evolution going back to the times of the Gaul, thereby trying to push back the
overwhelming dominance of Roman law which they deemed was anachronistic. It
was the French absolutist thinkers who represented views strongly opposing feudal
law'™ Tn our case, however, the Scottish King James VI wittingly connects the
above mentioned feudal reasoning and the conquest of Fergus normally linked to
the 5" century A. D: by this conquest the King of Scots became the chief
“ovetlord” of the entire country and the subjects became his vassals. Indeed, as we
have seen, this happened in the most natural way, by means of birth into the
kingdom. As a matter of fact, everybody who was born in Scotland after this
conquest, was and is subject to the natural government of the prince who had
become King as a result of the conquest by Fergus.

One can meet the concept of necessitas whete in the view of James Fergus and

his descendants coming to the rule in this way gave newer a newer laws to the
“Barbarians” who had lacked all kinds of laws before. This /qu;daﬁo namely

happened “as the accasion required”.™ First of all, howevet, Fergus, “#he wise king”"
had to face the task of establishing the “estate and forme of governement’” James
makes an allusion to “zhe rolles of our Chancellery”, “which containe onr eldest and
fundamentall Lawes™™ and which cleatly prove that “The kings therefore in Scotland were
before any estates or rankes of men within the sane, before any Parliaments were holden, or lawes

made: and by them was the land distributed (which at the first was whole theirs)”."” The latter
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statement is in accord with the idea of the patrimonial kingdom. James obviously
puts the emphasis on the assertion that in Scotland “&zngs were the authors and matkers
of the Lawes, and not the Lawes of the Kings”."" In my estimation the statement made
by J. Wormald that in The Trew Law King James “rewrites Scottish history”™™" is a
correct one. He ignores the history of those forty Scottish Kings who are
mentioned in the “Veremundus’ written by Hector Boece, rector of Aberdeen
University, a friend of Erasmus and a contemporary of John Mair. In the views of
Boece and those of the tutor of James, Buchanan these Kings have all been
dethroned one by one. Instead of these rulers James emphasizes the person of
Fergus, King of Dalriada. It is true, nothing could be farther afield from King
James” mind than to accept that the monarch can be deposed by the people, what
is more, they could even have him executed. James must have been depressed
enough by the horrible experiences he made in his childhood. That was the time
when regents in turn were assassinated in Scotland. George Buchanan’s frightening
stories and teachings must have contributed to this state of mind of James when
the former terrified his pupil by telling him what kind of future awaits those rulers
who are “disobedient” to the subjects. Buchanan even claimed that it was “Scottish
custom”. J. Wormald’s psychological explanation is remarkable'® which 1 can
evaluate as most likely According to this James in The Trew Law sort of
“psychologically got rid of” all the nightmarish experiences of his childhood as
well as what Buchanan had taught him. These were in sharp contrast both with the
contents of the other books he discovered in his own library with great relief and
joy such as the Institut du Prince of Guillaume Budé or the Républigue by Jean Bodin
and his own deep conviction and the desire of his heart. I may add: finally, at last,
he was able to “absolve” his mother in himself, a mother who had been dectied as
a vicious arch-enemy:

To achieve all this, however, the idea of the absolute monarchy by divine right
was indispensable. Seemingly, we find an incongruence between this theory and the
Fergus-story that has just been related. The latter, namely, evidently fits into the row
of historical conquest theoties. Accordingly, in his reasoning James fully omits
from the Roman principle of the /ex regia the idea that the people delegate their
power to the ruler. This is true of popular sovereignty, too. What remains is the
second element that can be detived from the /ex regia: the idea that the will of the
ruler is law: This is justifiable on the basis of Ulpian’ sentence “Quod principi placuit
legis habet vigorens”. In Scotland, however, as James tells us, there was a conquest, so
royal will evidently has the strength of law by this conquest. The royal descendants
inherit the throne, the realm, and all the natural subjects 2born into” it from Fergus.
It is the natural duty of these subjects to obey their natural lord and King, Here
James actually resorts to the old and practical papal terminology: in the case of the
Pope, too, the woluntas prineipis was the sole fountain of the laws, the principles
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governing Church discipline and practice. He is the only person “from whom” the
laws originate in the Church. The Pope is a veritable princeps legibus solutus. Likewise
in Scotland, all the laws “flow” from the will and insight of the absolute ruler,
“Kings were the actual law-givers” ! The ancestors of James came to the throne by
conquest. The throne which was aquired by conquest James inherited in a natural, 1.
e. true, righteous, and legitimate way. This has the consequence that all the sphere
of authority that belonged once the Fergus belongs now to him alone. We could
see that even in the case of Old Testament Israel the delegation of power was
irrevocable for once and for all. In the primitive history of the Scots, moreover,
one finds something completely different. Here the conquest made King Fergus
absolute lord over all his subjects without any regard to popular will. Besides these,
James does not forget to mention that, whereas in England William the Conqueror
“Cchanged the Tawes™™ 1. e. the laws that had already existed (in full contrast with the
myth of an ancient Enghsh constitution that was maintained and reinforced by the
“Bastard”, a view proposed by English common lawyers), Fergus, coming from
Ireland found a Barbarian country, so he was the very first to give laws to the Scots,
thereby civilizing them. To illustrate the legal continuity between King Fergus and
King James VI let me quote here James’ opinion: “/Aud it is here likewise to be noted,
that the duty and alleageance, which the peaple sweareth to their prince, is not only bound to
themseles, but likewise to their lanfull beires and posterity, the lineall succession of crowns being
begun among the peaple of God, and happily continned in diners dhistian common-wealths?”."™ Tt
is another clear allusion to the people of the Old Testament. At the same time it is
a natural and obvious basis of argumentation especially for a Protestant Christian
ruler. It was primarily true in a period when towards the end of his reign, the
Separatist “Pilgrim Fathers” led by their governor William Bradford and sailing to
the New World in 1620 as well as the Congregationalist Puritans commanded by
John Winthrop, who envisaged the “city upon a hill”; i. e. Boston were all eager to
realize the “New Jerusalem”, the “New Israel”. Although it is difficult to assume
that James shared the ecclesiological views of even the latter, more moderate
group, allusions to the Old Testament and patterns and parallelisms taken from it
form not only a characteristic feature of Protestatism in the confessional era but
also very well exemplify the identity of “Old England” as God’s newly chosen
people, as the new “Elect”. When preparing the wotk James definitely only
possessed the throne of Scotland, nonetheless, the parallelisms above can hardly
have sounded strange and weird in the ears of the English subjects a couple of
years later. This is not irrelevant from the point of view of the reception of the
work in England.

I have already argued that in James’ political thinking this legal aspect, this
obvious act of wide-ranging consequences is much more important than the
Biblical references in themselves. Thus we can hope to bridge the gap between the
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aforementioned, seemingly contradictory facts of the conquest on the one hand
and divine right kingship on the other. In this respect it is over-important for us to
make clear that there is e fundamental difference between how political authority is
acquired and how it is made legitimate. In brief one might say that the right to the
throne of a ruler who came to the crown by conquest can easily be the result of
divine will as well. What is more, in the way of thinking of the contemporaries it
was in all likelihood the definite manifestation of it. The difference can be found
between the right to rule and the actual source of power. And indeed, “Obey #he
Government, for God is the one who put it theré”™™. This verse of the Epistle to the
Romans was a key Biblical quotation of especially Protestant political thought in
the 16" century. Moreover, Jesus Christ tells Pilate: “You would have no power over me at
all unless it were given o you from above™. Evidently, King James was also aquainted
with the fact that the Roman governor did not receive his office directly “from
above”. “The title unto an anthority is not withont the meanes of man, but the anthority ifself is
immediately from God™™. 1t is to be underlined that it is inevitable for both divine
right and divine right absolutism that the power of the ruler be directly from God.
If this condition is met, it is far less important how one actually comes to powet!
This can even be election as it was shown by King James by the pattern of the Old
Testament “election of a ruler”. Nonetheless, the King was given even to the
people of Israel by the Lotd, and indeed, in a direct way. The means by which one
comes to powet, however, can likewise be a conquest as well. “The idea that conquest,
at least in a just war, gives the victor absolute sovereignty over the vanquished was widely accepted on
botly sides of the Channel. Since the conqueror could put the defeated population to death, the
argument ran, it was only reasonable that he acquire absolute rights over it if he chose to spare
i, The statement made by L4sz16 Kontler according to which “I#, however, beconses
evident already in this work that Fergus bimself and conquest in general do not have much to do
with buttressing royal anthoritf "™ can only be shared inasmuch one is really in search
of the source of an origin of power and not the way one comes to it. The method,
the way in The Trew Law namely is unequivocally the conquest, after all, James
undetlines that in Scotland the foundation of the monarchy did not follow the Old
Testament “pattern”.””' However, the above mentioned opinion proposed by
Kontler is by all means acceptable for other works of James or rather, it is true
even here if we take the origin of royal power “from above” into consideration.
Kontler, who had no intention to evaluate this work, does not discuss this
distinction, although by making use of the term “buttressing”” he must have meant
the question of the origin, too. No parallel at all, however, can be drawn between
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“the establishment of the Jewish monarchy””* and the kingdom of James. As I have tried
to demonstrate, Biblical quotations have the role to illustrate and reinforce.
Legitimation itself is rendered by a legal argumentation. In order to have this,
James in The Trew Law relied on the conquest theory. What is decisive, however, is
that even the conquest was permitted by God. As in the case of an elected
monarchy the choice of the people designates a certain person to kingship yet the
only source and animator of royal power itself is undoubtedly the Creator, so a
conquest, too, designates a person to a position, nevertheless, his gfficium and potestas
is by God alone.

We would commit a mistake if we forgot to make mention here of the policy
James followed concerning the canon of 1606. In 16006, at the Council of
Canterbury upon urge of Bishop Overall the formula was agreed upon that a
government instituted and strengthened successfully by a rebel could hardly have
come into existence without the permission of the Lotd, therefore, the subjects are
to obey a de facto ruler of this kind as well.” It can easily be understood that James,
who at that time was King of England as well, must have found this
argumentation extraordinarily dangerous and suppressed the so-called
Convocation Book right at once. The conquering Fer%us of The Trew Law made no
reappearence here at all. One has to know that in 17"-century England for a long
time it was a ground for heated debates to decide the question how long a period
of time had to pass ere a rule established by conquest could be looked upon as
legitimate and not as a usurpation."™* In 1645 William Brall wrote that it was not
merely by reason of divine approval of a successful conquest that the conqueror
had to be obeyed but also by the simple fact that he guarantees the safety of the
people.” In the conviction of Hadrian Saravia and Dudley Digges when William
the Conqueror came to England he retained for himself the domzinium directum and
the subjects were only granted the dominium utile” This distinction between
proprietas and possessio known from Roman law is in accordance with King James’
standpoint he elaborated in The Trew Law, as we have seen. What is more, this view
of his he supports with a further example: he refers to “the Law of onr hoordes”."”
The King is the proprietor of all the treasures found in the soil of Scotland.
Furthermote, “If a person, inheritonr of any lands or goods, dye without any sort of heires, all
his landes and goods returne to the kind™™.

It is not merely Scotland, Fergus, and the power of the Scottish Kings James
writes about in his work but also the situation in England following the conquest
of the “Bastard of Normandie”"”. He maintains that William changed the laws of
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England, “/nuerted the order of gonernement, set downe the strangers bis followers in many of the
old possessonrs roomes™. He deems it important, however, to note that contrary to
England and other countries it has never occurred in his country that there was a
change in “the blood Royall, and kingly house, the kingdonse being reft by conguest from one to
another™". By claiming this he evidently intended to annul the tension between
conquest theory and the idea of hereditary monarchy.

For King James both theories were equally significant. Fergus established his
rule by his conquest, 1. e. divine approval, he himself sits on the throne of Scotland
as James VI by inheritance, descent, the principle of primogeniture. In fact, this is
made possible by God alone as well, after all, had God not wanted his rule, he
would not even have been born or would not have lived long enough to come to
the throne. It is true, in his case, this happened as soon as when he was thirteen
months old. Whatever the angle, everything can exist by the grace of God, Kings
derive their power directly from Him. What is sure, James has a hereditary right to
the crown of Scotland. We can add on the basis of the aforementioned things: he
has a hereditary and lawful, therefore natural rght to it. By God’s permission James
“was born into” the kingship. For James the King’ right to his crown is just as
much hereditary as the right of the eldest son of a possessor of a feudum militare
— argued Mcllwain.*"” Regarding the utmost significance of the principle of lawful
inheritance and descent I have already quoted the King when he discussed “zhe
lneall succession of crowns”. Here James makes clear the essence of his political theory:
he denies that anybody — especially the Pope — can absolve “ad fidem spiritualens” the
subjects from the oath of alleagance. This was later contested by his Jesuit
adversaries. James namely writes this: “So as n0 obiection either of heresie, or whatsoener
private statwe or law may free the pegple from their oath-gining to their kind™". He stresses
that coronation itself is only of declarative nature: “by birth, not by any right in the
coronation’”™*. 'Then he continues: [...] at the very moment of the expiring of the king the
reigning nearest and lawful heire entreth in bis place™”. Tt is the Almighty Lord Who
makes sure that there will always be an inheritor like this. “The crowne ever standing
Jull’ is a gift of God. This means that there is always a legitimate heir in the
kingdom. On this basis James refutes with horror the “zhe supertitions rebellion of the
ligners™ in France, 1. e. the policy of the Catholic Ieague against the converted
King Henry IV by which they thwarted that “so #he great desolation of *their whole
conntrey z‘/zgér natine and righteons king |[from] possessfing of] bis crowme and naturall
¢
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James VI proves that his rule is natural and is by God: he inherited the throne
legally and by lineal descent. This “naturalness” implies that he is the “naturall
Father’ of his “naturall Subiects”. Although James does not base his arguments in The
Trew Law on the classical patriarchalist principles but, as I have mentioned, he
frequently resorts to the analogy of the relations between the father and his
children, he also refers to himself with the title “Paser patriad’. We should not forget
that he signed the “Advertisement” with the word “Philgpatris’, and indeed, with
Greek letters. He is the “loving Father” and at the same time the one who loves his
countty. He exploits the former expression in the work several times. It is evident
for him therefore to ask the question whether the revolt of the sons against their
father can be deemed natural. His answer is a flat no, as the servant cannot depose
his lord and the vassal his one either. Here we can see as well that in the eyes of
James the reciprocity of vassalage disappears, despite the subtitle of the work. But
“for the peaple of a borongh cannot displace their Prouost before the time of their election™”.
Similarly, it is not possible for the flock to rebel against their minister or the
disciples to revolt against their schoolmaster.™ James argues according to the order
of nature, common sense, and the law of nature: if these elected magistrates of
otherwise lower rank cannot be deposed freely by those whom they have to take
care of, how then could “#be great Prouos?’, the King be bereft of his office?! All this
would be possible only “by znuerting the order of all Iaw and reason”™". Tt is against
common sense if the child rebels against his father, however bad a father he might
be. James only identifies the vipers as creatures which constitute an exeption to the
rule in nature.*'" “Viperous breed” are those who actively resist their King — could
King James thunder in a Biblical vein. James is to be ranked among those authors
who extend the relevance of the law of nature to animals as well. The Serpent, the
snake, the condemned one that leads into temptation differs from what is natural.
It does not fulfill the commands of nature, not unlike the rebellious subjects. As
for the analogy of head and body I discuss it in my above mentioned article to
appear in Mainz this year.

Kin% James ends the treatise “with the solution of foure principall and most weightie
doubts”?* This part is the third great structural unit of The Trew Law. Out of the
views of the opponents of his standpoint he first mentions that it is presumed by
some that “good Citizens” have a “naturall zeale and duety to [his] commonwealtli”, towards
their country which demands that they do all they can to liberate their native
country from under tyrannical rule*”’ In the first part of his answer to this he
argues this way: “First, it is a sure Axiome in Theologie, that euill should not be done that good
may come of it: The wickednesse of the King can neuer mafke them that are ordained to be indged
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by him, to become his Tudges”** Without mentioning the Apostle Paul he refers to his
well-known Epistle to the Romans, where the Apostle maintains that it is only the
ptince — in James’ words — the magistrate who has the right and the duty to use the
sword.”" This is the classical principle of the zus porfand; gladinm which private
persons, subjects never have anything to do with. In the second part of his answer
James underlines that the leadership of even a ruler who has turned into a tyrant is
better and more ordered than the anarchy which would follow from his deposition.
This latter liberality is a sheer horror to James: ““/.../ 10 King being, nothing is vnlawfull to
noné ™' He quotes the “diuine Poet DV BARTAS”}"" 1. e. Guillaume de Salluste, the
French Huguenot, who said that “Bezer it were to suffer some disorder in the estate, and
some spots in the Common wealth, then in pretending to reforme, viterly to ouerthrow the
Republické ™.

As the third contrary opinion James mentions that throughout history many
revolts ended successfully, so one might think of their divine approval. In his
answer James acknowledges that “#he successe of battels™" is in the hands of “#he God
of Host” On this basis, however, one ought to believe in the just cause of the
Philistines, who fought against the Jews and even got hold of the “Arke of God” '
What is more, theologians would not forbid duels provided that it was a real sign
by God as to who fights on the just side. Here the King enters into a brief
theological exposition the chief message of which is that in God’s presence not
even the otherwise innocent party is veritably innocent. In a theological sense
everybody is equally sinful. We can often read in the Old Testament Bible that in
order to restrain His own people God sends other peoples against the Jews. After
having punished Isracl this way He “aast]s] his scomge in the fire”. 2 Likewise, God
often punishes His “Deputie’, the King by means of incenting rebels against him
whom He, however, eventually abandons as the tools of His anger.”

As regards the fourth and last contrary opinion related to a “presumed”
mutual contract and agreement made between the King and his people at the time
of the coronation, I have already treated it above in detail due to the logical order
of the King’s arguments. Now; as a summary, I am about to face the task to answer
the question about the use of the word “free”’.

In the eyes of the Scottish King James VI there can be no word of a real
contractual relation between the ruler and his people. Contract theories are usually
exploited to justify resistance, James, however, evidently gives no active right to the
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subjects to resist him, he redefines these theories. Although throughout the
discussed work he calls his subjects vassals again and again, it is just the reflection
of the aforementioned fact that from the Middle Ages onwards it was customary
to conceive of the alleageance as something modelled on fidelity in vassalage.
Nonetheless, it would be a futile attempt to search for an actual relation of
contractual character between lord and vassal in the political theory of James.
Unlike the vassals, the subjects can never denounce their mandatory alleageance
towards their ruler. Although in James’ understanding monarchy in Scotland began
with a conquest, Kings, so he himself actually recieve their power from God,
therefore it is natural that they are only accountable to Him for their deeds. As to
the strictness of this celestial giving of account, however, the author leaves no
doubt about it as it has been shown on the basis of his closing sentences.

