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Foreword

Dear reader — to begin with, we wish to explain the reasons behind the inclu-
sion of this extended foreword. Its authors published a critical edition of the
Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia in 2017 within the Monumenta Poloniae Historica
series, consisting of a lengthy introduction (130 pages) and the critical edition
itself (641 pages).! In their introduction they provided answers to many ques-
tions, such as those concerning the place occupied by the monumental work
within the framework of a particular historical collection, issues linked to its
name, and the Stemma Codicum. We would like to present these matters once
again here, in abbreviated form.

1 The Place Occupied by The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia within the
Framework of a Particular Historical Collection

The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia, also known as The Dynastic Chronicle of the
Romanovichi, is one of the most important historiographic monuments of
medieval Rus' The chronicle presents the history of the descendants of Roman
Mstislavich (d. 1205) — that is, the dynasty associated with the Principality of
Halych-Volhynia in the 13th and first half of the 14th century. Moreover, this is
also an important source for the history of Poland, Lithuania, Bohemia, and
Hungary. Despite the term ‘chronicle’ in its name, assigning this text to a spe-
cific (sub)genre is not easy, largely because of its complex structure, with its
creator being a highly educated person (a knizhnik; this term denotes a scribe
who can write and create new works and thus is a broader term than ‘scribe’.
In English it is similar to the medieval term ‘bookman’). For one thing, this is
the only example of a court chronicle in medieval Rus.. It is, in other words, a
true chronicle, not a letopis’ of the annalistic genre. Seven paper manuscripts
are known that include The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia. The oldest is the
Hypatian (Ipatiev) Codex written in the early 1420s, while later manuscripts
include the Khlebnikov/Ostroz’kyj, Pogodin/Chetvertyns'kyj, Bundur/Iarocki,
and Ermolaev texts, as well as others from the late 18th and even the early
19th century.

All these manuscripts belong to the southern Rus’ codex group (more spe-
cifically, to the Ipatiev group), which forms a historical collection? based on

1 Chronica 2017.
2 See “Conclusion”.
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three fundamental works, i.e., The Tale of Bygone Years, The Kievan Chronicle,
and The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia. Some manuscripts also include a list of
the kniazes (princes)? of Kiev until the invasion of Batu Khan. There are no
doubts among researchers that these parts constitute separate historiographic
works, even though they are of course connected to each other in various ways.

2 The Issue of the Name of the Historiographic Collection

In the preserved copies of the collection, a part of which is The Chronicle of
the Romanovichi, we can find terms that can possibly be considered its proper
name. Thus, in the Ipatiev manuscript, we encounter the 17th-century nota-
tion “Kuura Mnarmkoro MoHacThIpA Jeronucens 0 kHAxeHui” (Book of the
Hypatian Monastery, Letopis’ on Ruling); ‘/Tbronmucerns Kuesckou [...]" (The
Kievan Letopis’) [...]"; “/Ibronucens Mnarukoro monacteipa” (The Letopis’ of
the Hypatian Monastery), and also the term found in the original 15th-century
heading directly preceding The Tale of Bygone Years ‘JIbr[o]nucens Pyckun”
(The Rus’ Letopis’).* In the Khlebnikov manuscript, in this same spot (as the
heading of The Tale of Bygone Years), we encounter the notation “/Ibromucer|s]
Pycxksii” (Rus’ Letopis’).5 Let us also note that in the Pogodin-Chetvertyns'kyj