There is a hereditary and legitimate, thus very strong and natural relation
between King and his subjects. That this relation is in accord with the order of
nature, therefore it is right and “#en’”, recalls the idea that it gains its force from the
will of God, after all, the law of nature and divine law are virtually identical. To
these the monarch is definitely subject, which is not the case with positive laws. In
this sense the ruler is both lgibus (ab)solutns and legibus alligats. This is one of the
most important common corner-stones of the different theories of absolutism.
According to James VI the ruler is “free” from positive laws, so he is “free” in his
country. Also, he is “free” as regards other powers because his power is not
dependent on any outer power as the exclusive source of his potestas is the
Almighty Lord Himself. In order to enter his office as King he was in no need
whatsoever of either the mediation of the people or the Pope or anybody else.
This double “freedom” makes him really sovereign, and indeed, in the Bodinian
sense of the word for he is the real lawmaker, the “speaking law”. His subjects
merely “crave” the laws and the Parliament, to which in this work of his James
attributes a jurisdictional authority, has no right to make laws without the King’s
sceptet.

pMy final answer to the question asked above is therefore that for James the
word “‘fre¢” means more than the exclusion of the principle of election. He
undoubtedly says that “I zeane alwais of such free Monarchies as our king is, and not of
tlectine Rings, and much less of such sort of gomernors, as the dukes of Venice are, whose
Aristocratick and limited gonernement, is nothing like to free monarchies” ™ In my view in this
sentence it is both important that the ruler has not come to the crown by an
election and, simultaneously, that his power is not limited by positive laws. The
principle of election as a means of coming to power would still be reconcilable
with absolute royal power, what is more, with the eventual divine origin of power,
too. A restricted royal government, however, 1. e. one which is subject to human
laws could not be absolute, and in consequence, “free”. “The Trew Law of Free
Monarchies” is a fundamental work of King James on political theory. The divine
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right as the basis of absolute royal power is the chief assurance and proof that the
King of the Scots is truly “free”, he is responsible for his deeds only to God as the
final, what is more, in the opinion of James VI, indirect source of all conceivable
power. Thus, by having his authorization from the final Lawmaker in a direct way
the ruler can be veritably sovereign, lawmaker, and “speaking law”, the last being an
appearance of the notion of the /ex loguens in the work. Provided that the subjects
listen to the King and not to the “Sirene songs” the actual purpose and goal of the
Creator, the entire nature, the Creation, and, therefore of King James comes true
which is in full and perfect accord with the well understood interest of the people.
This is nothing else but a reflection of celestial harmony on earth. As for the
question why the Basiikon Doron was much better received in England than The
Trew Law it will need another article.
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Abstract

H. H. Rowen termed “proptietary dynasticism” the early modern view that “public power was
dynastic property”. Rowen’s work warns us not to read undue modernity into 17"-century Western
monarchies, but at the same time challenges setiously R. Pipes’ contention that the patrimonial
(concept of) state is a salient charactetistic distinguishing Muscovite Russia from the West. I am
convinced that the inclusion of “proprietary dynasticism” into historical analysis as an agpect of its own
right will result in a better understanding of not only Western monarchies (as Rowen asserted) but also
of Muscovite (and even Imperial) Russia. It should be viewed as a feature common to all monarchies.
Then, not “proprietary dynasticism” itself, but its strength and endurance will be the distinguishing
Russian characteristic. The strength of this view notwithstanding, important changes could and,
indeed, did occur in the meaning of gosdarstvo in the 17% century. And contraty to Pipes’ assertion,
gosudarstvo could be distinguished from the person of the ruler even before the mid —seventeenth
century, i.e. before the westernization of Russian ideology.
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Though the title mentions the name of Richard Pipes, the paper itself does not
intend to be an account of reactions his well-known book evoked." Pipes’ work is
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express the views of CEU” The article is also part of a research project supported by the Hungarian
fund “OTKA” (reference number: T 043 432). The author would like to thank Professor Antony
Lentin and Oleg Kharkhordin for their useful comments on this study.

UR. PIPES, Russia under the Old Regime, New York: 1974) For the most important objections see: M.
SZEFIFL, “Two Negative Reappraisals of Russian Pre-Revolutionary Development” Canadian-
American Slavic Studies (1980:1), (74-87) and G. G. WEICKHARDT, “The Pre-Petrine Law of Property”
Slavic Review (1993) (663-679). The debate went on with Pipes” answer and Weickhardt’s reply to it.
Slavic Review (1994) (524-538).

157



ENDRE SASHALMI

rather taken as a point of departure: not so much because of the influence his
book has exerted, but because some of his statements are very relevant for the
present study. My aim is to put forward a methodology which heavily draws on the
conceptions of other authors. This methodology in some aspects might be
reminiscent of V. Kivelsons thought-provoking article on Muscovite
“Citizenship” Kivelson tried to arfive at a synthesis between the despotic school
and the revisionist school (labelled by her respectively as “the «hard» and «soft
interpretations”) “through a new way of thinking about the problem of state and
society in Muscovy’” T also attempt a new way of thinking about the state, but
from a different angle: I try to place the “hard” interpretation in a wider European
context, by applying the concept of “proprictary dynasticism” to the West and
Russia alike, complemented at the same time by an analysis of the development of
the concept of state. This second issue was the subject of Kharkhordin’s recent
study’ which, for better or worse, became known to me, long after I had embarked
on this work. My discussion of the development of the concept of state is more
restricted in time and scope, and it is placed in a different context. Therefore, I
hope my study will complement his excellent article which deserves to be called a
“classic” discussion of the subject. Some of the obvious similarities are not so
much due to borrowing from him as to the common soutce of inspiration; namely
the direct influence of Skinner, whose ideas on the development of the concept
of state I applied to Russia many years ago in my dissertation - though not in a
thorough manner as done by Kharkhordin.

* * *

L.

N. M. Mutavev, Plan of a Constitution (1821)

“The Russian people (narvd) is free and independent; it is not, and it cannot be the
belonging of any person and family” (I. Ch. 1.)

“Women do not inherit imperial power and do not transmit anyone the rights to
inherit through martiage — the society (obshehestvo) of free people is not a pattimony
(otehina) and cannot serve as a dowry. The Imperial title is established as hereditary

for reasons of convenience, and not for the reason, that it is really [considered to
be] a family property.” (10. Ch. 111.)°

2 V. A. KIVELSON, “Muscovite “Citizenship”: Rights without Freedom” The Journal of Modern History
(2002:September) (465-489).

3 Ibid., 467.

+O. KHARKHORDIN, “What is the State? The Russian Concept of Gasudarsivo in the European
Context” History and Theory (2001:May) (206-240).

>1. Ya. SHIPANOV - S. Ya. SHTRAJKH, Izbrannye sotsialno-politicheskie i filosofskie proizvedeniya dekeabristo
(Moscow: 1951) vol. 1. 296, 320.
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SOME REMARKS ON “PROPRIETARY DYNASTICISM” ...

What is expressed here, is the condemnation of “proprietary dynasticism” by the
Northern Society of Decembrists. Closely connected to this attitude is the
objection raised against service, which was seen humiliating by the Decembrists;
while freedom in the Western sense that is freedom expressed in terms of explicit
rights was more than desirable. Commitments that (in lieu of a better wording) we
can call “political” were, however, completely different in the 17" century, when
“proprietary dynasticism” and universal service to the star were undisputed basic
tenets of Muscovite society. What is the precise meaning of the term, “proptietary
dynasticism”?

H. H. Rowen termed “proprietary dynasticism” the early modern view that
“public power was dynastic property” It means that rulers looked upon the
conglomeration of their territories, which came to be called #heir States in the first
half of the 17" century as the patrimony of their dynasty “Proprietary
dynasticism” manifested itself in several ways: dynastic claims to tertitoties/
countries, (which eventually might result in dynastic wars) partiions of
tertitoties /countties among the members or among the different branches of the
dynasty, the treatment of succession as a family business, that is as a part of private
law; and finally the treatment of subjects and their goods as the property of the
ruler/ dynasty” Louis XIV both in theory and practice boldly affirmed this view;’
the “principle of the ownership of the state.”’ Obviously, it is the last aspect
which has the most immediate relevance, because treating the subjects and their
goods as private property means that rulers conceived the realm as their domain.
Louis XTIV once said about rulers: “Everything which is within the limits of their
states belongs to them...”"!

This sentence conveys the same meaning as the famous phrase attributed to
him, I am the State. We should not concern ourselves here with the mattet, whether
or not he said this phrase, which was most likely apocryphal, for he undoubtedly
expressed the same attitude in a writing the authenticity of which cannot be
questioned. It is significant how he concluded his short writing bearing the
eloquent title, The Craft of Kingship (1679): “When we have the state in mind, we are
working for ourselves. The welfare of the one creates the glory of the other””"
Rowen summarised the Sun King’s political beliefs in the following words:
“Although he accepted the principle of the abstract state, he hardly did so in its
pure form; he was too committed to the unity of the idea of the state with the
interest of his family and himself for that”"’

¢ H. H. ROWEN, The King’s State. Proprietary Dynasticism in Early Modern France New Brunswick: 1980),
169.

" M. van CREVELD, The Rise and the Decline of the State (Cambridge: 1999), 126.

8 ROWEN, 18, 22.

? Ibid., 76.

10Thid,, 170.

W ALYANOV, The Origins of Autocracy. Ivan the Terrible in Russian History (Berkeley-London: 1981), 44.

12 ROWEN, 79.

13 Ibid.,, 76.
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It is worth mentioning that very the same principle was expressed in Russia, in
Emperor Paul’s Statute of the Imperial Famuly (1797). Its first sentence reads: “The
essential element. . ., the firm ground of the illustrious condition of any State is the
increase of the ru]mg family”"* While statements of this kind were not unusual at
all during the 17" century in the West, by the end of the 18" century they were
becoming increasingly obsolete with the growing commitment to the principle
which identified the king primarily as the servant of the state.

The above examples cast doubt on the plausibility of Pipes’ interpretation of
Russian history, for he contrasted Russia with the West, and in his interpretation
the patrimonial (concept of) state is an exclusively Russian charactetistic
distinguishing Russia from the West."” In a cursory comparison of Western and
Russian concepts of state, Pipes referred to the “famous pronouncement” of
Louis XIV to highlight the contrasting traditions. Of the “famous
pronouncement” of the King (I am the state) he wrote, correctly, that it was “of
doubtful provenance and probably apocryphal”, but he claimed that it breathed “a
sentiment so contrary to the entire western tradition.”® And he immediately
added: “Far more characteristic, as well as being authentic, are the words uttered by
Louis on his deathbed: «I am going away, but the state lives for ever.”” While the
first claim is erroneous, this latter one tells only half (or less than half) of the story.

The two perceptions, 1. e .the one permeating the Craff of Kingship, and the
other made by the dying king, should not be seen in isolation and conceived as
mutually exclusive principles; rather they should be treated as interrelated, as two
sides of a coin. I think the statement made by J. Collins in general for Old Regime
France, holds true for the relation between “proprietary dynasticism” and the
modern concept of state as well. He warned that we should not apply “oxrideas of
consistency to Old Regime France; to understand i, one must accept
contradictions and inconsistencies, the social and political reality of a system of this
and that, not this or that””'® Similarly, while underlying the importance of “allodial
property notions” for early modern monarchies, Rowen made clear, that at the
same time “the elements of the notion of an abstract, impersonal state (or
suprapersonal) state, distinct from the person and will of the ruler, began to be
sharpened and strengthened”” According to Rowen, historians “have always
almost treated proprietary dynasticism as an aberration, not the ordinary practice
of the time” He convincingly demonstrated through the example of the French

' Polnoe Sobranie Zakonov no. 17. 906. 5 Aptil, 1797. 525.

15 PreEs, XVIL-XVIIL

10 Thid,, 127.

17Ibid., 127. The mote precise translation of the second part of the passage reads: “...the state
remains for ever.”

18 . B. COLLINS, The State in Early Modern France (Cambtidge: 1996), 4. fn. 3

19 ROWEN, 11

20 Tbid., 169.
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Monarchy that this perception should be revised, and “proprietary dynasticism”
should be treated as an important dimension of “Old Regime” monarchies.”
There is no need to argue further on that “proprietary dynasticism” as such
cannot in itself constitute the basis of “Russian backwardness” or a peculiarity of its
development. Therefore, Pipes’ statements concerning gosudarstvo will appear in a
somewhat different light: “Although we translate gosudarstvo as «state» the more
accurate equivalent would be «domain».”** He justified his statement on the ground
that until the middle of the 17" century, the “state” for the Russians “in so far as
they thought of it at all”, meant the ruler, “his person, his private staff and his
patrimony.” In his view “the idea of state as an entity distinct from the sovereign
entered Russian vocabulary in the seventeenth century’ Ingerflom follows Pipes
in claiming that “there is a consensus among historians” on “the lack of distinction
between the spheres of gasudar’ and that of gosudarstve” and also on “the lack of a
theory of state before the second half of the 17" century”™ In the centre of
Ingerflom’s methodology lies the idea put forward J. Strayer. According to Strayer
“a state exists chiefly in the hearts and minds of its people.” Ingerflom claims
that Strayer’s conception of state is useful for the analysis of the Russian case to
prove the above statements.”” While it cannot be denied that there was no state
theory as such in Russia prior to the mid-17" century, it can be argued plausibly
that it did not exist in the 18" century and in my view up to Speranskij.”® With the
exception of Kirizhanich, who cannot be considered a representative of Muscovite
thought on powet, one can hardly mention anyone before Feofan Prokopovich
producing a systematic treatise devoted solely to the discussion of the ruler’s
power. Even this treatise (1he Law of the Monarkh’s Will in Designating an Heir to His
Realm, 1722) was not, however, a theory of state” as the title itself shows, but it

2 Ibid., 169.

22 PIPES, 78.

2 Ibid., 127.

24 Ibid., 127.

25 C. INGERFLOM, “Oublier I'état pour comprendre la Russie?”” Revue des études staves (1993), (125-134)
129. In a later article Ingerflom returns to this problem and quotes the sentence from Pipes on the
translation of gasudarstvo which I have referred to. “Entre le mythe et la parole: action. Naissance de la
conception politique du pouvoir en Russie” Annales (1996:4), (733-757.) 735 fn. 7.

26 Ibid., 126. J. R. STRAYER, O #he Medieval Origins of the Modern State (Princeton: 1970), 5.

27 PIPES, 126-127.

28 Kharkhotdin claims, partly on the basis of the usage of the adjective gosidarstvenny, that gosudarsiv
came to mean an “apparatus of government independent of both the rulers and the ruled”, or “was
very close to being seen as a governing body with specific features of its own” in the petiod from the
eatly to the mid-18® century. KHARKHORDIN, 217, 224

29 “While ostensibly branching out into political theoty and absolutism. .. Pravda voli monarshei returns
to its original starting point in Saint Paul [Romans 13|, from which, in reality, it seldom strays far”” A.
LENTIN, Peter the Great: His Law on the Inmperial Succession. The Official Commentary (Oxford: 1996), 51.
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was concerned with the ruler’s unlimited power.”’ In my view the theory of state as
such appeared in Russia only with Speranskij.

The lack of a theory of state and the lack of a distinction between gosudar’ and
gosudarstvo are, however, not the same thing, We shall see that contrary to Pipes’ and
Ingerflom’s assertions, gosudarstvo could be distinguished from the person of the
ruler even before the mid —seventeenth century, i.e. before the rapid westernization
of Russian ideology. Kharkhordin is right to state that “the first and decisive
distinction that led to the formation of the familiar triplet ruler/state/ruled in
Russia, was the distinction between the ruler and the country”' On the basis of
Chernaya’s article, he claims that “some leanings in this direction are found” under
Alexis and the process was summarized by him as follows: “Personal service to
the czar gradually came to be interpreted as service to the country, or better, to the
fatherland, and this altered emphasis helped for the first time to separate state
affairs from the personal affairs of the czar” In my view however, the distinction
existed much earlier than it was supposed by previous histotiography, and what
happened from the mid-17th century was that the distinction became #zore noticeabl,
and probably for the first time in Russia, it becane conceptualized.

I contend that the distinction between gosudar’ and  gosudarstvo became
particularly clear for the first time during the wzuta. Klyuchevskij was one of the
first historians to notice this development. By then, the term Moskovskoe gosudarstvo
“was an expression understandable to everyone”.”” What is more, contemporaries
duting the smuta could look upon the term as “something which was not only
conceivable but really existing even without the ruler”; official documents during
the interregnum were issued in the name “of the people of Moskovskoe
gosudarstvo””* Recently Tolstikov has artived at same conclusions and in an excellent
article on the development of the concept of gosudarstvo made the following crucial
statements.” From the turn of the 16" -17" centuries “gosudarstvo comes out of the
shadow of gosudar”, and “while gosudarstvo is encountered more frequently” in the
sources (especially in the form Moskovkoe gosudarstvo which came into frequent use
immediately from the accession of Botis Godunov) “its meaning becomes more
precise and undergoes a change’” From circa 1600 on the “inhabitants of the
countty could also be identified through the concept of gosudarstvs”, that is not only

3 For this see LENTIN pp, 36, 40. and E. SASHALMI, “Some Remarks on the Typology of Official
Petrine Political Ideology” in Gy. SZVAK (ed.) The Place of Russia in Enrasia (Budapest: 2001), (233-
243.) 239, 240.

31 KHARKHORDIN 218,

32 Ibid,, 218.

33V, O. KLYUCHEVSKYJ, Kunrs russkgy istorii Moscow: 1988), vol. II1. 63.

34 Ibid., vol. IIL. 63-64.

3 A. B. TOLSTIKOV, Predstavlenie o gosudare i gosudarstve v Rossii vo vtoroj polovini XVI — petrvoj
polovini XVII veka Chelovek v istorii. Slovo i obraz; v srednevekovoj kul'ture. Odysseus/ Odissg (Moscow: 2002),
(294-310.) This study has much in common with mine in some of the conclusions drawn and the
sources used.

3 Thid., 301, 302.
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through the ruler (gosudar) as his subjects what had been the case before.”” And

Tolstikov adds that the most “apparent and important changes can be observed”

duting the smuta, for the unprecedented historical circumstances strengthened
“identification through belonging to gosudarsts”.”

Moskovskoe gosudarstvo was cleatly an object of loyalty, even if (or rather
because) it had strong religious implications: it referred to the territory of true
orthodoxy delineated by the political boundaries of Muscovy. The Russian
wotldview of that time held that Muscovy was the only territory of true
Orthodoxy and vice versa.”

I shall try to prove with the help of some prikaz sources that at least in the
chanceries, if not in the ecclesiastical sphere, a distinction between gosudar’ and
gosudarstvo existed right after the swufa in the decades between 1613 and the mid-
century; that is in a much less troublesome period when Russia was again ruled by
a legitimate tsar. There are sources distinguishing between the service rendered to
the tsar and to gosudarsto.”’ At the same time I would like to make clear: I do not
mean to say, that this distinction was either clear-cut, or well-established, especially
if Muscovy is compared with the West. These reservations not\xzithstandjng I sl
cannot accept the opinion of Ingerflom, that we should “forget the state” in order
to understand 17"-century Russia — though 1 admit that gosudarstvo was not
equivalent to that which the English word Siae meant for contemporaries.” The
importance attributed to Moskovskoe gosudarsivo in the period of the wwuta and
afterwards cleatly contradicts Ingerflom’s view, for (Moskovskoe) gosudarstvo was very
much in the heart of 17" -century Muscovite chancety staff.

Furthermore, how should we treat the Sun King’s assertion that his working
for the state means working for himself? Should we “forget the state” in order to
understand France as well? Definitely not. For in France “by the early seventeenth
century the state was established as a fundamental legal concept”, and the use of
the Fzarwith capital letter reflected “its distinctiveness in French vocabulm’y”42 Itis
of great significance that the modern concept of state was born in the West in the
17" century. Indeed, by 1700 not the power of the ruler but the power of the state,
Le. not royal sovereignty, but the sovereignty of the state was the central issue of

37 Ibid., 301-302.

38 Ibid., 303.

3 S. PLOKRY, The Cossacks and Religion in Early Modern Ukraine (Oxford: 2001), 296.

40T agree with Tolstikov that Chernaya was not correct in dating the appearance of this distinction to
the second half of the 17th century. TOISTIKOV 304.

#'The word “State appeats in recognisably modern sense with some frequency in privy council
correspondence of the 1590s and royal proclamations of the 1620s used it with some familiarity.”
This modern sense in Braddick’s view was that there existed “a network of offices wielding political
power detived from a coordinating centre by formal means” and this network “was exclusive of
other political powers within particular tertitorial bounds under the Tudor crown.” M. ]. BRADDICK,
State Formation in Early Modern England ¢. 1550-1700. (Cambridge: 2000), 19, 20.

2 K. H. E DYSON, The State Tradition in Western Enrgpe. The Study of an ldea and Institution (Oxford:
1980), 27.
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political philosophy.” Though not as a legal concept, but as an object of loyalty
(Moskovskoe) gosudarstvo also had an important role in contemporary Muscovite
chancery thetoric. A comparison of the development of the concept of state in
Russia and in Western Christendom can be risky of course, as N. S. Kollmann
rightly asserted™ but if the traps of such a comparison are kept in mind, this
method can be a productive one. A compatison and especially a comparison
concentrating on the 17" century, in the last resort, is justified on the ground, that
there was a conscious effort in Russia from the middle of the 17" century to
assimilate Western notions of rulership.

I am convinced that the inclusion of “proptietary dynasticism” into historical
analysis as an aspect of #ts own right, would result in a better understanding of not only
France and other Western monarchies as Rowen asserted,” but also of Muscovite
and Imperial Russia. Instead of treating it as a peculiar Russian feature, it should be
treated as a feature common to all monarchies. Seen from this angle it can be a
useful “neutral” aspect of a comparative analysis. If we abandon on the one hand
the juxtaposition of “idealized images of a servile Muscovy to free Europe”,*
suggested by Poe, and look upon “proprietary dynasticism” or the “patrimonial
[concepts of] state” (this latter term is preferred by M. Poe to “despostism” on the
ground of its neutrality)’” as a shared characteristic on the other, as 1 have
suggested, it will be possible to provide a more plausible interpretation of Russia’s
past. “Proprietary dynasticism” should be treated on a comparative European
continuum. To put it simply: if we get rid of the negative value judgements which
the proprietary attitude evoked, then not “proprietary dynasticism™ itself, but its
strength will be a distinguishing characteristic of Russia. The strong belief in what
Poe termed the tsar’s “nominal universal proprietorship””* In the West there were
just a few authors besides some rulers who would approve “universal royal
ownership,”*” while in Russia almost no one questioned it. In the West the general
belief was that “property in a regime of universal royal ownership was insecure.””
Hence this claim was considered extreme, and was “never taken as an axiom and
was always disputed both in theory and in practice””" On the contrary, as R.

45 W M. SPELLMANN, Exurgpean Political Thought 1600-1700 (London-New York: 1998), 135.

##N. S. KOLLMANN, “Concepts of Society and Social Identity in Early Modern Russia,” in H. S.
BARON - N. S. KOLIMANN (eds), Religion and Culture in Early Modern Russia and Ukraine (De Kalb:
1997), (34-51) 43.

4 ROWEN, 169.

4 M. T. Poe, “A Pegple Born to Slavery’. Russia in Early Modern Eurgpean Etbnography 1476-1748 (Ithaca:
2000), 225.

47 Tbid., 220.

8 Ibid,, 222-223.

# Ibid., 222.

50 Ibid., 222.

STYANOV, 44. In his monumental work on the histoty of government S. E. Finer similatly points out
the “Legalism” of the “Modern State” (1450-1750) in the West: “Lawboundedness, respect for
private property, and passive citizenship [i.e. that “free men enjoy certain traditional rights to, notably
life, liberty, and above all, property”] together imply that rulership was in some senses limited. This
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Crumrr_lzy noted, “Muscovite law did not recognize private property in any absolute
sense.”

The strength of the belief in the tsar’s “nominal universal proprietorship” is
supported by a wide range of sources. Foreign accounts of Russia like that of
Olearius, bear witness to this: in the famous passage describing the Russians’ belief
in the tsar as a terrestrial deity and the executor of divine will, Oleatius also
mentions the commitment common among the Russians that all their goods
belong to “God and the grand prince.” The strength of the proprietary dimension
in Muscovy in the 17" century is also confirmed by contemporary provetbs:
“Everything is Gods and the Sovereigns” (I7se bozh'ego i gosudarevo). This
pronouncement attributed to Ivan the Terrible was known as a proverb in the 17"
century.” Indeed this is the very proverb which Olearius referred to in his
description.

Furthermore I contend that the strength of — “nominal universal
proprietorship” is reflected in some treason cases. Perhaps, it seems odd at first
sight to use treason cases for the study of the official view on “proptietary
dynasticism.” Treason cases, as in Lukin’s book, ate treated by many historians as a
source for the study of popular beliefs about the tsar in general. We should not
forget, however, that the cases were put down in writing by officials, and this fact in
itself warns us not to treat these cases simply as a reflection of popular beliefs
about the ruler: for we have to take into account the possibility of interpretation.
At the same time, verdicts passed in the relevant cases reflect the official view: Two
examples, ciuoted from Novombergskij collection will suffice to prove this
contention.” These cases had already drawn the attention of other historians.”

limitedness of government was strongly reinforced by two other legalistic characteristics, the first
being that a distinction came to be drawn between public law and private law; between private
ownership and state power, and the distinction re-surfaced between the private person of the
monarch and the res publica, which came to be conceived as an abstract and faceless nomocracy.” S. E.
FINER, The History of Government from Earlier Times (Oxford: 1997), vol. I11. 1298-1299.

52R. O. CRUMMEY, “Seventeenth-Century Russia: Theorties and Models,” in H-J. TORKE (ed.) I'on
Moskan nach St. Petersburg. Das russische Reich im 17. Jabrbundert (Wiesbaden: 2000), (113-131) 129.
Crummey, at the same time, accepts Weickhardt’s argument, that “Muscovite law contained more
stipulations protecting individual and clan property than Pipes admits.” Ibid., 129. fn. 67. “Strictly
speaking, under English land law; a landowner’s title to his land is still nominally subject to that of the
ultimate notional ownet, the sovereign. See Cheshire, Land Lan” This comment by prof. Antony
Lentin reveals the survival of antiquated notions in the West and at the same time confirms the
usefulness of the European perspective.

53 N. PUSHKAREY, Obshehestvenno-politicheskaya mysl’ Rossi. V'toraya polovina X V11 veka (Moscow: 1982),
88. For the problem of ideology as reflected in proverbs see E. SASHALMI, “16%-17%-Century
Muscovite Ideology in European Perspective” in Gy. SZVAK (ed.), The Place of Russia in Enrgpe
(Budapest: 1999), (166- 172).

5 N. NOVOMBERGSKY, Shwo 7 delo gosndarevy. Protsessy do izdaniya Ulogheniya Alekseya Mikhajlovicha
(Moscow: 1911), No. 27. 28-30, No. 43. 49-50.

5 A. L. YURGANOV, “Categoties of Russian Medieval Culture”, in N. S. KOLLMANN (ed.), Firting with
Postmodernism. Russian Studies in History (1999-2000:Winter), 64-65. P. V. LUKIN, Narodnye predstavieniya o
gosudarstvenngj viasti Moscow: 2000), 19-20.
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In 1626/27 a tradesman from Mozhajsk herding the horses of musketeers
asked one of the musketeers about the horses. The musketeer uttered the
following words: “The land is the sovereign’, and we and our horses are the
sovereign’ as well”” The tradesman was of different opinion for he replied: “This
land is ours; the sovereign owns the land the meadows and the horses in
Moscow”" According to the verdict the tradesman was to be beaten “severely
with bastinadoes and jailed for one week, so that in the future neither he nor others
will utter such words” “Such cases, of course, were rare: the popular masses
continued to believe that everything in the Russian state belonged to the tsar.””’
Yurganov is right to say: “This mindset stabilized society”™ M. Poe holds the same
opinion on the state of mind in Muscovy claiming that “nominal universal
proprietorship secured property if only in a fictitious or psychological sense...In
this way, «all that is mine is God’s and the tsar’s » could be understood. . .as a threat
to possible felons.”" Lukin also remarked on the occasion of the case cited that in
popular belief the tsar was the proptietor of things and people in his realm.” This
attitude was, of course, very different from that which is reflected in a
contemporary English saying used to condemn King Charles’s policy: “We know
our houses as our castles.”

Belief in the “nominal universal proprietorship” of the tsar could produce
funny and absurd statements as in the case when a prison guard was accused of
having his beard compared to that of the sovereigns. According to the
investigation this charge was false. The drunken prisoner said to his guard: “Don’t
swear at me, peasant, or Ill tear your beard out.”” But the guard’s answer was as
follows: “You'd better not pull my beard, for I am the sovereign’s peasant, and my
beard is the sovereign’s”” The guard was acquitted, “because the words he uttered
wete entirely permissible (although completely absurd from today’s viewpoint).”*
Yurganov’s wording implies to me that my perception of the verdict as the official
view is in accordance with his opinion.

On the occasion of this case Kivelson wrote that it reflected the salient feature
of political self-identification in Muscovy: “The explicitly political relationship that
Muscovite expressed most often and called on most strongly was a direct link
upward to the sovereign”” The idea of belonging to the ruler appeared not only
in petition formulae but also in a “non-formulaic setting” as in this case: here the
sense of belonging to the ruler “conferred on the person, and his beard, a

5 The English translation of the passages is taken from YURGANOV, 64.
57 Ibid., 64.

58 Ibid., 65.

% Ibid., 65.

60 Ihid., 65.

61 POE, 222-223.

62 LUKIN, 28.

63 Better known today as “An Englishman’s home is his castle.”

64 YURGANOV; 65.

6> KIVELSON (2002), 469-470.
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particular inviolability and entitled him to make certain claim to dignity and
protection” The summary of Kivelsons conception on political self-
identification is as follows: “Because the tsar stood for the polity, the powerful
vertical relationship with the sovereign was inherently political and not just
religious, devotional, or personal. Identifying oneself as belonging to the tsar was
inhetently a political act of identifying oneself with the Muscovite polity”” This
identification, however, could include reference not only to the ruler alone, but also
to God and tsat/gosudar’ as two co-equal powers. In a treason case of 1676 an icon
painter gave the following answer when he was asked whose peasant he was:
“[First of all | I am God’s and the great sovereign’s peasant, then I am the peasant
of my lord, Fedor Grigorevich Pleshcheev’™® There is a contemporary provetb,
“The soul belongs to God, the body belongs the sovereign, the back belongs to the
(land)lord,” expressing a somewhat similar belief. These examples illustrate how
well-chosen the term coined by Poe, “nominal universal proptietorship” is.
Commenting on this last case Lukin made the same statement as Kivelson did
in her explanation of the “beard case” quoted above: in Lukin’s view this case
reflected the “thing most important for each man at any time — self-
identification””” Furthermore, it is noted by him that the well-established phrase,
Bog da gosudar’ reflected the belief in God and the ruler as two “highest values.””
Since this belief was universal and not a peculiatity charactetistic of the common
folk only,” the following statement seems to be justified:
I claim that the clue to the understanding of the tsars nominal universal
proprietorship, is the deeply rooted belief reflected in the phrase Bog da gosudar’. To
prove the direct relationship between the proprietary attitude and this phrase it is
enough to recall Ivan the Terrible’s above-mentioned phrase, 175 bozhego i gosudarero.
Hence, it was the belief in God and tsar as two internally linked quasi-equal powers
that lay at the heart of strong proprietary claims — a contention confirmed by
Olearius. It could not be otherwise. Since “God and tsar stood together at the apex
of the established order”” Service to the ruler meant service rendered to God,
and the tsar’s will was supposed to reflect God’s will. ™ Thus it was a logical
consequence to perceive the ruler as a nominally universal proprietor. “When

66 Ibid., 469, 470.

67 Ibid., 470.

68 Quoted by LUKIN, 32.

69 SASHALMI (1999), 171.

0 LUKIN, 32.

7! Ibid., 35.

72 Ibid., 29-35. Field treated the problem of associating God and the tsar as patt of (or ground for)
the belief in the “good tsar”. The reason that common people inclined to associate them was that
“God and the tsar shared many attributes — might, justice, and remoteness” (“God is high up, the
Tsar is far away” — said a 17" century proverb) and, of course, benevolence. D. FIELD, Rebels in the
name of the Tsar (Boston: 1976),12,15,19

3. A. KIVELSON, Autocracy in the Provinces. The Muscovite Gentry and Political Culture in the Seventeenth
Century (Stanford: 19906), 11.

74 POE, 218-219.
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Russians called the tsar gosudar’” they were reminded that he was master of Russia,
just as God (Gospod) was master of all men.””

The contention that the problem of proprietorship is closely linked to appeals
to divinity, though not necessarily in a strong manner as it was the case in Russia, is
supported by Western analogies which place this issue in a FEuropean context.
Grégoire in his De republica (1596) wrote: “For since God has entrusted to the
prince absolute power over the subjects, it is beyond doubt that their goods and
persons are subject to him and that the distribution and ownership of possessions
depend upon the prince’s power.”””" As Burns clearly stated in his detailed and
authoritative study on the problem of domzninm in high and late medieval Western
thought: “There is, on the one hand, the essentially juristic use of the term —above
all in the law and legal theory of property relationships. On the other hand, equally
evident on the face of the record, there is a theological sense in which the term is
used above all with reference to the power of God, but used in such contexts as
ensure its relevance at the same time to human situations and human societies.
Neither of these ways of thinking about domzininm was, so to say, fully autonomous:
neither operated exclusively with its own material and its own terms of art.””” This
religionsly conditioned proprietarism justifies the comparison undertaken, even though
the juristic aspect is irrelevant in Muscovy because of the lack of Roman law and
legal theory. At the same time it does matter that in the West there was always a
conceptual distinction between rulership and ownership from the 12" century on,
at the latest, due to the impact of Roman law: This fact explains one of the major
differences between Muscovy and the contemporary West: namely that proprietary
npe of selfidentification was not characteristic of Western Christendom, rather an
estate-based self-identification prevailed!

IL.

My method which treats proprietary dynasticism on a “comparative continuum”
also draws heavily on the ideas raised by J. H. Shennan.” Shennan, who compared
17"18" —century France and Russia, was admittedly strongly influenced by
Rowen.* Louis XIV is described by the author in the following categories: Louis as
a “proptietary monarch,” an “administrative monarch,” the “chief justiciar” and

7 Originally, and untl the 17 century gaspodar’ was the version which was used by the Russians in
written language.

76 KIVELSON (1996), 9. POE, 219.

7 Quoted from Redigion, Law and Philosophy: Political Thought in Early Modern Enrope, 1450-1750. Project
Documentation. Budapest Workshop: 1 October — 5 Octobet, Central European University (CEU),
Budapest. See the entry on “ownership of the realm.”

78 J. H. BURNS, Lordship, Kingship, and Empire. The ldea of Monarchy 1400-1525 (Oxford: 1988), 16-17.

7 ]. H. SHENNAN, Liberty, Order in Early Modern Eurgpe. The Subject and the State 1600-1800 (London-
New York: 1986).

80 For Shennan’s debt to Rowen see SHENNAN, 31. e.n. 8.
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“Gods lieutenant”™' These categoties, however, were not used by the author for

the analysis of the Russian notions of power. Shennan’s categories, I think, can be
reduced to three aspects of rulership: proprietary, office, and divine right
respectively. These three aspects of kingship, which strongly influenced each other, are
useful for a comparative analysis of the development of the concept of state in the
West and Russia alike. A central role should be attributed to the office aspect, and
its relationship to the two other ones should also be dealt with. This is the core of
my method, and it is in the framework of the office aspect that Skinner’s approach
can be illuminating, To some extent the office aspect is, of course, present in
Kharkhordin’s approach, but if I am not mistaken in the interpretation of his
article, he treats it more implicitly than explicitly.” In my presentation, however, I
attribute a crucial importance to the concept of kingship as an office. Why?