3 The kniaz’ (xus3p) was the ruler in Rus, and I give the term as ‘prince’. At the end of the
12th century, a new term was established, ‘velikij kniaz’ (Benmkuii xuasp), which will be
given herein as ‘great prince’, as I want to highlight its distinction from the Lithuanian grand
duchy. The problem of translating the term as ‘king’ was discussed by Christian Raffensperger
(Raffensperger 2017). He noted that “there have been many books and journal articles writ-
ten over the course of hundreds of years that have designated the ruler of Rus’ as a ‘prince’
or ‘duke’” (Raffensperger 2017, 1, 6). Nonetheless, he proposed the term kniaz’ be translated
as king in the eleventh and twelfth centuries. This problem warrants wider discussion, but
in my opinion Christian Raffensperger’s very interesting idea does not fully understand
the titular structure of Rus’. For example, his hypothesis is undermined by a sentence (one
among several) from the Hypatian codex: ‘npagbas ero Beauknn kHA3p JIaHMIO KOPOJIb
c[pr]ub Pomanoss” (LRAS, ref. 16.4.4: Ipat’evskii spisok, 297) = his great-grandfather, the great
prince Danilo, the king, son of Roman [emphasis by A.J.]. The bookman was fully aware that
the words ‘king (koposb)’ and ‘prince (kuass)’ have differing meanings. It should be high-
lighted that in Slavic countries there is no problem with the translation of the term ‘kniaz”,
because in the Polish language, for instance, separate words exist to denote these two differ-
ent titles: ‘kniaz’ (corresponding to ‘kus3p’) and ‘ksigze’ (corresponding to the English term
‘prince’). It should however be noted that in Polish these words are used as synonyms. A huge
amount of literature exists on the topic, examples of which can be found in such works as:
Poppe 1984, Boron 2010, Filiushkin 2006. The reader will not find any of these basic works in
Raffensperger’s book.

4 Ipat'evskaia letopis’ 1908, V1, 2.

5 NLR, ref. F.1v.230, 2.
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manuscript, confirmed by an 18th-century transcript, there was a name that
was largely analogous: “Letopisec Ruskaja Kronika knjazenija Rossijskoho”
(Rus’ Letopis’. The Chronicle of Russian Rule).6 The term that can also be found
on the spine of the cover of the Khlebnikov Codex. It is as follows: “Hecreposa
Poccuickas abronucs” (“Nestor’s Russian Letopis™).” It seems that the name
of the collection functioning as of the 15th century was thus “Rus’ Letopisec”.
Since this finds confirmation in the independent Khlebnikov manuscript, its
earlier genre classification can be assumed. It cannot be excluded that this
might even be the original heading of the protograph. In addition, in a docu-
ment from 1415 concerning the separation of the Kievan metropolitan centre
from Moscow and the ordination of Gregory Tsamblak® as Kievan metropoli-
tan bishop, references were made to the “Rus’ letopis” in which the precedence
of such appointments is mentioned as being done by the council of bishops
during the times of Kievan Iziaslav, the metropolitan bishop of Kiev and the
entire Rus’9

Meanwhile, in academia, ever since the study of the code was pursued in
a — let us say — professional manner, it has paradoxically become accepted
to refer to it by another name. Thus, as pointed out by A.V. Maiorov, in
A.L. Schlézer’s circles the general term derived from the oldest copy of the
codey, i.e., “UnarpeBckas neronuce” (Ipatiev letopis’), came to be used. Owing
to N.M. Karamzin's impact, at virtually the same time the name “Bosbiackas
seronucy” (Volynskaia letopis’) also appeared.!® This is how both early 19th-
century copies of the monument were referred to.!! To show the extent of this
peculiar terminological confusion, it suffices to point out that on a modern-
day slip of paper attached to the Khlebnikov manuscript we find the notation

6 PCL, ref. 122, 864. At the same time, we suspect that the second part of the name, “Kronika
knjazenija Rossijskoho”, is of later origin. Let us add, for the sake of order, that there is no
such heading preceding The Tale of Bygone Years in the Bundur/Iarocki manuscript (see
LRAS, ref. 21.3.14, 1).

7 It is easy to explain the mechanism behind this. The first is the occurrence of the name
Nestor, identified as the author of the collection, in the title of its first part; the second is
the identification of the terms “pycckuii” (Rus'ian) and “poccuitckumii” (Russian).
Gregory Tsambla: metropolitan of Kiev between 1413 and 1420.
“[...] 1 camu HO TemepHO C/IBIKMD TO U BUAUMb, IITO LEPKOBb CKyAbeTs, a Ljaph U
naTpiapxb CTpoUTeJIsA J0GParo Kb HaMb LIePKBH He JJACTh: 110 IIPaBUIOMb, HAMb TOAUTHCS
MHTPOIIOINTa 360POMB TOCTABUTH, KAK' M IIEPBO CETO TAKOK'b OBLIO; TPU BETMKOMb KHAZH
Hsscnash KieBckoms cpGpaBcs ennckony 360poMs, U mocrasuina murpornosnuta Kiesy u
Bceu Pycy, a To Hauwm ecmo, Hancano crout Bb rbronucubxs Pyccksixs [emphasis by
DD and AJ.], b KieBckoms u Bb Bomogumepckoms, u Bb uHbIX®.” Okruzhnaia gramota
1846, 36, no. 25.