Though Shennan raises the doubt that in a comparison of France with Russia
“we are not comparing like with like,” the author’s conclusion reads: “There was a
fundamental difference between the two concepts of royal office which is best
illustrated by reference to the contrasting legal traditions. Whereas in the West the
king’s office was inherited along with a host of legal obligations which to a
considerable extent prescribed its holder’s authority, in Muscovy the tsardom
offered the incumbent unrestricted power.” Though Shennan is right to point out
the differences in legal traditions, the major difference in fact, lay in the lack of the
concept of office and the ensuing extremely personal(-theocratic) perception of
power in Russia —a petception not altered fundamentally, despite of the events of
the suta.

Furthermore, legal tradition and the idea of office were strongly interwoven in
the West as it is indicated, among others, by the coronation oath (introduced in the
9" century): the king’s office was to keep everyone in his tights which he had to
promise in the oath. The lack of the concept of office resulted in the lack of a
coronation oath in Russia.* It is significant that such an oath, which in the West
was introduced as a consequence of office theory® and had a long tradition by the
17" century, was not introduced in Imperial Russia either, despite of the emergence
of the idea of rulership as a public office during Peter. The importance of

81 Ibid., 20-30

82 See KHARKHORDIN 210, 212 for the case of the West, and 218-220 for Russia. He speaks of the
“vocation of princes,” which entailed a “corresponding status appropriate to them,” and of the
duties imposed on the king by the status regis. Ibid., 210. In the Russian case he emphasizes the
importance of change in the perception of service: the shift from service to the ruler, to service to
gosudarsivo. Kharkhordin does not explicitly mention the concept of gffe in his analysis, though
remarks that Peter conceived himself “as a caretaker and curator,” and emphasizes the novel concept
of the common good. Ibid., 219- 220

83 SHENNAN, 67.

8 T am grateful to Prof. Richard Wortman who (in a personal discussion of this issue) confirmed my
contention. He also remarked that the tsar’s duties were pointing towards God, rather than towards
the people. (O, as one can add, towards an entity such as the crown as a legal fiction.)

8 ] CANNING, A History of Medieval Political Thought 300-1450 (London-New York: 1996), 59.
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coronation oath and its connection with the idea of the king’s office is underlined
by the prominent divine right theorist James VI (I): for him “#his oath in the
Coronation 1s the clearest, civill, and fundamentall Law, whereby the Kings office is
propetly defined””’

In the West the idea of rulership as a public office was the most important
force in counterbalancing the principle of proprietary dynasticism, which was
“only one element in the picture” to be sure, and was “seldom set forth in abashed
nakedness™: “Its proponents in practice and theory almost always accepted the
principle of service at the heart of the office theory of public power.™
Furthermore, the modern concept of state grew out from this fundamental idea
of Western political thought: the notion of rulership as a public office. It was this
idea, presented in an influential manner bz Isidore of Seville in the 7™ century;”
which in the later centuries (from the 12" to the 18" ) “served to objectify the
state,™ through the works of lawyers and philosophers. Hence is the central role
of this aspect in my comparative analysis. Some attempts have been made in this
direction by other historians, mostly by M. Cherniavsky. Referring to him R.
Wortman noted: “Michael Cherniavsky observed that the sophisticated legal
distinction between the immortal body politic and the mortal body of the ruler, a
characteristic that was present to a greater or lesser degree in various Western
states, never took hold in Russia”” But on a closer look, even Cherniavsky’s
treatment of this issue is more than controversial.”

8 “True Law of Free Monarchies” J. P SOMMERVILLE (ed.) James V1 and I Political Whitings
(Cambridge: 1994), 65. (The italics in the text are mine.)

87 ROWEN 169-170.

88 CANNING, 20.

8 DYSON, 28. The concept of office, at the same time, was one of the sources of the idea of a
contract between the people and the ruler. J. M. KELLY, A Short History of Western Legal Theory
(Oxford: 1992), 96-97. The notion of political contract was practically unknown in pre-Petrine Russia.
For a short comparative study of this notion in the West and Russia see my article E. SASHALMI,
“Contract Theory and the Westernization of Russian Ideology under Peter the Great” Specimina Nova.
Pars prima Sectio Mediaevalis I1. (Pécs: 2003), 89-100.

90 R. WORTMAN, Scerarios of Power. Myth and Ceremony in Russian Monarchy (Princeton: 1996), vol. 1. 405.
91 Cherniavsky claimed: “the conception of a sharp distinction between the person and the office of
the prince, between King and Crown, was attained by the sixteenth century, at the eatliest, and then
only in England”” M. CHERNIAVSKY, Tiars and Pegple. Studies in Russian Myths New Haven-London:
1961), 44. Though Cherniavsky referred to Kantorowicz as the source of his statement,
Kantorowicz’s work, in fact, cleatly contradicts Cherniavsky” argument for this distinction was clear-
cut from the 13" century on, at the latest, and not only in England. Cherniavsky however, was not
even consistent, for elsewhere he mentioned this distinction in connection with the 12t-13%
centuries. Ibid., 29, 33. On the top of that, just to undermine further his own argument, he wrote on
Peter’s perception of state: “in Russia (as elsewbere) the line between the ruler’s « am the first servant
of the State» and «IJétat ¢’ est moi» could not be perceived.” Ibid,, 85. And most significantly,
according to Cherniavsky the most important question for Russia is not the one addressing the
problem “why the Russians did not develop the concept of the abstract State to counterbalance the
prince.” Ibid., 44.
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To understand how crucial the idea of the royal office was in the emergence
of the modern concept of state, it is useful to give a short summary of this
conceptual development, a development spanning many centuries. Two phases can
be distinguished roughly.

The first phase of development was that by the 13" century the idea of office
helped to conceptualize the notion of an “impersonal (suprapersonal)” or
“transpersonal”™ public powet, the existence of which was “distinct from the
person and the will” of the ruler.” This notion was embodied in terms such as
regnum, respublica, corona, corpus politicun (body polific). The notion of the impersonal
crown (corond) in Hungary and England in the 13" century entailed that the kings
had duties towards this immortal legal entity.” (At the same time, the fact that the
ruler was called administrator of the polity (adwinistrator rei publicae) is explained by
the influence of the proprietary aspect on the office principle. The term
administrator - came  from property law and this means that “property
notions. . .permeated the office theory of kingship.*)

The discourse on the transpersonal nature of public power in turn, led to the
second stage: the emergence of the modern concept of State (Efat). For in the
period between the 13"-17" centuries, there was a fundamental shift in thinking
about the ruler’s duties, which can be summarized on the basis of Skinner in the
following manner. From the ruler’s duty to maintain Ais (¢)state (status regss), ie. his
legal position exercised by virtue of his transpersonal office for the
presetvation/promotion of the common good, (i.e. to keep the status regni/ status rei
publicae “in good condition™”) political thinkers artived at the idea of #he State, the
existence of an impersonal public power “above and distinct from both the ruler
and his subjects” and constituting the “highest political authority over a given
tetritory;” which the ruler had to maintain.” The importance attributed to the status
regis and status regni status rei publicae explain why the detivatives of the Latin status
(Etat, Staat, State efe.) became the most common designations of this impersonal
public power. This is of great significance, since szmus and its detivatives as well,

convey “the sense of ranking, order, establishment — in other words, a concept

92 ROWEN, 11.

93 CANNING, 64-65.

94 ROWEN, 11.

% E. H. KANTOROWICZ, The Kings Two Bodies. A Study in Medieval Political Theology (Princeton: 1957),
345-350.

%6 ROWEN, 23. This idea is reflected in the formulation of a 15%-century Spanish jutist: “to the King
is confined solely the administration of the kingdom, and not dominion over things, for the property
and the rights of the State are public, and cannot be the private patrimony of anyone.” Quoted by J.
H. ELIOTT, Imperial Spain 1469-1716 (London: 1963), 84. See also the term adwministration in the
quotation from King James at the end of the paper.

97 KHARKHODIN, 210

98 Q. SKINNER, The Foundation of Modern Political Thonght (Cambridge: 1978), vol. L. ix-x. Khatkhordin’s
summary of these developments (on 209- 213) is based on Skinner’s later study, entitled “The
State” T. BAIL - ]. FARR - R. HANSON (eds.), Poditical Innovation and Conceptual Change (Cambridge:
1989), esp. 164-167.
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which implies law”” These implications are, howevet, missing from the Russian
word gosudarsto;"™ in addition to that gosudarstv, being the derivative of gosudar’had
a strong personal connotation.

In the light of what has been written it seems quite plausible to draw the
following conclusion: While not denying the existence of an earlier but very vague
distinction between gosudar’ and gosudarstvo, the emergence of a more significant
stage of distinction was not the result of an intellectual reasoning on the
relationship between the office and the officeholder, but rather the impact of
political events: the gprichnina and mostly the interregnum of the swuta. The same
statement holds true in the case of another term, zemha, the Land or country. But in
this case the distinction between gosudar’ on the one hand, and an entity
independent of him (“the country”) on the other, was more marked from the
beginning for the following reasons. First, for the sheer reason that zenfa, unlike
gosudarstvo 1s not the derivative of gosudar’. Second, because of the context in which
zemha was used: “Generally «the Land» was envisioned as being separate from the
tsar, the privileged military ranks, and the apparatus of government. The usage of
the term «Land» faifly explicitly distinguishes between the tsar’s realm and a
perhaps vestigial public sphere; this distinction is evident since the mid-sixteenth
century”""" This separateness from the ruler and a certain sense of - the “public” is
amply documented by Kollmann, and the phrase “acting as all the Land” reflects in
her opinion a certain “distinction between state and society””'"

III.

It is high time now to answer the question: What was the meaning of gosudarstvo at
the beginning of the 17" century? The works of A. Zoltan on the meaning(s) of
gosudarsto in the 15" -16™ centuries and the developments leading to the changes in
the meaning together with Kharkhordins comparative analysis between state and
gosudarsto (based on Zoltan’s and Skinner’s results) render the desctiption of pre-
17"~ century trends meaningless."”

Furthermore, S. Dixon laconically summarized almost all the meanings
gosudarstvo had in the 17" century. In Muscovite Russia gosudarsto “carried a number
of different meanings” — it could “describe either the people or the territory
governed by the tsar, sometimes both.”'** These meanings are especially clear in

99 PIPES, 78. fn. On this issue Pipes refers to L. SCHAPIRO, Totalitarianism (London: 1972), 129.

100 Thid., 78.

10 KOLLMANN, 41. This meaning in the mid-16" century is also confirmed by the lament of a
chronicler (quoted by Khatkhordin from Krom’s work), in which the boyars are accused that they
“look after their own [welfare], rather than after that of the gosudar’ ot the land.” Kharkhordin, 219.

102 KOTTMANN, 42-43.

103 A, ZOLTAN, Fojezeteke ag; orosg szotkines torténetébdl. I, istorii russkof leksiki (Budapest: 1987), (14-50) See
also TOLSTIKOV 294-300.

104 8. DIXON, The Modernisation of Russia 1676-1825 (Cambridge: 1999), 190.
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the form Moskovskoe gosudarstvo, the most widespread version used at that time. “In
this sense, it is best translated as «realmy» or «dominion».”'” It could also mean part
of the realm (gosudarstvo Sibiri)," so it was often used in plural.

I shall try to demonstrate the meanings in an integrated manner by showing
how gosudarstvo was used in an extremely important official document of the time. I
think one of the best sources to demonstrate the meanings is the confirmation
charter of Mikhail, compiled in 1613 mostly from sources dating from the very
end of the 16" and the eatly 17" centuries."” Moskovskoe gosudarsto (and to a lesser
extent gosudarstvo) is used here astonishingly frequently. This source not only
confirms the meanings given by Dixon, but also contains further ones inherited
from eatlier times: that is rule/rulership, domination, and what Kharkordin called
the “feature or quality of being gsudar” (in other words, to be a ruler). (The
Dictionary of Russian Language of XI-XVII Centuries could be useful for the
purpose too, but the examples given there cannot, of course, be so focused
chronologically and therefore integrated semantically as the passages quoted from
one and the same document, the confirmation charter.)

For the sake of a demonstration it is enough to quote some parts of the short
passage written on the reign of Vasilij Shujskij, where all these meanings are
present! In addition to that, the fundamental notions of the detivation of the tsar’s
authority are also given here.

The situation after the death of the First False Dmitrij is presented as follows:
“and then all the metropolitans, the archbishops...and the whole illuminated
church council (sobor), and the boyars. .. and all the people of the Muscovite state
assembled, and having taken counsel like-mindedly, as a result of God’s holy will
and also of the wotk of the Holy Ghost, they all unanimously confessed. . .that
Vasililij Ivanovich should take the sceptre of tsardom and he should strengthen the
true orthodox faith... since he is descended from the root of the great sovereigns,
our Russian tsars and grand princes — that is from the kin of grand prince Rurik,
and indeed from the kin of Augustus, the Roman Emperor.”'” When Shujskij
hesitated, he was convinced by the declaration: “the voice of the people is the
voice of God.”'"” A further practical reason to convince him to accept the sceptre
was as follows: “if he does not obey...all the neighbourm% princes will notice that
great Russia is without rule/domination” (bey gosudarstva)."” This plight, argues the
source, is not only harmful, but also against tradition, for ‘the nations of Russia
(Rosijstii narody) are not accustomed (e obykosha) to not being ruled”

105 Thid., 190.

106 Thid., 190. Furthermore, it “could refer to frontier regions that retained cultural and political
autonomies” such as Nowgorodskoe gosudarstvo, Kazanskoe gosudarstyo. KOLLMANN, 41

W78, BELOKUROV, Unerzhennaya gramota ob izbranii na gosudarstvo Mikhaila  Fedorovicha Romanova
(Moscow: 1900).

108 Thid., 32-33. fn 7.

109 Ibid., 33. fn. 7.

10 Thid,, 33. fn 7.
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(bezgosudarstvenny byvati)."" Finally Shujskij agteed and accepted the throne. But the
people of the Muscovite state changed their mind, when Sigismund aiming to seize
the Russian throne sent a letter “to the boyars and to the whole Muscovite state (&
vsemm Moskovskommn gosudarstvn) so that his son, prince Wladislav be the ruler in
Muscovy/in the Muscovite state (by#’ na Moskovskom gosudarstve), and be crowned
for the Muscovite state” (venchatiya bylo na Moskovskoe gosudarsto)."> The “people of
Muscovite state (hudi Moskovskogo gosudarstva). ..gave credence to the letter and
asked” Vasilij Shujskij “to end his rule” (gasudarstvo svoe ostavil), who agreed, and “for
the tranquillity of Christendom gave up his rule” (gosudarstvo svoe ostavil)."” The treal
intention of Sigismund and the Poles however, was “to destroy the true orthodox
uncorrupted Christian faith, and to establish firmly their Latin faith in the whole
Muscovite state” (v vsenm Moskovskom gosudartve)."* For Moskovskae gosudarstvo was the
only land of genuine orthodoxy. It is thus clear, that Moskovskoe gosudarstvo had
patrimonial, patriotic and religious connotations.

What did the word Eraz (written capitalized) mean in contemporaty France? It
was defined by Pierre Charron in 1595 in the following words: “a domination, an
ordering involving command and obedience, and...the foundation, the internal
link, and guiding spirit of human affairs; it is the bond within society which cannot
exist without it, the vital essence which brings life to human and natural
associations.”"” Tt is necessary to recall Dyson’s statement claiming that it was due
to the “work of legists” that “by the eatly seventeenth century the state was
established as a fundamental legal concept in France” “The idea of the state
connoted a territorial unit ruled by a single sovereign; the continuity of royal
government and its vast apparatus of offices apart from the mortal life of the king;
and a community enjoying a unity of sentiment as a consequence of living under a
common sovereign. It was a permanent entity endowed with certain superior
purposes. Nevertheless, there remained an ambiguity in the term which made it
difficult to tid it of patrimonial implications.”"'*

The patrimonial character of Ezat has been noted by many histotians,'"
therefore Fat is much better for the purpose of a compatison with Muscovy than
the English Sz where this connotation was not so much pronounced. H. Zmora,

1 bid,, 33. fn 7.

12 Thid., 35. Kharkhordin is probably tight to remark, that the last part of the sentence can be better
rendered as “be crowned for Muscovite rule.” Thus, the otiginal meaning of gosudarstvo is preserved
even then, when it is used with the adjective Muscovite. After reading my examples Kharkhordin drew
the conclusion that the use of gasudarstvo was still ambiguous during the wzufa and the petiod following
the smuta. It is certainly the case but I think the ambiguity was reduced because the frequent usage of
Moskovskoe gosudarsto shifted the meaning towards the tertitorial aspect.

113 Ihid., 35-36.

114 bid., 36.

115 Quoted by DYSON, 27.

116 Thid., 28-29.

17DySON, 29, D KOLA, Politicheskaya semantika «Etat i «étaty vo frantsuzkom yazyke. O.
KHARKHORDIN (ed.) Pomyatie gosudarstva v chetyrekh yazykakh (St. Petersburg-Moscow: 2002), 112-113.
H. ZMORA, Monardly, Aristocracy and the State in Enrgpe 1300-1800 (London-New York: 2001), 5.
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writing about France, also mentions the “pronounced patrimonial character” of
the early modetn state, but besides the monarchical aspect of patrimonialism in the
meaning of Ffat the author identifies another one: “while the state was not yet
impersonal, it did not appertain solely to the monarch; it did develop an existence
inchoately distinct from the ruler, precisely because it was deeply penetrated by
social irllltgerests and therefore not entirely distinct from some of the nominally ruled
either.”

Zmora identifies these “social interests” as the “vested interests of office-
holders who manned the state,”"” which means that Zmora’s statement clarifies
the second element in Dyson’s definition.

Comparing the meanings of gosudarstvo with these statements it is apparent that
the second element, the concept of “the king’s body politic” which subsumed the
kings office and other offices as well, is clearly missing from the concept of
gosudarstwo. (The territorial aspect, the feeling of unity were, of course, present.)
Furthermore, the lack of “dynastic officialdom” as “the venal-heredity,” that is the
practice of transmitting offices “like any other piece of real property”” was called by
R. Giesey,” had important consequences for Muscovy. The fact that the
government apparatus in Muscovy had no hereditary claims to posts was one of
the many reasons to explain why it was difficult, though not impossible, for
officials to articulate interests distinct from that of the gosudar* Hence the
perception of gosudarstvo as belonging to the gosudar’ was strengthened and the
developrnent of the distinction between them was retarded."”" What concerns the
notion of “superior purpose” in Dyson’s formulation, Moskouskoe gosudarshvo,
similadly to the Fiaz, embodied supetior purposes, but they were not secular. An
important difference aptly formulated by N. S. Kollmann must be mentioned.
Kollmann emphasises that “elite writers depict society as the Godly Christian
community, not as a cohesive political unity of a common people.””* The ethico-
religious perception of power can be well proven, among others, by the fact that
the word poddannyj, though it was known by the eatly 17" century, was rarely used
before the late 17" century. Subject is “an abstract legal term”™* (a Polish loan-
word), but the overwhelmingly dominating term was the (pravoslavmy kbristianin)

118 ZMORA, 5.

19 Ibid,, 5.

120 R, E. GIESEY, “From Monarchomachism to Dynastic Officialdom,” in . Pelensky (ed.), State and
Society in Enrope from the Fifteenth to the Eighteentl Century (Warsaw: 1981), 166

121 Tt is interesting to note Kharkhordin’s contention, who thinks that thete is a possible connection
between the growth of bureaucracy and the development of the concept of state in Russia. In this
respect he does not mention Western analogies and does not deal with the impact that venal-heredity
exerted on the development of the concept of state in France. In his view it might not be accidental
that the “antecedents of a modern bureaucratic apparatus formed” under Alexis “coincide with the
first timid attempts at assertions working for the common good;” he especially underlines this
connection for the Petrine era. KHARKHORDIN, 231-232

122 KOLLMANN, 38-39.

123 D, ROWLAND, “The Problem of Advice in Muscovites Tales about the Time of Troubles” Russian
History/ Histoire Russe (1979:2), (259-283) 270.

175



ENDRE SASHALMI

Orthodox Christian. Indeed, most theorizing on power took place in the
ecclesiastical circles.”
IV.

A compatison of the development of the concept of state in the West and
Russia might be done in ways other than those applied by Kharkhordin or by me
on the previous pages. One approach which can be integrated into my analysis is
provided by S. Dixon. This integration can be done all the more easily, because
Dixon was apparently also influenced by Skinner. His penetrating survey on the
problem of the concept of state in Russia between the carly 17" and the early 19"
centuries deserves special attention, though some of his statements can be
debated. Of course, one cannot expect a very detailed discussion of this highly
controversial issue from a chapter in a textbook covering a great time span
indicated. Dixon claims that Muscovy did not know the concept of “an
impersonal entity above and distinct from both the ruler and his subjects,” and the
“abstract notion of loyalty to the «statey” did not exist.'” To prove his statements,
in a very original way, he set out to “investigate two related theoretical notions:
treason (i3ena) and the oath of loyalty (prisiaga) taken by Russian subjects to each
new tsar on his accession.”"* Thus his approach is based on the perception of
treason and the nature, or in other words, the object of the subjects’ loyalty. Since
treason was a category of political crime, Dixon traced the history of political
ctime covering the subject in a brief but illuminating manner from 1649 until
1825."” However, the only oath of allegiance given as an example was the one that
officials had to swear from 1722."**

I think Dixon’s method is very useful and I will apply it to the 17" century. The
oath of loyalty of 1626/27 should be given special attention for the following
reasons. It contains not only a general part, but also separate sections for different
social groups of the court, and in addition to that it became a model for oaths of
loyalty for the rest of the century."”” Consequently, if there was a prikaz concept of
gosudarstvo in the 17" century, this oath could reflect it. Gosudarstvo is used in the text
many times and in contexts relevant for the purpose. In the general part of the text
we find the following wording: “But if someone is not willing to serve Mikhail

124 Similatly to Kharkhordin (KHARKHORDIN, 222. fn. 7)) I deliberately ignored any detailed
discussion of  theology of power in Muscovy in the present study, except for a short compatison
between the divine right of kings and the divine right of tsars at the end of the article. Besides the
various articles of . Rowland, who, in Kivelson’s wording, “probably has done more than anyone
else” for the understanding of Muscovite ideology, a very subtle treatment of Muscovite theology of
power is provided by Rowland in his contribution to the project Redigion, Law and Philosophy. ..

125 DIXON, 189-190.

126 Ibid., 195.

127 1bid., 195-197.

128 Thid., 197.

129N. E DEMIDOVA, Shuzbilaya bynrokratiya v Rossii v XV v. 7 ego rol’ v formirovanii absohmtizyma (Moscow,
1987), 151.
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Fedorovich, tsar and grand prince of Russia, or has affairs with traitors, or Tartars
or Lithuanian and German people, then T have to fight against these people for my
sovereign and for his state up to my death (zu gosudarya svoego i 3a ego gosudarstvo).”

In the oath composed for boyars and okaluichie the following obligation is
encountered: “to serve my sovereign...in all matters...and want him, the
sovereign, and his lands (e zewham) good...without any evil intention. ..
Finally, the section composed for dumnie dyaki included the obligation: “neither to
say any bad thing on the Muscovite state and all the great states of the Russian
Tsardom to foreigners, nor to think such a thing, and not to want any kind of evil
to the Muscovite state (Moskovskomu gosudarsivn) in any way.”** Thus, at the very
time of the nototious cases in which the tsars universal proprietorship was
confirmed, there is an oath showing hints of an impersonal loyalty Furthermore
the oaths of loyalty, including the one quoted here, became the “main source on
which the list of offences” in 17" -centuty penitential books were based, and
curiously enough, these penitential books “paid little attention to wrongs against
the Church.” This fact also underlines the importance of chanceties in forming
Muscovite notions on power.

Other contemporary sources can also be quoted to prove the existence of a
distinction between the ruler and gosudarstvo. There is a formulary, dating from 1627
for the granting of wtchina estates to those who performed great service during the
1617-18 campaign of Vladislav against Moscow: It is written that Mikhail
“rewarded the person (who is named) for his true service (3a ego pryammyn slizhbn)
rendered to us and to the whole Muscovite state (& #an i ko vsemn Moskovskonim
gosudarstr)” when Vladislav “came to our state, (pod nashe gosudarstvo) under the
ruling town, Moscow””™ For Vladislav “wanted to take the Muscovite state
(Mostkoskoe gosudarstvo), and to ruin it to the ground, and to pollute the churches of
God, and to trample upon our holy, true, pure, orthodox Christian faith, and to
impose his damned hetetic Latin faith” (prokhatuyn ereticheskuyn latynskuyn vers)."
But the named person was with the tsar in the besieged Moscow; “stood strongly
for the orthodox Christian faith, and for the holy churches of God, and for us, the
grand sovereign against Vladislav... and fought manly in the fights,” and “showed
much of his service and justice (mzoguyn svoyn sluzhbu i pravdu) to us and to the
whole Muscovite state” (& nam i ko vseny Moskovskomn gosudarstvn).”* Moskovskoe
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osudarstvo obviously means the country/ the land of orthodox faith (which again
confirms Kollmann’s statement on the primary religious perception of the larger
community).

The distinction between service done to the ruler and to the gosudarstyo is all the
more important because these sources were written not during an interregnum.
Though there is no separate oath taken to the gosudarstvo, as it would become a rule
during Peter, it is apparent that not only the person of the ruler, but also gosudarstvo
was an object of loyalty. While it is true that Moskovskoe gosudarstvo, or simply,
gosudarstvo did not mean state in the western sense, it was, nevertheless, and could be
distinguished from the person of the ruler. Hence the claim that the person of the
tsar “defined both nation, in the premodern sense of polity or broadly inclusive
political community, and state”” might not be true in every case.

There can be no doubt, that i #he chanceries the distinction between the ruler
and gosudarstvo existed. Therefore, we cannot agree with Chernaya who claimed that
the idea of service to the gosudarstvo appeared in Russia only after (and as a
consequence of) the emergence of the concept of common good in the late 17"
century.

To pursue the investigation further, the Law Code of 1649 would seem to be
an obvious source to be studied to trace the concept of gosudarstvo as it was
understood in the prikagy.

Political ctime was defined in chapter 2 of the Code entitled O #he Sovereigns
Honour, and How to Safeguard His Royal Well-Being (O Gosudarskg chests, i kak Fgo
Gosudarskoe 3dorov’e oberegat)) and the term for political crime in the Law Code was
Gosudarevo delo ili slovo. Dixon rightly emphasizes the significance of the title of the
chapter, which does not mention gosudarstyo at all, but refers to the ruler’s honour
and health instead.” Dixon claims that the chapter on political crime “gave
unprecedented prominence to treachery” and also that the “sole mention” of
gosudarsto, in the form Moskovskoe gosudarstvo, “employs the territorial sense.””'*’
Then he draws the conclusion: “A traitor thus betrayed not an impersonal
abstraction, but the tsar in person typically by pledging allegiance to a tival
individual... The only impersonal notion of treason known in Muscovy was
apostasy, which survived along with personal betrayal into the Petrine period.”'*'

It is of course, significant that the designation of the ctime just mentioned is
derived not from gosudarstvo but from gosudar’, which confirms the significance of
personal implications, the importance attributed to the person of the ruler, and not
to an impersonal/transpersonal entity. Indeed, it was only duting Peter’s time that
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the term for political crime, known by then in the form sbwo 7 delo gosudarevo,
occasionally was referred to as gosudarstvennoe prestuplenie, i.e. state crime.** But in fact,
gosudarstvo 1s used in the Law Code both with and without the adjective Moskovskoe
not only in chapter 2, but also in other passages. And while it is on the whole true
that both versions convey predominantly the territorial meaning in the Law Code,
it would be an error to draw the conclusion that the chapter deals with ctimes
directed exclusively against the ruler. While article 1 of chapter 2 refers to the crime
against the sovereign’s health, others contain some degtee of abstraction. A slight
shift from the territorial meaning can be noticed in articles 2-3.

§: 2 “Likewise, if in the realm of his tsarist majesty (k7 pri derzhave Tsarskogo
Velichesia), someone, desiting to seize possessions of the Muscovite state
(Mostkovskim gosudarstvom zavlader) and to become sovereign, (7 Gosudaren byt) begins
to assemble an armed force to effect his evil intention; or if someone proceeds to
make friends with enemies of [his] tsarist majesty, and to establish secret relations
by [exchanging] advisory letters, and to render them aid in various ways so that
those enemies of the sovereign, using his secret relationship with the enemy, may
take possessions of the Muscovite state (Moskovskin: gosudarstvom avlader), or
commit any other bad deed; and someone denounces his activity; and after that
denunciation his treason is established conclusively: punish this traitor with death
accordingly”'*

§: 3 “If someone surrenders a town to an enemy of his tsarist majesty in an act of
treason; or, someone receives foreigners into the towns of his tsatist majesty from
other states (i znyb gosudarsty) for the purpose of similarly committing treason; and
it is established conclusively: punish such a traitor with death also””"*

Yurganov states unambiguously: “The second chapter desctibed the Russian
tsar as the supreme head of the state. Articles 2, 3 and 4 dealt specifically with
treason against the Muscovite state. 7' Telberg claims that article 2 refers to actions
aiming to seize the “totality of supreme rights,” “but not the supreme state power
in general, rather the supreme power concentrated in the hand of the legitimate
tsar.”'* Though we should tefrain ourselves from teading too much modernity
into the text, the fact remains that article 2 does not refer to the person of the ruler.
The shift towards abstraction in article 2 is due to the fact of borrowing For
articles 1-2, 12-13, 16 “were borrowed from Byzantine and Lithuanian law;” and
article 2 is “a continuation of the Lisvkiii statut 3" Similatly, a slight shift
towards abstraction is reflected in the wording, “towns of his tsatist majesty,” in
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article 3, which concerns the integtity of the rule of “his tsarist majesty”” over the
territory. Again, we should not exaggerate this wording, for I/eichestvo, which later
came to mean sovereignty (for Prokopovich) was not defined or expounded by
anyone in Russia before Krizhanich.

To pursue further the analysis of the Code from the aspect of political crime
the following problem deserves attention. Despite of the title of the chapter on
political crime, the I.aw Code did not mention explicitly the most common type of
political ctime of the 17" century, namely the verbal offence of the ruler’s
honout."* That is verbal offence of the tsar’s person, which included, (among
others) indecent statements on his descent (the most setious of which concerned
his title to the throne), his family, his behaviour, his governance etc.'”” Though
statements connected with the tsar’s honour (and honour should be undetstood in
very broad sense) were the most common and the most important type of political
crime, 17" -century Muscovite judicial practice seems to have known the offence
of the honour of Moskovskoe gosudarstvo. This “non-personal” perception of
honour was in accordance with the terms of the oath of loyalty taken
in1626/1627, though in the oath the only section containing such clause was the
one composed for duma cletks.

Thete is a case from 1646/47 which implies that the honout of = Moskouskoe
gosudarstvo was protected, for Moskovskoe gosudarstvo is used in this context. ™ A
drunken man, a certain Ivan Dmitriev allegedly said “unseemly words (ngpodobnye
slovesa) about Moscow” which was the reason to initiate a treason case against
him."”" When the investigation began the authorities two times referred to the
charge as such: the named person “said unacceptable speeches (neprigozhie rechi)
about Moskovskoe gosudarstve.” % Finally, it turned out that there were no unseemly
words either about Moscow, or Moskovskoe gosudarsto. Lukin remarked, in
connection with a later case, (1692) that Moscow was often identified with the
person of the tsar in the mind of the people of the 17" century, that is why cases
in which Moscow was mentioned impropetly were reported.”” In these cases the
“non-personal” became personal. But the present case shows that Moscow could
be conceived in “non-personal” terms too, and references to the capital could be
understood as references concerning Moskovskoe gosudarstvo, the honour of which
was also protected.

The next step to be done is to compare the Western concept of political crime
with the Muscovite one, a step missing from Dixon’s chapter.

Though in the 17" century the state was claiming for its place to be included in
cases which were classified as political crimes, (Richelieu for example stated that
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“even the thought of a cfime against the state should be punished”) "** it would be
a long way before crimes against the state as such would be given priority in the broad
list of crimes conceived as political. As Ingraham summarized: “before 1770 laws
protecting political authority and sovereignty” were concerned with “betrayal of
personal loyalty owed to the Head of the State, rather than the «State» itself,” with
“injuries inflicted on the monarch personally or on members of his immediate
familial or administrative household; insults to his personal dignity and
authority””"> This highly personal perception of political crime is understandable in
the light of the strength of the doctrine called, the divine right of kings. It
flourished in the 17" century. And, as Strayer noted, loyalty to rulers reached its
peak in the belief of the king’ divine right."*® Therefore it is not accidental that
“before the development of the conception of popular sovereignty in the second
half of the eighteenth century, monarchs remained the primary objects of state
crime in both political theory and judicial practice, despite the existence of
sophisticated theories of state sovereignty at least since Machiavelli.””’

Furthermore, crimes against religion, or the established Church, apostasy
included, were often perceived as political ctimes, hence apostasy was not void of
personal implications either in Russia or in the West, especially when the ruler was
the head of the Church. “The close association in the minds of contemporaries
between spiritual and temporal authorities made it possible to treat the tsar’s
opponents as enemies of the Orthodox faith in general.”* In England an Act of
1581 “made it treason to withdraw subjects from their obedience to the Queen or
their membership in the Church of England,”” of which Elizabeth was the
Supreme Governor, and held the title Defender of the Faith. Therefore, apostasy
in Russia was not really an impersonal type of treason in a normal case, that is
when Russia was ruled by a legitimate Orthodox tsar, the defender of true
Orthodoxy (as it was represented by the religious practices and tites of Moskovskoe
Qosudarstvo).

10 sum up: In comparison with Western Christendom, Russia was not so backward
in the middle of the 17" century if the definition of political crime and the
perception of loyalty are concerned. Yet, Russia was so to say, a djfferent world if we
examine political theoty, not to mention the existence of state theory proper and
political discourse. The use of each of these terms is misleading for Muscovy,
because they are irrelevant. When the modern theory of state was provided by
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Hobbes and his fellows, Russian contemporaries of Western thinkers “were still
preoccupied with the struggle between good and evil,” and the vocabulary they
used was “predominantly Biblical in origin, the Old Testament, in particular,
providing an abundant reservoir of apocalyptic imagery”“” All these reservations
notwithstanding, they do not invalidate the existence of a distinction between
Gosudar’ and gosudarsivo priot to the mid- 17" century. Therefore, while not denying
the impact that Western ideas exerted on the emergence of the new Petrine
concept of state, it is possible to see their importance from a somewhat different
angle. My contention is that the emergence of new political concepts in Russia
after the 1660s was not an ex nibilo process, i.e. a process taking place simply becanse
of and as a consequence of growing familiarity with Western ideas. Rather, this process
happened under the inppact of them. Western ideas helped to conceptualize already
existing changes: changes in the meaning of gowdarsiw. Perhaps, this conceptual
development is reflected in the more frequent use of the term gosudarstvennye dela,
dela gosudarstua, i.e. state affairs in the second half of the century." An eloquent
example in the Law Code: “On Sundays no one shall hold trials and work in the
chancelleries. No business shall be conducted except the most essential State affairs
(samykh nuzhnykh gosudarstvennykh de).”'** Indeed, the formulation is reminiscent of
the idea of the reason of state, for urgent wordly obligations (service concerning
state affairs) can overrule a religious duty, L.e. the observance of the Lord’s day.

The study of the official documents of the Razin revolt conveys the
impression that the distinction between treason against the tsar and treason against
gosudarstvo became a recurrent motif. Razin was charged with treason committed
against both tsar and Moskavskoe gosudarsto."

To remain with treason cases to indicate the change, the charges against Ivan
Khovanskij and his son in 1682 are also eloquent. Ivan was accused of looting the
treasury by giving money without an order: thereby he “made a great ruin to the
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whole State (usemu zhe Gosudarstvs) and hardships to the people””** Furthermore
with their service the father and his son “brought defamation and losses to the
State (Gosudarstvu prinosili ponoshenie i ubytok), but did nothing to promote the eternal
praise of the name of their Great Sovereigns and the benefit of the whole State”
(vsemy Gosudarston pribyl).'” Finally Ivan’s “evil intention against the power (12
derzhavn) of the Great Sovereigns and against their health was unmasked” and his
“treason and intention to take the Muscovite state became obvious.”'*

Furthermore, gosudarstvo found its way to a literary genre, the language of
which was more traditional than that of the chanceries, namely to panegyric
literature. In a long panegyric written in 1687 to exhort the troops going for the
campaign against the Crimean Tartars the author call them to fight “for the
Orthodox faith,” “for the sovereigns” and “for the whole state.”'"’