10  Seefn.iss.

11 See Chronica 2017, XTV-XXX.
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“UnartbeBckas Jertonuch | X1eOGHUKOBCKUM crucok’, i.e., “Ipatiev letopis’,
Khlebnikov editorial”!? To summarize this part of our considerations: in our
opinion the historical collection of which The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia is a
part should definitely be referred to as the “Rus’ Letopis'ec”, as this is the oldest
known name for the text, perhaps taken from the protograph itself.!® This is
confirmed by the above-mentioned document from 1415.

3 The Issue of the Monument’s Name

As it turns out, the issue of the monument’s name has yet to be tackled via
application of a multifaceted and comprehensive approach, although it has
obviously been studied by many researchers and from various angles.'# It is
worth emphasizing that separate considerations on this subject have hitherto
never appeared in any of the editions of the source, whether critical ones or
translations.’> Meanwhile, properly elucidation of the matter would require
solving the following basic questions: Is there an original name preserved in
the manuscripts? How was the monument referred to in early literature and
why? Is it possible to reliably and convincingly determine its genre, and thus
adopt a specific variant of the related segment of the name (letopis’, chron-
icle, chronograph,'® gesta, or something else, such as a tale or story)? Is it at
all appropriate to use the territorial derivative (“Halych-Volhynian”), predomi-
nant in the tradition to date, in the name of the monument?

It should be remembered, however, that we are dealing with largely conven-
tional and anachronistic issues, as was rightly pointed out recently by v. 1u.
Aristov, who emphasized, among other matters, the lack of awareness among
Old Rus'ian writers of the existence of a system of literary genres.!”

12 NLR,ref. FIV.230.

13 Thus far, it has been applied in academic literature by L. Makhnovets’ (Litopis rus’kii za
Ipats’kim spiskom 1989), also recently adopted by Vadim Aristov (Aristov 2013, 113-114).

14  Due to space considerations, only a selection of the literature on the topic will be pre-
sented below.

15  As far as the editing is concerned, only M. Kotliar made (rather modest) remarks on the
issue of the monument’s name (Galic’ko-Volynskii litopis’ 2002, 29—33; Galicko-Volynskaia
letopis’ 2005, 30-35).

16 Chronograph (Russian: Xpoxorpag) — historiographic works, describing world history. In
Russian academic literature, it is customary to use this term to refer to world-historical
compilations created by Rus’ian bookmen.

17  Aristov 2013, 114, with n. 31.
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3.1 The Issue of the Text’s Proper Name

As we know from the above, we do not have access to the autograph of the
source. Secondly, The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia does not exist as a separate
monument, but is part of a historical collection.’® It should be emphasized that
none of the extant manuscripts contain an incipit or explicit, nor is there a
separately written name for the entire work. Nor is one provided explicitly in
its text, although it has been indicated that one of the authors refers to him-
self using the term “chronograph[er]”!® In fact, as A. Popov has already pointed
out, we are dealing here with a paraphrase of a notation found in The Hellenic
Letopis’ — specifically, in its part written on the basis of the chronicle of John
Malalas.2? This view has recently been supported by O. Tolochko.?! Thus, the
term “chronograph[er]” should first of all be seen as referring to a person, and
not to the text; secondly, it is a manifestation of the historian’s erudition and
his adoption of a certain literary convention based on a direct reference to a
specific source. The possibility of reconstructing the term used by one of the
authors to designate his work on the basis of this paragraph/definition seems
insignificant. This view is, moreover, confirmed by the use once again of the
term “chronograph[er]” in one particular fragment of our monument. The rel-
evant passage reads: “aKozxe IIpeMOYZApPBIU . rpoHOrpads cvca” (“as wrote the
smug chronographer”).22 However, in one place in the text, a part the writing
of which is connected with Mstislav’s (11) circles, the genre of the monument
does appear. Directly following the gramota of the prince of Brest mentioned,
the author tellingly states that “a Bnucan ecms B srbromnucers kopomosoy ux”
[And I wrote in the letopis’ about their rebellion].22 Thus, we are clearly given
the name of the source as the author himself understood it. It is a “letopisets”
(rbromucenp). This corresponds surprisingly well with our remarks as to how
the protograph of the historical collection, which includes The Chronicle of
Halych-Volhynia, may have been entitled. At the same time, we doubt whether
we can indicate a name used only to designate the “Halych-Volhynian” con-
tinuation of the previous parts of the collection. We should rather agree with

18  See “Conclusion”.

19 A chronograph is a monument of Old Rus’ literature. Chronographs differed from annals
due to their narrative (which was not always believable) and a strong bias towards moral-
izing. Aside from the data taken from Byzantine chroniclers, quite fragmentary informa-
tion about Bulgarian and Serbian history (as well as that of Rus’) were added. See p. xxx.

20 Popov 1866, 6770, especially 69, with n. 1. Malalas John, chronicler; born ca. 490, died
570s. See: Baldwin 1991, 1275.

21 Tolochko A.P. 2005, 84.

22 See Chronica 2017, 375.

23 See Chronica 2017, 618.



XIT FOREWORD

V. IU. Aristov’s view that the Volhynian chronicler consciously referred to the
name of the collection, treating his work as its natural extension.?*

To sum up, our monument contains neither an original name nor a proper
name that came from the individual copyists, although we find at least two
genre-related terms in the text (chronograph, letopisets). Consequently, we
can only refer to a functioning tradition or propose, and (should the names so
far presented prove to be incorrect) a new solution. At this point it should be
stressed that while the term letopis’ is legitimate for the whole Hypatian-type
Codex, it is not for its final portion, i.e., The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia.

3.2 Notes on the Name of the Historical Monument in

Historiographic Tradition
Let us now examine how the issue of naming the monument was handled in
scholarly tradition.25 We will first focus on the issues linked to the identifier,
later discussing genre-related questions.

We will begin with the oldest — in these terms — practice from Eastern
Europe.26 N.M. Karamzin, who in 1809 introduced the Khlebnikov codex into
academic circulation, referred to our source as the “Volhynian (letopis’)’, mean-
ing both the general name of the codex he had discovered for the scholarly
world and the third part among the main sections of the text.2? This termi-
nology was adopted by many others, not only in Russia,?® even many years
later. For example, V.O. Kliuchevskii used it in his lectures delivered in 1891.29
In the introduction to the second volume of PSRL (Polnoe Sobranie Russkikh
Letopisei), published in 1843, we encounter a slightly different way of referring
to the monument, i.e., “Volhynian or Halych (letopis’)” — ‘“Jleronucs Bobiackas
wnu lFannnkaa”30 This gave rise to the tradition of using a double name in ref-
erence to the monument. It was used, though not entirely consistently, by

24  Aristov 2013, 114.

25  Due to spatial limitations, this is not a systematic and comprehensive overview of the
literature on the topic.

26  In beginning here, we are following in the footsteps of V. Aristov, who has presented this
issue relatively recently (Aristov 2012, 172-175).

27  Karamzin 1866, 35, 48-51.

28  See, e.g, Perevoshchikov 1836, 10, 14-15; Bielowski 1852, 106 (“Kronika wotynska”); Latopis
Nestora 1864, Xv1 (“Latopisiec Wotynski”); Szaraniewicz 1872, 1, and others (“Wolyf’'sche
Chronik”).

29  Kliuchevskii 1989, 12-13, 30, 79.

30  Ipatievskaia letopis’ 1843, VIII.
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K. Bestuzhev-Riumin, who tended to use the term proposed by Karamzin even
more frequently.3!

It seems that the double name, with the derivatives appearing in a specific
array, finally became widespread thanks to M.N. Kostomarov, who in a study
devoted to a discussion of Russian historical sources referred to our text in the
form that is most popular today — namely, “The Halych-Volhynia (Letopis’)”.32
This name made a remarkable career not only in Eastern European historiog-
raphy, but also among authors from the West. It was used, for example, in 1871,
by the editors of the second edition of this historiographical collection from
the Archaeographical Commission who referred to Kostomarov’s findings,33
and later also by A.A. Shakhmatov in his edition, in a slightly modified form
(“Tanunko-BosbIHCKiN cBogb”/the Halych-Volhynian Zvod).3* It was later
applied by tens of researchers, all of whom it would be pointless to list here.