There were terms in 17" century Muscovy before the Westernization of
thought on power, such as zenzha, gosudarstvo, and first of all probably gosudarstvennye
dela, dela gosudarstva implying some kind of difference, if not between the “grand
prince’s authority and the powers of an abstract state,”'*®® but between the ruler’
authority and the powers of a vaguely understood impersonal body. Yet, it was not
enough. Despite of the changes in the meaning of gosudarstvo the statement of M.
Poe, that “no known Muscovite author of the era used one of these terms as the
basis for a conceptual distinction between the office of the prince and the
officeholder;”* holds true for the petiod until the end of the century. In the West
an autochtonous office theory sharpened the existing distinction between 7ex and
regnum/ respublica. In Russia the formation of the triplet which I identify as
gosudar’/ gosudar’ pravite1 styuyushebiy/ gosudarstvo was delayed, because the distinction
between gosudar’ and gosudarstvo, a distinction not so clear-cut as in the West, to be
sure, was not accompanied by the clearly articulated idea of rulership as a public
office serving the common good. Until Peter the Great we do not have statements
similar to the one told by Margrave Christian Ernst of Bayreuth to Strasbourg
University in 1659: “A good prince must always remember that the supreme law is
the good of the state. The state is not to serve the ruler, but instead the prince
must disappear within it [ganz im Staate aufgehen].””
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Indeed, as D. Rowland remarked, classical Muscovite ideology was unable to
separate “the body politic from the body natural,””" for this separation to which
the concept of office was crucial. Consequently “the personal and political aspects
of the ruler remained interwoven.”'”” Hence the “moral personality of the ruler
was the central issue” of Russian ideology before Peter,'” which explains why a 6
century Byzantine mirror of princes written by Agapetus had such a paramount
importance in Muscovite (and to a certain extent also in Imperial) Russia.
Nevertheless Dixon rightly claims that not so much the importance of Agapetus is
striking in Muscovite ideology: “what is more immediately striking about both the
form and the language in which Muscovites wrote about government is the degree
to which philosophical abstractions remained foreign to them.”'™ The status regis,
status rei publicae, corona, common  good were among such legal-philosophical
abstractions.

One of the earliest examples of the Russian triplet mentioned above is found
in monk Avraamijs missive written in 1696. The missive is generally regarded as a
piece of criticism of Peter’s behaviour and governmental policy; a criticism based
on the established notions of Muscovite ideology.'” In a paper I argued that this
statement was only partially true.”® While there can be no doubt about the
presence of these traditional elements in the missive, Avraamij’s writing rather
shows the degtee to which traditional ideology was infused with Western notions
of rulership, notions that soon were to become the prominent and indispensable
features of the new Petrine ideology. For the first time this was expressed in his
manifesto of 16 Aprl 1702: “It is well-known in all the lands of which the
Almighty has placed under our rule that since our accession to this throne all our
efforts and intentions have been aimed at ruling this State (s gosudarstvom npravhar)
in such a manner that as a result of our concern for the common good (zseobshehee
blago) all our subjects (poddannye) should attain an ever greater degree of well-
being”""” This was precisely the position taken by Avraamij when he criticized
Peter from the Western angle that is from a viewpoint based on Western notions
of rulership. Avraamij accused Peter that he abandoned “any kind of government
of his state (usyakoe pravienie gosudarstva svoego) and ordered to governitbya ... bribe-
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taket””"™ Furthermore, instead of appointing good officials to deal with things
“necessary for his subject people of the whole state” Peter appointed bad ones
who “ruin the state” (gubyat gosudarstwo).” The notion of common good, a
rudimentary idea of natural law; and use of the word subject are also present in the
missive.'®’

All these developments notwithstanding, the crucial plain question “What is
osudarstvo?” was not raised, and there was no systematic investigation in the nature
of gosudarsto either in Muscovy or during reign of Peter the Great. This fact
underlines the importance of scholarly discourse through the 13*-17" centuries on
the office theory of kingship, which culminated in the birth of the modern
concept of state.

In Russia the lack of office theory of rulership had the result that there was no
organic link, that is a continuous age-old tradition between this idea and the
emergence of the modern concept of state, which, unlike the term sz, was
borrowed from the West. Therefore, the concept of office, and the paramount
importance attributed to gosudarstvo, now more clearly distinguished from both the
ruler (gosudar’) and the ruled, were emerging more or less simultaneously.

The examples quoted underline that in tracing the history of gosudarstvo the
developments of the first half of 17" century must not be underestimated. From
the middle of the century these changes were furthered by the conscious turn to
the West. Then came the ruler’s duty to serve the common good (of) gosudarstvo
with the incomplete adoption of the Western idea of rulership as an office. Yet, as
Dixon rightly points out, it was from circa 1700 that the “uselfulness” of the
changes, and that of “the new political vocabulary” “began to be fully
exploited.”®" Indeed from that time a noticeable change was under way: “The
virtually synonymous concepts of «statex (gosudarstvo) and «country» or «fatherland»
(otechestvo), expressions rare in Muscovite legislation, were constantly invoked by
Peter as an autonomous object of allegiance distinct from the person of the
tsar.”"™ (This virtual synonym meaning of the mentioned terms in 17" -century
Russia is undetlined by the most frequent use of Moskouskoe gosudarstvo which had a
patriotic connotation.)

It would be erroneous, however, to read too much modernity to the Petrine
concept of gosudarstvo,™ but this question is beyond the scope of this article. Still, it
is useful to quote S. Dixon who wrote of the petiod 1676-1825: “When speaking
of the state we ate really speaking of a dual conception of state and tsar. Neither is
readily detached from the other, though their relative importance vatied over
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time”™® It would take us too far, to seek for the causes, but the use old
terminology was, of course, one reason,'™ for it was an old word, gosudarstvo, which
was to express the new concept, and the word was not devoid of strong personal
connotations. But equally important was, in my view, the lack of intellectual legacy,
the tradition of scholarly discussion. No wonder that the adoption of the modern
concept of state remained imperfect. Indeed, it had taken a long time before we
encounter the first real scrutiny into the nature of state in 1809 by Speranskij.
Thus, Dixon is right to say that the zodern concept of state was not unknown to
Muscovy, * but the “first and decisive distinction that led to the formations of the
familiar triplet ruler/state/ruled in Russia,”"*’ the distinction between the ruler and
gosudarstvo definitely existed by the late 17" century and to some extent, even eatliet,
prior to the mid-17" century, together with the germ of loyalty to gosudarsto.

V.

Although there can be no doubt about the emergence of the modern concept of
state in 17" —century Western political theory, to look upon the 17"-18" centuries
only from the isolated perspective of the modern concept of state, meanwhile
neglecting other forces at work, (proprietary dynasticism included) would lead to a
distorted perception of the past. From the 17" century onwards, the modern
concept of state was struggling for its place, in the midst of the corporate order
with “proprietary dynasticism” on the one hand, and the belief in the divine right
of kings on the other. If the former might cause uproar among the great majority
of political thinkers, (as I have mentioned) the latter was widely accepted by them:
indeed the 17" century witnessed the peak of expositions of the belief in the
divine right of kings."*® Now we should examine the relationship between divine
right and office principles.

184 DIXON, 195.

185 Ibid., 193.

186 Ibid., 190

187 KHARKHORDIN, 218

188 Harly modern divine right theory included the following principles: 1, monarchy is a divinely
ordained institution and the best form of government; 2, the power of kings is received directly from
God on the basis of descent, excluding any constitutive intermediaries (the Church or the people or
secular institutions such as the patliament); 3, the order of succession is firmly fixed (by the principle
of primogeniture) and unchangeable, though not necessarily laid down in statute law (fundamental
law). In other words, not simply descent, but the degree of relation is crucial; 4, the right to the throne
acquired thereby is indefeasible and the consecration of the king (unction and coronation) is merely
declarative, not constitutive. 5, despite of the principle of heredity, the power of kings is derived
directly from God, since He is the final cause of life and death, consequently it depends on Him
when He takes the king from this wotld - an act, which automatically confers the title of king on the
person who previously was just the heir to the throne; 6, God endows the king with a special ability
(the notion of arana imperii), the ability to interpret the needs of the realm entrusted to him by God;
7, the king is responsible for the government of the realm, he has to use his office for the common
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Itis of great significance, as I have referred to it shortly, that in the West eatly
modern divine right theory (no matter whether its proponents were absolutist or
not'”) contained the idea of office. King James VI (I) wrote: “Kings are called
Gods by the propheticall King Dazuid, because they sit vpon God his Throne in the
earth, and haue the count of their administration to giue vnto him. Their office is
To nanister Instice and Tudgement to the pegple...”””  For divine tight theory, in some
sense, was a compromise between proprietary dynasticism proper, and the
principle of rulership as an office. Divine right of kings, in short, was the heredity
of royal office - a further proof that the three aforementioned aspects of rulership
intermingled with each other."”" Thete was, thus an ambivalence in the divine right
of kings. Although it contained the idea of office, at the same time it elevated the
person of the ruler high above every mortal. The king was “God on earth,” not
merely “one point of divine order” but he was “portrayed as the lone point of
divine order within an otherwise chaotic and contingent temporal world.”"”* For
inherent in divine right of kings was the emphasis on the special ability of the ruler
to interpret the needs of his people, an ability he possessed as God’s anointed."”’
And the “mystery of monarchy” inherent in divine right kingship, “inhibited too
close an analysis of the fountain head of royal government;” with the weakening
of the idea of divine right, however, “a more dispassionate scrutiny of the nature
of royal authority” (or rather, scrutiny of the nature of the royal office) “became
possible,” " which in turn contributed to the weakening of proprietary attitudes.””
Thus, it took a long time before the modern concept of state finally triumphed
over these two strongly entrenched notions: personal aspects of rulership
remained strong because of the proprietary dimension and the belief in divine
right. M. van Creveld claims that it was in the petiod between 1648 and 1789 that
the “person of the ruler and his «state» were separated from each other until the

good, but because of the divine commitment he is accountable to God alone, the giver of his power,
and not to the people; 8, as a consequence, the king cannot be deposed by anyone (Church, people,
institutions), active resistance against him is a sin, and it is against Gods command, 9, the king’s
command should be followed unless it is against divine law: in this case the example of Christian
martyrs is to be followed; 10, the king’s power is sacred; 11, the king is like God on earth. For a
characteristic and short exposition of these principles, see the Trwe Law. .. especially 72. ]. N. FIGGIS,
The Divine Right of Kings (Cambridge: 1914), 9-10.

189 For the distinction between the divine right of kings and absolutism see G. BURGESS, Absolute
Monarchy and the Stuart Constitution (London: 1992), 96-97. For the question whether 16%-17%-century
Muscovite ideology was absolutist or not, see my article. SASHALMI 1998, 169-170.

190 Trwe Lanw. ..., 64. For the strength of the concept of office see also James’s Basilikon Doron: the
second part of the work (called “book’ by the author ) has the following title: “Of a Kings Dyetie in His
Office. The Second Booke” 19.

191 See the term administration in the passage quoted from King James, and the commentary written on
it earlier on the basis of Rowen.

192D, ENGSTER, Divine Sovereignty. The Origins of the Modern State Power (De Kalb: 2001), 9.

193 1hid,, 9. 121, 122.

194 SHENNAN, 29-30.

195 Compate it with BURNS’ statements in fn. 72.
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first became almost entirely unimportant in comparison with the second.”” The
early modern concept of political crime, described on the basis of Ingraham,
clearly confirms van Creveld’s view. These considerations also warn us not to
exaggerate “Russian backwardness” but it would be an even greater mistake to
forget about the enormous differences between Western Christendom and Russia.
And if similarities and differences should be placed on a balance, I would definitely
emphasize the importance of differences and throw my lot with the “hard”
interpretation of Muscovy.

Finally, I will make a cursory compatison between the divine right of kings
and the divine right of tsars. Despite of other claims, the view that the notion of
divine right is approptiate in the analysis of Muscovite and Imperial Russia alike,
can hardly be discarded: P. Dukes identifies the ideology of Romanovs as “basically
divine right, but with a growing secular component — the «general good», and so
on”"" A, Lentin similarly states: “The tsar of Muscovy had always been conceived
of in divine right terms...and Peter adhered unhesitatingly to a tradition which
sanctified his prerogatives.””* At the same time, “because in Russia and elsewhere,
succession by ptimogeniture was understood as an integral part of divine-right
monarchy, it was essential for Peter to demonstrate that the two were separable.”””
This was the very reason for Peter to commission Feofan Prokopovich to
compose the tract called The Law of the Monarkh’s Will in Designating an Heir to bis
Realm.

The theme of divine right therefore deserves to be studied in a comparative
manner. In accordance with the time span of the study, I concentrate on
Muscovite divine right, while occasionally referring to Petrine divine right as it was
expounded in the tract mentioned, The Law of the Monarkhs Will. In such a
compatison it should be stated first, that Muscovite version of divine right, namely
the divine right of tsars, was very different from the western one, the divine right
of kings. Despite of that fact that the main source of divine right both in the West
and Russia was the Bible, and its “/ocus dlassicns” was Paul’s Epistle (Paul: 13.) to the
Romans.™ Therefore, to highlight the differences one must concentrate not only
on the origin of powet, but also on its purpose. This distinction (between “the origin
of governmental power” and “the purpose of such power”) was developed and
applied by J. Canning for the study of medieval Western political thought,”" and
his method is equally useful in a comparative approach. One more aspect, however
must be added, and this is the way the ruler’s power operated. Before moving to
the analysis of the issue with the help of these three aspects, some other
preliminary remarks are necessary:

196 VAN CREVELD, 127.

197 P DUKES, The Matking of Russian Absolutism 1613-1801 (2nd ed., London: 1990), 206.
198 ENTIN, 32.

199 Thid., 33.

200 Thid., 32.

201 CANNING, 19.
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1, Muscovite divine right, one the one hand was very simple. The ruler’s
authority “could be justified without the help of elaborate literary constructs,
simply by refertring to God, antiquity and local tradiion””” The simplicity of
Muscovite divine right, and the fusion of it with plain proprietarism is reflected
here: “We are sovereigns (gosudari) in our state (1a svoem gosudarive) by divine will, and
posses (vladeens) through our ancestors that which was given to us by God”*”

2, Another difference was that despite of the firm roots of this doctrine
in theology, divine right in the West also used /legalpolitical vocabulary of which the
sovereign - subject antithesis was crucial for the matter of obedience. The use of this
vocabulary is not surprising given strength of what Kantorowicz called the
“spiritual-secular hybridism,” that is the “cross-relations” between the two sphetes,
the spititual and the secular™ In Muscovy the corresponding antithesis was
expressed in religious terms: in the title of the tsar (the very term to express God-
given authority) or gosudar, *° and the term, orthodox Christian (pravestany
kbristianin).

3, Closely connected to this problem is the matrix in which Western and
Muscovite divine tight was formed.™ Western kings had to defend themselves for
centuries from the pretensions of the papacy and the empire, the two institutions
with universal claims, and also from theoties allowing the right of active resistance
for the people. The eatly modern version of the divine right of kings had a strong
anti—papal edge defending kings from the deposing power of the papacy which
strongly vindicated this right in the era of intense religious conflicts. At the same
time it could discard active resistance against the king coming from below:

Among the principles listed as characteristics of the divine right of kings
points 1-5. are concerned with the origin of power. The most important differences
in this respect are as follows:

1, To begin with, there was no discussion of the merits and shortcomings
of the different forms of government and the virtues of limited or absolute
monarchy. Autocracy was generally accepted: “Recalling that Russian autocracy had
no real political theotist on the order of Bodin, James I, or Hobbes, one might
even go further and suggest that the ideological hegemony of tsarism was so

2021, SEVCENKO, “Byzantium and the Eastern Slavs after 1453, Harvard Ulkranian Studies (1978), (5-
25) 10. Milyukov had noted the same, mentioning references to God and the ancestors. P. MILYUKOV,
Russia and its Crisis New York: 1962), 400.

203 Quoted by L. N. PUSHKAREY, “Bogoizbrannost’ monarkha v mentalitete russkikh pridvornykh
deyatelej rubezha novogo vremeni,” in Tsar i Tsarstvo v russkom obshehestvennom soznanii Moscow: 1999),
(59-69) 68.

204 E. H. KANTOROWICZ, “Mysteries of State. An Absolutist Concept and its Late Medieval Origins,”
in IDEM: Selected Studies New York: 1965), (381-398) 381.

205 ]t is important to note here, that to translate gasudar’ as sovereign is not a plausible choice, for it
immediately conveys Western analogies. Following the conventions however, I translated it as
sovereign. Furthermore, gosudar’ has a religious implication because of the frequent use of Bog du
gosudar’. See also fn. 70.

206 ), ROWLAND, “Did Muscovite Literary Ideology Place Limits on the Power of the Tsar (1540s-
1660s)?,” Russian Review 1990, (125-150) 129-130.
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profound that even its basic precepts did not requite explication.”” Therefore
Muscovite ideology of power was monolithic, which cleatly was not the case in the
West where always rival theories of power existed and consequently Western
political thought can be termed pluralistic. Divine right of kings was just one stream
of thought, but indeed the most influential in the 17" century.

2, Succession in case of the divine right of the tsars was also based on
descent. Therefore, to emphasize the relation of the Romanovs to the last
members of the Rurik dynasty (Ivan IV and Fedor) — no matter how tenuous or
distant in fact this relation was —and through them to distant forefathers, including
even the fictive descent from Augustus was essential in 1613.** Descent however,
affected succession not in the same way as in Western hereditary monarchies.
While in the West divine right favoured only one person, identified by the degree
of descent, that is by primogeniture, in Muscovy it was rather the dynasty in
general, which was in focus and not one person with indefeasible right to the
throne. Thus, the hereditary principle was conceived in quite broad a manner, as in
early medieval western monarchies before the development of the sharp
distinction between elective and hereditary monarchies in the 12*- 13" centuries.
Thus, in Muscovy (and in the early medieval West) hereditary principle was not
narrowed down to #he degree of descent, but it was descent in general, that is the sheer
fact of having royal blood in one’s veins, in other words, it was royal birth which
mattered. But there was one peculiar feature in the Russian perception of the
principle of heredity. Hereditary principle was considered to be “not simply
supetior to the elective principle, but as far superior to it as heaven is to the
earth”” For an elected monarch is “installed by the will of God only indirectly,
insofar as God has allowed it without positively willing it, the determination of who
will be born as the heir to the throne is completely beyond the power of man, and
so entirely within the power of God. The hereditary principle therefore ensures
that the tsar will indeed be elected — but by God, not by man**'"" This was the
perception of Mikhails “election” in 1613. In the West the order of succession
could be enacted, as in the so-called Sak Law in France, which produced
statements that the French throne was not hereditary, because it was the law, which
identified the ruler and the line of succession. It is well-known that there was no
statute law regulating succession in Muscovy. “Observance of primogeniture was a
matter of custom rather than a constitution.”"' The succession of the eldest
surviving son between 1502-1598 and from 1613 until 1682, was rather a
convention than a custom to have the force of law: In the seventeenth century this

207 POE, 215, 224. For this issue see my article SASHALMI (1998).

208 Ch. L. DUNNING, Russia’ First Civil War. The Time of Troubles and the Founding of the Romanov Dynasty.
(2001), 443, 445. 1. THYRET, Between God and Tsar: Religions Symbolism and the Royal Women of Muscovite
Russia (DeKalb: 2001), 58-60. C. H. WHITTAKER, Russian Monarchy. Eighteenth-Century Rulers and Writers
in Political Dialogne. (De Kalb: 2003), 27.