At any rate, the derivative “Halych-Volhynian’, became predominant and
continues to function to this day (i.e., among researchers publishing in the 21st
century). Frequently this expresses adherence to accepted tradition — that is, it
is not based on analysis of the individual components of the name.35

3.3 Genre Classification

The issue of how to classify The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia in terms of its
genre has long aroused the interest of researchers, but very often the actual
significance of the problem has not been fully realized. Among more general
problems, this is evidenced by the inconsistent and often interchangeable use
of the terms “chronicle” and “letopis” in reference to our text.36

31  Bestuzhev-Riumin 1868, 151. At the same time, the author used the term “Volhynian leto-
pis” even more frequently (Bestuzhev-Riumin 1868, 70, with n. 2; 72, 153, 157).

32 Kostomarov 1861, 47-51. It was J. Knysz who drew our attention to this fact, for which
we would like to express our gratitude here. Recently V. Aristov has commented on the
dissemination of this name. The Kiev researcher in fact has a skeptical approach to it
(Aristov 2012, 174-175).

33 Letopis’ po Ipatskomu spisku 1871, 1.

34  Ipat'evskaia letopis' 1908, Iv—V.

35  The term “Halych-Volhynian” can be found in more recent publications devoted to a dis-
cussion of Old Rus’ian literary monuments, e.g., in Pis'mennye pamiatniki istorii Drevnel
Rusi 2003, 27; Istoriia drevnerusskoi l[teratury 2008, 71-82; Karavashkin 2001, 273; Istoriia
Ukrains’kol Literaturi v dvadciati tomakh 2013, 573—587. This term is also present in recent
Polish academic literature. See e.g., Bartnicki 2008, 349-368; Wdjcicka 2010, 179—181.

36  Highlytellingisthe fact that the translation terminology regarding the issue we are describ-
ing here is fluid and non-specific. E.g., in the Harvard edition of the Khlebnikov-Ostroz’kyj
and Pogodin-Chetvertyns’kyj manuscripts, the Ukrainian version of the introduction uses
the term “mironmc”, while the English — the word “chronicle” (The Old Rus’ Kievan and
Galician-Volhynian Chronicles 1990, XV—LXII).
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Concerning the genre-related parts of the name for this monument of
historical writing from medieval Rus), two articles recently published by
J. Komendova are important.3” The Czech author listed various proposals con-
cerning its classification that had appeared in the relevant academic literature:
“collection of stories/tales” (M. Kotliar’s concept),38 “chronograph” (T. Vilkul),3%
“[bygone] stories” or “deeds” (O.V. Tvorogov & T.V. Gimon’s concept),*? “secu-
lar Zhite” (Russian: ¥utue; Latin: Vitae; Greek: fiog)* (D.I. Tschizewskij),*?
“chronicle” (proposed, for example, by D. Dgbrowski, A. Jusupovié, M. Klaty),*3
“gesta” (D.I. Tschizhevskij, M. Font).** We should add to this list provided by
the author the view held by D. Obolenski — namely, that part of the “Galician
and Volhynian Chronicle” was Danilo Romanovich’s “Princely biography”.4>
J. Komendova has also aptly stated that in the search for the genre that could
best define what she refers to as the “Halych-Volhynian Letopis”, we encoun-
ter a basic obstacle — namely, the lack of an autograph. Ultimately, however,
this does not prevent attempts at its typological definition, although these are
fraught with the risk of errors being made also from a methodological perspec-
tive. In conclusion, she wrote:

The Halych-Volhynian letopis’ can be characterized as a hybrid text in
terms of its genre, in which we can find the characteristics of various
genres, but not a single one of them “appears in the full and pure form
of its ‘essence”.*6

This argument can largely be agreed with. It is neither necessary nor sensible
to categorize the genre of a source by force, especially since we are dealing
with a complex and varied text. However, it remains necessary for us to deter-
mine the most appropriate name for it.

37  Komendova 2016a, 79—88; 2016b, 38—47.

38  Already in his 1993 text, M.F. Kotliar wrote that the source “represents something like a
grand story/tale or a collection of stories/tales” (Kotliar 1993, 6). He later maintained this
opinion. See Galicko-Volynskaia letopis’ 2005, 30—-60; Kotliar 2006, 119-137.

39  Vilkul 2009, 83.

40 Tvorogov 1987, 115-116; Gimon 2012, 242.

41 Zhitie — a genre of Orthodox Church literature describing the life and deeds of saints.

42 Tschizhewskij 1953, 104-107; Font 2008, 98-108.

43  Both authors listed at the beginning expressed such an opinion in various texts (to the
exclusion of the view presented in Dabrowski 2012¢, 155-156). In addition, see Klaty 2003,
251-268.

44  Tschizewskij 1953, 108; Font 2005, 32—34.

45  Obolensky 1982, 81-82.

46  Komendova 2016a.
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Nonetheless, when it comes to the issue of the genre, it cannot be referred
to as the “letopis” preferred by Komendova and predominant in Eastern
European terminology, but also rooted in other historiographies. This results
from two basic facts. Firstly, this type of Rus’ian historiography is — as the Czech
researcher is perfectly aware — very far from the model represented by all the
manuscripts of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia, with the exception of the
Ipatiev one. Komendova herself quoted the accurate definition of a “letopis” as
provided recently by T.V. Gimon. According to that Russian researcher, “every-
thing stated [above] provides evidence for the possibility of seeing analogies
between Western European early medieval annals and Old Rus'ian letopis’.
Both for the former and the latter, the following [aspects] are characteristic:
1) the annalistic structure of the division of information,*” 2) the ‘discreteness'#®
of the text inside each annual article, 3) the ‘openness’ to alterations and sup-
plementing (and hence the constant interweaving of, on the one hand, annual
records, on the other — compilations and lists), 4) the non-expression of indi-
vidual authorship”.4® Meanwhile, let us note that in our source: 1) there is no
annalistic grid of text division; 2) the text of the individual modules clearly
has a core. In fact, they are often complete wholes. What is more, the narrative
frequently returns to certain threads by way of making the audience aware that
the author, out of necessity, had to discuss certain events at a certain point in
the text, for reasons of conditions resulting from cause-and-effect, while at this
particular point it is necessary for him to return to facts that occurred earlier. In
this way, a complex structure of chronological and cause-effect relations was
created. This structure completely contradicts an annalistic, unambiguously
linear manner of organizing narrative; 3) it is true that the text was subject to
alterations, but these were an expression of overlapping editing work and not
the definitional ease of putting together completely independent materials, as
characteristic of letopis’ or annals; 4) in our source, while there is not even a
single piece of information precisely identifying the authors, many phrases are
present that reveal their intentions. It is therefore difficult to claim the authors
were fully anonymous.

47  The author originally used the term “noroguas crpykrypa’, which cannot be translated
literally (the closest attempt would be “yearly structure”). We have therefore described
the term here.

48  In using the term “discreteness” (auckperHocts), T.V. Gimon was referring to the views
held by T.A. Kruglova, who defined it as a feature of annual articles that they lack a sin-
gular narrative core and are open to being complemented by other information (Golikov,
Kruglova 2000, 14).

49 Gimon 2012, 91, 85-92. For other important remarks on characteristic features of letopis’,
see also, e.g.: Gippius 2002, 25-43; Gimon, Gippius 2005, 174—200; Prokhorov 2014, 1-21.
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In our opinion, there is one important though indirect argument that pro-
vides evidence for rejecting the term “letopis”, i.e., the 15-century copyist work-
ing on the basis of the Ipatiev manuscript decided to rework the transcribed
text with the purpose of bringing it closer in form to a work with an annalistic
division. In this way, he showed that he found a formula without a yearly grid
strange and difficult to accept.