209N Moss, Chrtian Powerin thelge of Reason, 304, www: tomanitas/ru/eng/ THEAGEOFREASON/ htm.

210 Tbid., 304.
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custom was neglected in 1682 when Peter was proclaimed “tsar” instead of his
elder (though incompetent) half-brother (Ivan V), and the eventual proclamation
of two tsars (Ivan V became the “first tsar”” and Peter became the “second tsar”)
was again not the principle of primogeniture at work, for primogeniture strictly
applied excluded the possibility of two #ars even if numbered according to their
birth.
Forty years later Peter could refer to the inheritance from father to the eldest son
simply as “a bad custom,”"* when he abolished it in an edict (1722) expressing his
disappointment with this tradition: he did not understand, as he wrote, why “this
bad custom was so deeply rooted” in Russia.”"® Neither in 1682, nor in 1722 was
there any public law institution which could have annulled the decisions. Russia was
not France where the Sun King’s will (1714) in which Louis legitimized his bastards
and thereby empowered them with the right to inherit the throne, (“after the
Otleans and the Condés”) was declared null and void by the parkemsent shortly after
the king’s death (1715).”"* As Dixon noted in connection with Peter’s edict: “the
succession edict showed that the tsar still regarded the state as his own property, to
dispose of as he thought fit just as he had disposed of Aleksei”” in 1718.*"° Though
Peter did not see himself as acting arbitrarily, but in effect acting as “the first
servant of the state” for the “general good” of “the state” in both cases (in 1718
and in 1722).

3, God’s role in investing the ruler with power is more direct in the case of
the tsars.

Here is the link to the other two aspects, the operation and the purpose of
power (see points 0, 7 in the definition of Western divine right) which are treated
together.

In the divine right of kings the ruler’s ability to interpret the needs of the
realm is not necessatily identified with the idea of the king being constantly
inspired by God and therefore reflecting His will, though these beliefs were present
occasionally”® This belief however, was the standard commitment in the divine
right of the tsars. What is more, and what should be emphasized in a comparative
context, is the nature of the concept known as the “mystery of monarchy.” For
this concept belonged, in the last resort, to the realm of law: it had its roots in legal

212 T ENTIN, 128.

213 Tbid., 129.

214 ROWEN, 90-91.

215 DIXON, 13-14.

216 At the end of the 16" century some ardent supporters of Henry IV came up with ideas, which
were considered extreme. P. Constant (1598) claimed that human laws “found their inviolability in that
divinity, with which they had been inspired by the king, their maker,” while David du Rivault (1596)
“identified royal enactments with divine law itself, both in otiginal source, and immediate effect.” W.
E CHURCH, Constitutional Thought in Sixteenth-Century France (Cambridge, 1941), 311. These authors,
however, were by no means representatives of the mainstream of political thought. Ibid., 312.
Similatly, for Joseph of Volokalamsk human positive law made by the ruler did not differ too much
from divine law.
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science.”’” This concept was teferred to vatiably by King James I as the “deepest
mysteries of monarchy,” or the “deepest mysteries that belong to the persons or
state of Kings and Princes who are Gods on earth,” and also as “my Prerogative
or mystery of State,” “our government or the mysteries of State”, and finally the

“mystery of the King’s power.”'® If the legal implications are not clear enough,
Kantorowicz’s statement makes them obvious: “There seems. . .little doubt it was
from the stratum of the «Mysteries of Justice» — «Justice» standing in that period
for «Government» or «State» — that James I's concept of Mysteries of State
arose.”"”

Having examined all these aspects, it is not so much striking to say that divine
right in Muscovy was more profound than the authority of any western ruler,
despite of the fact that the tsars did not claim to possess the miraculous ability to
heal the scrofula, as the French and English kings did. Muscovite/Imperial divine
right did not simply mean that the tsars based their rule on divine authority: it was
“more than the «divine right of kings»,” for the tsar was “more than a ruler
ordained by God” — he was God on earth for his people.””’ Mironov writes: “the
tsar was God’s direct lieutenant on earth” in contrast with Western kings “who
wete merely considered God’ anointed.””' The problem is with the term Zeutenant.
For lieutenancy contains the idea of office, which is confirmed by the existence of
a coronation oath. King James expounding the office of kings, drove the point
home when remarked on the relations between the king and his peoples. The king
was “ordained for them and they not for him; and therefore countable to that
Great God, who placed him as his Jeutenant ouer them. .. to procure the weale of
both soules and bodies. .. And this oath in the Coronation is the clearest, ciuill and
fundamentall Law, whereby the Kings office is propetly defined””**

As there was no office theory in Muscovy, Muscovite divine right, unlike
Western one, did not contain the articulated idea of office. Rather, we can speak
simply about the tsar’s duties instead — duties to be performed as God’ living
image on earth and being constantly inspired by Him, rather than being God’s
representative. And these duties were predominantly religious (maintenance and
protection of Orthodoxy etc.) than secular. The idea that the tsar was God elect,
and placed on the throne directly by Him, entailed that notion that through the
person of the tsar (in the image of the tsar) God Himself, and not so much his
representative/minister governed the tealm, and the tsar’s will was the will of God.

217 KANTOROWICZ 1965, 381, 382.
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220 O, FIGES — B. KOLONITSKIL, Interpreting the Russian Revolution. The Language of symbols of 1917 (New
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221 B. A. MIRONON, Sofsialn'naya istoriya Rossii perioda imperii (XVTI- nachalo XX v) (St. Petersburg: 1999),
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of the nature of royal power.” “The king’s power emanates from God, although more in the sense of
the king as God’s anointed rather than God’s appointed representative.” COLLINS, 80.

222 Trew Law. .. 65.

192



SOME REMARKS ON “PROPRIETARY DYNASTICISM” ...

While in western divine right God was remote, merely the final source of
legitimacy, “the last word,” or functionally a “thetorical device,” in the divine right
of the tsats God was the anditio sine gua non of the doctrine.” Muscovite ideology
was “God-dependent” based on the assumption of “God’s constant and direct
intervention in the world.”** “Once we remove God and His relationship with tsar
and subject, we are left without any coherent set of ideas at all.””* For without
God Muscovite ideology “makes no sense””* Here is the crucial conceptual
difference between Western and Muscovite references to the rulers God-like
image.

agThe notion of office and the priority of worldly duties were, of course,
assimilated into Russian divine right (“the growing secular component”) but only in
Petrine times and what is more significant, imperfectly. New official ideology,
which I termed “divine right of the Russian Emperor” attributed great significance
to these things, but no coronation oath was introduced! The notion of office in the
divine right of kings set a limit to the king’s power, royal office existed to serve the
common good. In Petrine divine right the idea of office, the idea of being the first
servant of the state, had the opposite purpose: to broaden the Emperot’s power in
the name of the common good (of the state). Therefore, along with the novel
notion of common good, the traditional Biblical passages crucial to Muscovite and
Petrine divine right alike, were now quoted in Law of the Monarkh’s Will “to expand
the scope of the tsar’s God-given authority, not to limit it within the confines of
Muscovite tradition.”””” This entailed a free decision on the issue of succession
depending solely on the will of the ruler. Thus, Petrine divine right in contrast with
Muscovite and Western divine right was designed to justify change and not to
maintain tradition.

1o draw the conclusion: 1t can be stated, that frequent references to gasudarstvo, (which
are rare in the most important treatise of the new Petrine ideology!) references in
which gosudarstvo s distinct from and higher than the tsar and his will, were merely
lip-service in the documents of Petrine ideology. Under these circumstances
gosudarstvo remained, as S. Dixon subsumed, not a “political agent on its own right,
to which all subjects owed allegiance and which the tsar had himself a duty to
maintain, but rather as an object, itself under the control of the tsar — it was «his»
state he used as he pleased, the state which he upheld in order to maintain his own

223 D, ROWLAND 1990, 129-130, 152. For France see D. PARKER, The Making of French Absolutism
(London: 1983). Parker claims that deification of the king served to make the illusion that the king
was strong, for it was considered necessary by some people for the stability of government. 150.

224 ROWLAND 1979, 264-265.

225 Ibid., 278-279.

226 Ibid., 279.

227 LENTIN, 40. But in this tract the “defence of hereditary monatchy against elective monarchy” was
also a central point of the argument, unlike in Muscovite sources where “the moral personality of tsar
was the central issue”’. BUSHKOVITCH, 441.
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position””*** The location of the ruler’ authority not in the power of the state but
in divine will and the work (the direct intervention) of the Holy Spirit, also
remained in force. In other words, the ruler’s authotity was based on the old idea
of God acting through the people.”” “The voice of the people is the voice of
God” — this was the very justification in Mikhail’s Confirmation Charter to discard
all doubts concerning the legitimacy of his “election”. But while in 1613 he was
God’s elect, in the sense that he had been “pre-selected by God” through birth,
already in her “mother’s womb,” and the people in the assembly of 1613 merely
wete the medium for the expression of Gods will™ in 1722 The Law of the
Monarkh’s Will claimed that the first ruler of the Russians (as any other first ruler of
a given people) was elected by the people as a result of a contract completed under
Gods direct supervision. The idea of God acting through the people was given a
more elaborate, westernised form in the treatise: »' it became interwoven with
principles of natural law; common good, and original contract between the ruler
and the people, i.e. with principles which the old idea lacked.”

(B0

228 DIXON, 190-191.

229 For this, and the continuity of Muscovite notions in the Law of the Monarkh’s Will see D.
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BOOK REVIEW

Nora BEREND

At the Gate of Christendom. Jews, Muslims and ’Pagans’ in Medieval
Hungary, c. 1000-1300.

Cambridge University Press, 2001.

The book of Nora Berend introduces medieval Hungary from a special point of view. With the
exception of historians British and American readers are normally not aware of the fact that
throughout her history Hungary has always been a ,receptive country”, regularly giving home to
settlers from whichever direction they have come. The term ,,receptive country” was coined by Erik
Figedi, who researched into the history of the German and Italian-Wallonian (known as latins in the
Middle Ages in Hungary) settlers. E. Fiigedi certainly had an easier task than N. Berend as he had
respectable amount of sources to work with. The special position of medieval Hungary was due to
the fact that prior to St. Stephen’s state organization the Carpathian Basin as a geographical unit had
never been subjected to any political centre. Both in the eyes of the Eastern Frankish Empire and
Byzantium it was a ,,borderland” with spatsee population. The Hungarians coming to the Carpathian
Basin cannot have been very numerous either, although estimates vary: Gy. Gyorffy sets the number
of people living in the Carpathian Basin after the Hungarian Conquest at 600.000 whereas Gy. Kxisto
only at 250.000.

Medieval Hungary was characterized by ethnic diversity, it was a meeting point of many cultures.
Of all these N. Berend relates very little. The structure of her book implies as if in the period
between 1000-1300 the animosity between Christians and pagans had been a constant phenomenon.
This strange perspective is due to the lack of a comprehensive introductory chapter which could set
the proper limits of the problem discussed. Some parts of the separate chapters (e.g Medieval
Hungary: pp. 17-23,; Christians and non-Christians: pp. 42-60.) provide information on medieval
Hungary, though only sporadically and they do not describe the entite society. The readers do not
receive an answer why Hungary was ready to settle down anybody, Christians an non-Christians alike.
One does not gather the necessary information either that down to the appareance of Cumanians
Christian and non-Christian communities lived peacefully together. It is likely that the often quoted
passage of the Admonitions of St. Stephen according to which “a country with one language and
custom is weak and frail” has to be taken serious as a political programme. This evaded the author’s
attention although this can be the clue to understanding the survival of the medieval Hungarian
Kingdom as well as the stability of royal power. It is a pity that these ideas only emerge on some
pages (pp. 268-272.) in the Conclusion.

I'was eager to find an explanation to the title of the book: At the Gate of Christendom. Before
reading the book it evoked the suspicion that is identical with the notion of the ,bulwatk of
Christendom” appearting after 1526. This notion is not unique as it emerged in other central
European countries, too at the times of the wars against the Turks. In eastern Europe it was used to
refer to the wars with the Mongols. This notion would have been displaced if adapted to Middle
Ages. Fortunately, this is not the case in N. Berend’s book. The term ,,Frontier of the Christendom”
only means borderland and a certain interpretation of this in the book. N. Berend discusses the
interpretations of the borders in European medieval scholarship in the Introduction (pp. 1-5.) as well
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as the first part of Chapter One (Medievalists on the Frontiers, pp. 6-7.). In some cases I disagree with
the adaptation of the notion to medieval Hungary.

In my view Hungary cannot be called a ,,borderland” between 1000-1300. The author’s opinion
is unclear what she means by ,,borderland” in medieval Hungary. It cannot have been the frontier of
Christendom as Hungary was surrounded by Christian countries from almost all directions: in the
west the Holy Roman Empite, in the south Byzantium and from the eatly 13th century on by the
Bulgarian and Serbian Christian kingdoms. Pagans only lived in the area behind the southern and
south-eastern parts of the range of the Carpathians. These were the Petchenegs and later, the
Cumanians. From the early 13th century on this territory was the focus of missions from Hungary.
First it was the German Knights then the Dominicans who dispatched missionaries to the region. I
do not really see why Hungary was a borderland.

This lack of defining the bordetland is a handicap of the entire book. After all, the frontiers of
the country, the borders of administrative districts, the counties as well of estates could be meant by it
alike. Duties for example were often paid at borderpoints of estates. These interpretations are not
distinguished (pp. 24-28.) and therefore the author cannot define the term ,,gyepii”. The ,,gyepii”
was a zone controlled by the King’s people which stretched inside the frontiers of the country. This
zone was meant to control movements along the frontiers. This is why it had to do with the exercise
of control over trade as the author notes (p. 27.). The extention of the ,,gyepii” and its endpoint were
uncertain and changing as the medieval frontiers in general. The ,,marchia” is known as counties
along the border but it induced long and unsettled debates among Hungarian historians.

The military defence of the borders is truly connected with alien ethnic groups. Thus N. Berend
is right in underlining the significans of Moslems and Cumanians. Nevertheless, the some could be
said of some western settlers. Let us just think of the short presence of the German Knights in the
Barcasag (Burzenland) region as well as the duty of Transylvanian Saxons to send soldiers.

One could hardly agree with the author regarding the use of the term ,frontier society” in the
case of Hungary. Hungary was a Christian country following the year 1000. The borders of dioceses
were formed, too. The received peoples must have been aware of the Christianity of Hungary. We
have no evidence of the interaction of Chritian and non-Christian groups. In my view the Christian
elements prevailed. The sources reveal that Hungary was faitly tolerant for contemporary
circumstances towards non-Christian elements yet it wanted to turn them into Christians. Let me add:
it took one century to Chritianize Hungarian society, too. Religions intolerance appeared towards
Cumanians in the late 13th century. This, however, was a consequence of general papal-ecclesiastical
efforts which set through all over Europe. In my estimation the author is completely right to treat this
context in a separate chapter (Conflicts between the Pappacy and the Kings, pp. 149-189.).

In the 11-12th cc. The non-Christian groupss formed separate communities, just like other
newcomers. The settlements of a bigger privileged non-Christian group (the Cumans) followed only
the invasion of Mongols. Had the author been faithful to her remark made on page 73. (,Non-
Christians in Hungary constituted a minority in relation to the Christian population”), she would have
had to abandon the term ,,frontier society”.

There is litle or displaced mention of the fact that prior to the arrival of Mongols the
Hungarian Kingdom had been successful in averting the attaks of Nomadic peoples along the
eastern frontiers. On page 56. for instance the discussion of the Mongols follows right after the pagan
revolts of 1046 and 1061.

The division of the topic into chapters as it is done by the author repetitions unavoidable. It is
true, these repetitions are partly due to the recurrent emergence of the rare sources. The author
should have made clear, too that in western Europe in the 10th — 13th cc. sources were much more
abundant. In Hungary, however, we have to rely on relations as the production of documents only
gained impetus in the 13th century. In the case of Cumanian laws the author is right in questioning
the second one, after all, the original is missing and even the interpolated copy dates to the 18th
century (see Regesta Arpadiana. EA. SZENTPETERY, E. Budapest 1923-1930. 1L p. 247. No. 3000.). It is
a pity that the critism of the author towards historical literature is less accurate, e.g; she uses the term
Iustrated Chronicle in her reference to the SRH, although the work quoted makes use of the
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formulation ,,a 14th-century chronicle composition” (p. 33. note 101.). The two are not only in name
but also in content different. The SRH also contains the various readings available in the codices of
the codex-familiy (see: Chonici Hungarici compositio saeculi X1V, in: Sergptores Rerum Hungaricarum.
Ed. SZENTPETERY, E. Budapestini 1937-38. 1. 239-505.).