What then can we offer as a solution instead? During our studies into cat-
egorizing the genre of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia, we established that
the monumental work most closely matches the current definition of a court
chronicle. We refer to the conclusions reached by E. Van Houts.5° We may observe
an account that focuses on one family (the Romanovichi — the descendants of
Roman Mstislavich) connected with Halych-Volhynian Rus’5! Moreover, The
Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia is not written in the form of gesta, as this is rather
an annalistic narrative or story that loses its chronological order, with a nar-
rative structure. And indeed, in this case we are dealing with a monumental
work that is devoid of an arrangement typical for annals, and consists of vari-
ous types of stories. The chronicler, wishing to maintain relative order in the
sequence of events, employs stylistic hints which for the modern researcher
are fundamental for its correct dating. Another marker of a dynastic chronicle
as clarified by E. Van Houts is that the narrative begins with the description of
an ancestor and covers at least 3 to 6 or even more generations of his descen-
dants. In the case of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia, the narrative begins
with praise of Roman Mstislavich. In fact, the memory of Roman as the pro-
genitor of the dynasty is preserved throughout the monumental work. Starting
with the protoplast,>2 the source also describes the history of 5 generations of
the family (1. Roman Mstislavich; 2. Fiodora, Helena (?), Danilo and Vasilko
Romanovichi; 3. Irakli, Leo (Lev), Roman, Mstislav (1), Shvarno, Mstislav (11)
Danilovichi, as well as Olga and Vladimir Vasilkovichi; 4. Yuri Lvovich, Danilo
Mstislavich; 5. Mikhailo Yurevich). Other details that are features of a dynastic
chronicle have also been preserved — namely, we are provided with the names
of people serving the dynasty,>2 the history of neighbouring countries (in this
case, from the territories of present-day Lithuania, Poland, Hungary, Slovakia,
Ukraine, Russia, and Belarus). Moreover, the family is presented as the donors
and founders of monasteries and churches and as defenders of the faith.54

50  Van Houts 1995, 33—35.

51 Van Houts 1995, 34.

52 Van Houts 1995, 35.

53  Compare Jusupovic 2013b.
54  Van Houts 1995, 36.
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When writing the text, the chronicler had access to information from a period
spanning approximately 60 years, i.e., he made avail of both eyewitnesses5®
and royal archives. This fact determines another important precondition for
the identification of our source as a dynastic chronicle — namely, that it was
created on an ongoing basis, often during the lives of the story’s protagonists.
Thus, it seems entirely justified to use the term “chronicle” (implying a court
chronicle) in relation to our genealogical monument.

At this point it behooves us to include some reflections on the relativity
of such an assumption. Thus, it should be remembered that very similar fea-
tures as those ascribed to this genre are presented by historical Byzantine writ-
ings, such as what is known as Michael Psellos’ Chronographia.>® According
to O. Jurewicz, the Byzantines distinguished between historiographic works
focused on the description of bygone times, which they referred to as “chron-
icles”, and “histories”, and those depicting events that were contemporary or
close in time to the author’s lifespan.5” By referring to this tradition, we could
call our source a “history” However, in Byzantium, there was also no rigid his-
toriographic terminology. For example, in one of his manuscripts, probably
written during the author’s lifetime, George Akropolites’® main work is called
“chronike synopsis”, although in others it is referred to as a “history”.5%

Having discussed all the relevant doubts, we will however remain with the
convenient and well-based term “chronicle”.

Likewise, we have come to the decision to use the “Halych-Volhynia” deriva-
tive commonly used by scholars, though not at all based on the fundamentally
false reasons often provided in the relevant literature (i.e., that the first part
is “Halych’, as it pertains primarily to events in Halych or was written there,
whereas the second — “Volhynia’, as it focuses on a description of facts occurring
in Volhynia or was written in that Rus’ian district). The term “Halych-Volhynia”
may be used only because our work, in terms of its genesis as a court chroni-
cle — as we have noted above — is connected with the Romanovichi state, i.e.,
Halych-Volhynian Rus’6® describing its fate from the perspective of individual
representatives of the dynasty. What is more, we refer with reverence to the

55  Van Houts 1995, 37, 41.

56  Psellos 1985, XIV—xX.

57  Psellos 1985, xv.

58  George Akropolites (1217 or 1220-1282) a Byzantine historian.

59  Akropolit 2013, 35.

60  This name is of course also a historiographic concept which does not appear in our
source text.
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long terminological tradition. Ater all, it is well known that the introduction of
new terms and the consequent rejection of old ones may lead to chaos.5!