Even if I do not always agree with the author’s way of dividing the topic into chapters, I find the
short and compact summary of the Conclusion an exellent solution. One can really fully agree with
the N. Berend maintains here. Some of the Hungarian historians have already given voice to similar
ideas (eg DEER, Jozsef: Poginy magyarsig — keresstény magarsdg. Budapest:1938.; KRISTO, Gyula:
“Vallasi tirelem az Arpad-kori Magyarorszagon”, in: A magyar miivelidés é& a keresgténység. Bd.
JANKOVICS, ], MONOK, 1., NYERGES, J. II. Budapest — Szeged:1998. 485-496.) N. Berend defends
her position even when she has to debate with a world-wide authority on medieval history (Bartlett,
R.: The Making of Enrgpe. see on p. 271.). Following the strict logic of this brief Conclusion may have
resulted in a shorter book with fewer repetitions. I deem the author’s aim to make readers familiar
with as many Hungarian works as possible and not limiting her quotations to English, German or
French works very important. After all, she would hardly have found a throughgoing book on the
topic in a foreign langauage. Thus N. Berend gives a reliable coverage of Hungarian literature.
Hopefully, some titles and authors will thereby make their way to the English-speaking public. This,
however, is no substitute for the small amount of works on Hungarian history available in English. It
is true, the comprehensive work of Engel, Pal on the Hungarian Middle Ages has recently been
published (ENGEL, Pal: The Realn of St. Stephen: A Histoty of Hungary §95-1526. London:2001.) Some
years ago Kirists, Gyula’s book on the 9-century Hungarian history (KRISTO, Gyula: Hungarian
History in the Ninth Century. Szeged:1996.) or an interpretation of the Chronicle by Kézai written by
Sziics, Jens (SzUCS, Jend: “Theoretical Elements in Master Simon of Kéza’s Gesta Hungarorum
(1282-1285), in: Simon of Kéza: The Deeds of the Hungarians. CEU Budapest:1999.) appeared. Nora
Berend’s book was written on medieval Hungaryy, too, delineating the country’s special position by
means of focusing on an important question. The fact that it has been published in English is a
pioneering act itself. It is a pity she has not illustrated her wotk with more maps as it would not have
been difficult to find adaptable material.

It is to be underlined that Nora Berend has written an important contribution to the literature
of medieval history. Hers is a book which all students dealing with the history of Central Europe
should be familiar with. I recommend it as a textbook to all my colleagues interested in the petiod.

Marta Font

Gyula KRISTO
A korai Erdély (895-1324)
(Siebenbiitgen in der Frithzeit (895-1324))

Szegedi Kozépkorasz Mihely (Szegedi Kozépkortorténeti Kényvtar 18.)
Szeged, 2002
326 Seiten, 10 Karten
(ISBN 963 482 558 3)

Im hier besprochenen Werk stellte Herr Professor Gyula Krist6 die frithe Epoche der Geschichte
Siebenbiirgens ab der ungarischen Landnahme bis zum ersten Viertel des 14. Jahrhunderts dar.
Kirist6 hatte sich bereits in zahlreichen Studien und Monographien mit dem mittelaltetlichen
Siebenbiirgen befasst, diese komplexe, interdisziplindre Zusammenfassung entstand jedoch erst im
Jahre 2002.
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Das 326 Seiten starke Buch besteht aus fiinf Kapiteln. Im Teil ,,Vorbemerkungen® (5-53) legt
der Verfasser seine Methoden und die verwendeten Quellen dar und versiumt es nicht, auf die
Wichtigkeit der Objektivitit der Forscher, die sich mit diesem Thema auseinandersetzen, hinzuweisen.
An die Geschichte Siebenbiirgens, meinte Krist6, diirfe man nicht unter aktualpolitischem Aspekt
herangehen. Er lehnte nicht nur die ,,dakoromanische Kontinuititstheorie ab, sondern wies auch auf
die Fehler der ungarischen Historiker hin (9). Dem Wetk liegen interdisziplindre Methoden zugrunde,
indem der Verfasser neben den schriftlichen Geschichtsquellen (Urkunden wie narrative Quellen)
auch die Ergebnisse der Archiologie und der Linguistik verwendete. Der ungarische Name des Areals
(Erdély) stammt aus einer friheren Epoche als das lateinische Transsylvanien. Im Jahr 1444 kam die
ruminische Bezeichnung Ardeal das erste Mal vor. Das deutsche Siebenbiirgen ist aus dem Namen
Cibinburg (Szebenvar) abzuleiten. (25.) Der Begriff Siebenbiirgen breitete sich erst allméihlich auf dem
gesamten Gebiet nur aus, und die westliche Kirchenorganisation spielte in diesem Prozess wihrend
des 11. Jahrhunderts eine entscheidende Rolle. Der Siebenbiirgenbegtiff schlief3t die sieben Komitate,
den Sachsen- und den Szeklerboden, sowie die Komitate Kézép-Szolnok und Kraszna in das so
genannte Partium ein (27-28). Der Schilderung der geographischen Verhiltnisse (28-38) folgt die
politische und ethnische Darstellung des Gebiets (38-53). Vor der ungarischen Landnahme am Ende
des 9. Jahrhunderts lebten gréBtenteils slawischsprachige Vélker auf dem Gebiet. Siebenbiirgen war
auch von wenigen Awaren sowie von Bulgaren, die die Herrschaft in der Hand hielten, bewohnt, es
ist dagegen ganz und gar auszuschlieBen, dass in Transsylvanien am Ende des 9. Jahrhunderts
Ruminen gelebt hitten (53).

Im zweiten Abschnitt wird die Geschichte des 10. Jahrhunderts behandelt. Nach der
Landnahme siedelten sich keine Ungarn in Siebenbiirgen an. Die Landnehmer organisierten ein
Doppelverteidigungssystem  mit  stindiger Wachmannschaft an der West- und Ostseite des
Siebenbiirgischen Mittelgebirges. Erst in den 50er und 60er Jahren des 10. Jahrhunderts kam eine
zahlenmiBig stirkere ungarische Population im nérdlichen Teil Siebenbiirgens an (57-79).
Siebenbiirgen wurde von dem ersten Ungarnkonig Stephan dem Heiligen (997/1000-1038) dem
Kénigreich Ungarn angeschlossen, nachdem er um 1003 scinen Onkel Gyula in Nord- und
anschlieflend einen gewissen Kedn in Stidtranssylvanien besiegt hatte (80-99).

Das nichste Kapitel wird die Geschichte des 11-12. Jahrhunderts untersucht (100-156). Zur
Vorgeschichte des Ausbaus der westlichen Kirchenorganisation gehort die Tatsache, dass vorher ein
orthodoxes Missionsbistum in diesem Gebiet funktioniert hatte. Aus dem 11. Jahrhundert sind
Namen byzantinischer Bischofe bekannt. Es deutet auf das Missionsbistum an, dass die von Stephan
dem Heiligen um 1003 gegriindete Dibzese nicht nach dem Bischofsitz sondern nach Siebenbiirgens
Gebiet benannt wurde. Ebenfalls cine Einwirtkung der Ostkirche sich im Patrozinium der Didzese
(Heiliger Michael) wider. Kristé meint, dass sich der Bischofsitz anfangs in Dobokavér befand und
erst spitet, unter der Regierung von Ladislaus dem Heiligen (1077-1095), nach Gyulafehérvar
(Katlsburg/Alba Tulia) vetlegt wurde (106). Das Domkapitel von Siebenbiirgen wurde im
ausgehenden 11. Jahrhundert organisiert; sein Grundbesitz war - im Gegenteil der bischéflichen
Domine - in Sudtranssylvanien konzentriert (113). Die Institutionen der Landesverwaltung (die
Komitate und die Burggespanschaften) bildeten sich parallel mit der kirchlichen Organisation heraus.
Nach dem Sieg iiber Gyula hatte Stephan im Norden das Komitat Doboka otganisiert, aus dem
wihrend des 11-12. Jahrhunderts die Komitate Kolozs, Kraszna und Torda entstanden. Ahnlich
geschah es auch in Sidtranssylvanien. Aus dem Komitat Fehér bildeten sich die Komitate Kiikiill
(12. Jh.)) und Hunyad (13. Jh.) heraus (126-128). Dem Tertitorium stand der Woiwode vor, der Posten
ist im Jahr 1199 erstmals belegt (131). Wegen des Angtiffs aus dem Osten strukturierte man das
Grenzverteidigungssystem um, wobei den Grenzburgen eine besondere Rolle zukam (142).

Neben der slawischen und ungarischen Bevolkerung tauchten in Siebenbiirgen ,,neue
Ansiedler* auf: Sachsen, Szekler und Ruménen. Diesen Prozess kann der Leser im nichsten Kapitel
kennen lernen (157-202). Wihrend des 11. bzw: zu Beginn des 12. Jahrhunderts kamen neue
Ansiedler aus den verschiedenen westeuropéischen Lindern nach Siebenbiirgen, aber von
bedeutenden Ansiedlungen kann erst ab der Regierung Géza II. (1141-1162) sprechen. Im Jahr 1206
kommt die allgemein gebriuchliche Bezeichnung Sachsen (saxs) zum ersten Mal vor. In der 30er
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Jahren des 13. Jahrhunderts wird dieser Begriff zum Sammelnamen fir die aus Westeuropa
stammenden Bevolkerungsteile (S. 162). Die Sachsen haben sich in zwei Riumen angesiedelt: um
Nagyszeben (Hetmannstadt/Cibiu) und in der Gegend der Stadt Radna. Im Jahr 1224 wurden die
Privilegien der im Stiden wohnenden Sachsen von Konig Andreas II. (1205-1235) beurkundet
(Andreanum). Die Szekler waren urspriinglich Grenzverteidiger an der westlichen Landesgrenze
(Orsg). Sie siedelten sich um die Wende des 12./13. Jahrhunderts nach Siebenbiirgen um. Ahnlich
den Sachsen lebten die Szekler in einem geschlossenen Block in Studtranssylvanien, und der
Szeklergespan (cwnzes Siculornm) war ihr Vorstand. (187-188). Die Rumiénen (in der lateinischsprachigen
Quellen: 1Jachii, Blachii) kamen erstmals im Jahr 1166 bei dem byzantinischen Angriff nach
Siebenbiirgen. Der erste Beleg tber die in Siebenbiirgen, in erster Linie in Fogaras wohnenden
Ruminen stammt aus dem Jahr 1207 (190-202).

Der Titel des letzten Abschnitts ist das ,,Jange* 13. Jahrhundert. Diese Zeit war fiir Siebenbiirgen eine
Periode des Umbruchs. Die weitere Entwicklung der Provinz wurde von den folgenden Ereignissen
determiniert: von der Ansiedlung und der Vertreibung des Deutschen Ritterordens (Burzenland:
1211, 1225), dem Mongolensturm (1241) und dem Wiederaufbau. Die wichtigsten Aufgaben des
Koénigs Béla IV. (1235-1270) bestanden in der Neubesiedlung und in der Errichtung von
Steinfestungen. Zu einer der wichtigsten Perioden in der Entwicklung Siebenbiirgens kam es
wihrend der Herrschaft des Herzogs Stephan (1257-1270), der spiter unter dem Namen Stephan V.
Ungarn regierte (1270-1272). Im Jahre 1266 bezeichnete er das Tertitorium als Kénigtum (regrum
nostrum Transsilvanum) (203-230). Siebenbiirgens Wirtschaft basierte in erster Linie auf Bodenschitzen
wie Salz, Gold und Silber (S. 235-240). Kristé behandelt auch das Thema der Stadt- und
Gesellschaftsentwicklung und liefert auch eine Beschreibung des Adels (S. 243-300). Zum Schluss
folgt eine Darlegung der politischen Entfaltung zwischen 1288 und 1324 (300-321).

Die reich argumentierte und mit zehn Karten illustrierte Monographie kann als grindliche, gut
aufgebaute und prizis verfasste Arbeit bewertet werden. Sie ist auch fiir die internationale Forschung
problemlos zuginglich, zumal sowohl eine englische (The Early Transsylvania 895-1325. Budapest,
Lucidus, 2003.) wic auch eine rumanischsprachige Ausgabe (Ardealul timpuriu [895-1324]. Szeged
2004. [Biblioteca de Istotie Medievale din Szeged 20.]) votliegen.

Tanuis Fedeles

Tamas FEDELES

A pécsi székeskaptalan személyi 6sszetétele a késd kozépkorban (1354-1526)
La composition du personnel du chapitre de cathédral de Pécs au Bas Moyen Age (1354-
1526)

(Tanulmanyok Pécs térténetébdl 17.)
Pécs Torténete Alapitvany
Pécs, 2006 [2005]

481 p +7 cartes
(ISSN 1219-4077)

1l nest point facile a esquisser un tableau panoramique de la société ecclésiastique hongroise du
Bas Moyen Age. Ni la période en question (les XIVe-XVIe siécles), ni le sujet n'a pas attiré
I'intérét des médievistes hongrois. Seul quelques essais d’exposition d’'une forme de résumé sont
connu — dont les primordiales sont I'oeuvre classique d’Elemér Malyusz (Egyhizi tarsadalom: a
kizepkori Magyarorszdgon [La société ecclésiastique de la Hongtie médiévall, Budapest, 1971) et
celle de Jozsef Koblos (Ag egyhazi kizépreteg Matyds és a Jagellok kordban [La classe moyenne de la société

199



BOOK REVIEW

ecclésiastiqne a [épogue de Mathias et des Jagellons) /Mivel6dés- és tirsadalomtorténeti tanulmanyok
nr. 12/ Budapest, 1994). Cette detniére a beaucoup inspité auteur du livre 2 analyset.

Loeuvte de Tamas Fedeles essaie — au moins dans la mesure du possible — de combler
cette lacune. 1l est vrai que l'activité du lieu authentique du chapitre de cathédrale de Pécs a été
analysée par Laszl6 Koszta (A péusi székeskaptalan biteleshelyi tevékenysége (1214-1353) [Lactivité du lien
authentigne du chapitre de cathédrale de Pécs (1214-1353)] /Tanulmanyok Pécs torténetébdl 4./ Pécs,
1998), cependant la composition du personnel a été peu atteint, et, pour la période ultérieure,
aucune analyse systhématique n’a été faite. Il est donc beaucoup a attendre pour Poeuvre
présente.

Le livre de Fedeles se constitue de deux unités. Dans la premiére il analyse, de plusieurs
point de vues, la compostion du personnel du chapitre, dans la deuxieme i présente la
biographie briéve des 404 chanoines identifiés (,,Prosopograhie™). Lors de ses analyses, Pauteur a
suivi grosso modo les méthodes de Jézsef Koblos. 11 présente les points de vue suivants : la
structure du chapitre, la collation des bénéfices, I'introduction au chapitre, les devoirs et la
mentalité de chanoines, la carriere ultérieure de chanoines outre le chapitre. Dans le chapitre 2,
consacré a la structure du chapitre il a suivi une répartition ,.traditionnelle”. Cest-a-dire le
sommet est réservé aux dignitaires (prévo, lecteur, cantor, custos, prévot du chapitre collégial de
la cité), puis s'‘énumérent les officiers du chapitre (doyen, archidiacones), ensuite les remplagants
et les autres officiers. A la fin de la queu se rangent les simples chanoines. Malgré cette structure
unique pour le monde catholique, la presentatlon pose quelques problémes. Les données de
Porigine, de I'avancement — disons la carriere — sont prise bien avant le chapitre consacté aux
problemes de lorigine. Le chapitre suivant (3. La collation des bénéfices) est trés bien écrit. 11
nous permet d’avoir Iimage générale sur la collation des bénéfices, faite soit par le pape, par le
roi, ou bien par I'évéque de Pécs. Ici Pauteur a bien réussi a équilibrer les connotations
controverses, c’est-a-dire les débats concernant le droit de patronage des rois hongtois renforcé
et bien articulé au début du XIVe siecle. 1 s’agjt 1a de la bulle connue sous le nom ,,bulle de
Konstanz” (1417). Cependant le chapitre suivant (4. Introduction au chapitre) pose de séveres
problémes. Une partie des questions soulevées (p. ex. celle de lorigine) a été bornée dans le
chapitre 2. En plus — d’aptes Pauteur-méme lorigine n'a point déterminé 'entrée (possible) au
chapitre de la personne en question. Le deuxiéme probleme consiste dans le fait que les
catégories de l'origine (aristocrats, noblesse (moyenne et petite), etc.) ne sont point définies. Seul
exeption est celle de Paristocratie, mais les auttes, soit nobles, citoyens ou paysans, ne sont point
claitement décrits. Il manque aussi le résumé du ’poid de Torigine’ — comme I'a fait J6zsef
Koblos, la possibilité donc de bien mesurer le réle de Torigine reste inachevée. Le sous-chapitre
intitulé *visite de l'université’, plus correctement *études universitaites’ reste aussi infructueux.
Bien que les études universitaires aient été détectées, ainsi que la durée et les grades recues,
Pauteur nest pas capable de bien positionner le réle des études. Dans la derniére partie du
chapitre 4 on peut faire face au facteur primordial des possibilités de entrée au chapitre, qui est
le groupe des relations personnelles. 1l est banal a faire appel a leur efficacité. Sauf les relations
,»régionales” — qui disent le recrutement du chapitre de ceux qui vivaient dans I'entourage des
biens du chapitre — les relations ecclésiastiques, la grace (personnel) du souverain, le service du
roi (ou de la reine), les relations familiaires (concu comme une sotte de détivée de la vassalité de
I'Europe de 1 ’Ouest) sont tous des relations personnelles... Les trois dernicres chapitres de la
premere partie (5. Les devoirs des chanoines, 6. La mentalité des chanoines., 7. La carriere
ultérieure des chanoines) sont bien congus. Les données — et I'analyse de 'auteur — permettent
ici a tirer les conclusions nécessaires : la cumulation de bénéfices, la dotation des investissement
culturels (bibliotheques, cercle des littéraires humanistes, etc.) étaient réalisable aux chanoines de
Pécs. 1l est fort regrettable cependant qu’aucune conclusion générale n’a été tirée par auteur. La
premicre partie est suivie par une bibliographie trés riche et bien congue. Les annexes proposent
des résumes des analyses faites auparavant. Malheuresement leur structure rend difficile a bien
suivre les conclusions faites a la fin des chapitres de la premiere partie.
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La deuxiéme unité de Poeuvtre de Tamas Fedeles est consacté a la biographie des chanoines
identifiés de Pécs, celle de 404 personnes. Cette prosopogtraphie accentue bien les conclusions
de la premicre partie, méme si les hésitations — surtout au niveau de l'origine — sont bien
détéctables.

A la fin de la prosopographie, le lecteur peut avoir un résumé anglais qui —
malheureusement — peut remplacer la conclusion générale manquée. En dernier lieu se trouvent
les cartes illustrant Potigine des chanoines (celle des Hongrois /?/, la tépartion dans le comtat de
Baranya, ainsi que les lieux d’origines des étrangers), les universités visitées par eux, les autres
bénéfices étrangeres et hongroises prises par les chanoines de Pécs, et, enfin les biens du
chapitre dans le comtat Baranya.

Quelle conclusion a en tirer? Les données servant a la base d’une telle analyse ont été bien
regroupées. 1l est tres regrettable cependant que lors de 'analyse — faute d’une structure logique
— elles ont été quelquefois peu exploitées pour pouvoir esquisser un tableau général d’une
couche de la société ecclésiastique de la fin du Moyen Age de la Hongtie.

Gergely Kiss
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