We now reach the moment in this introduction when it is high time to
explain our original and new proposal to refer to this monument of historical
writing as The Chronicle of the Romanovichi. The reason behind this decision is
easily explained and analogous to the above. We are dealing here with a source
which - as can be noted repeatedly within the text and has been repeatedly
brought up in comments to it — focuses on the presentation of the history of
the Romanovichi dynasty. What is more, it was developed within the circles of
its individual representatives. Therefore, such a proposal for the source text’s
name is informed by the place, time, content, circle of protectors, and motiva-
tion behind the source being written down.

At the same time, however, in order not to introduce chaos into the dis-
cussion, we maintain the previous name, with full awareness of all its short-
comings. Ultimately, within this text, we will adopt a dual name to refer to the
source, i.e., The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia (The Chronicle of the Romanovichi).

It is worth noting once again that it is legitimate to use the term “The
Halych-Volhynian letopis” exclusively in reference to the Ipatiev edition
of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia. This is because there is much to suggest
that the text was prepared by its editor with the aim of making it resemble the
historiographical formula of the letopis’ In closing this part of the discussion, it
should be noted that the reader will encounter the terms letopis’and chronicle.
In English literature the two terms are frequently taken as synonyms, which is
not entirely correct. In Polish literature, letopis’ is most often rendered by the
term roczniki, i.e., annals.

4 The Stemma Codicum of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia

In 2017, Adrian Jusupovi¢ and Dariusz Dabrowski edited and published a criti-
cal edition of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia (Chronica 2017, CXXVII + 711 +
gp). This is an altogether unique edition as compared to this valuable source’s
previous publications. First of all, it is preceded by an extensive 130-page intro-
duction. Secondly, it takes into account all the known variants of The Chronicle

61  We draw the reader’s attention to a perfect example concerning the possibility of commit-
ting errors as a result of the functioning of two names of a certain monument of Rus’ian
historiography. This refers to the Radziwitt letopis, also referred to as the Konigsberg leto-
pis’. We have encountered texts written by historians, in which they were convinced these
were two separate source texts.
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of Halych-Volhynia.5? Thirdly, editions based on the text found in the Ipatiev/
Hypatian®3 codex have become predominant and are widespread within schol-
arly circles. Meanwhile, as Mikhailo Hrushevsky has already perceptively noted,
“the basis for any study of the letopis’ [ The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia] should
not be the chronologized Ipatiev Codex, but others (such as the Khlebnikov
and Pogodin manuscripts), which, although written centuries later, are closer
to the archetype, because they have neither the chronology nor the stylistic
changes introduced by the person who established the chronology, inserting
years (he threw out such connectors as “Bb Ta xe sbra” (That year), “Bb TO
xe Bpema” (At that time), “3umb ke 6b1Bu” (When Winter came), “Bpemenu
munyBmu” (After some time) etc. — sometimes very valuable for determining
the order of events)”6* We agree with the views of the Ukrainian historian
on working with editions based on the Hypatian/Ipatiev Codex. Namely, he
wrote that the chronological order present in these editions and the related
changes to the original text®> confuse readers.¢ It should be noted that the
copyist of the Ipatiev manuscript created an annalistic layout that does not
exist in the other manuscripts in which The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia has
been preserved. This interference by the 15th-century scribe led to the dates
he proposed and the actual date of the described events differing by as much
as 20 years.

The stemma codicum plays an important role in the present discussion. It
should be borne in mind that, in all probability, the Ipatiev manuscript and
the Khlebnikov manuscript had a common protograph (see below for the
full stemma codicum). The difference between these manuscripts is that the
copyist of the Ipatiev manuscript interfered with the transcribed text (he not
only created an annalistic layout, but also arranged the end of the chronicle
chronologically, thus losing three large fragments of text that have survived in
the Khlebnikov manuscript), while the copyist of the Khlebnikov manuscript
mechanically transcribed the protograph. The copyist of the Pogodin codex
did the same when copying the Khlebnikov manuscript, as evidenced by the

62  This is the first fully critical edition. On the various editions of the Halych-Volhynian
Chronicle, see Chronica 2017, XXX—XLI.

63 A full list of these editions with comments on their value is given in Chapter 5 of this
publication.

64  Hrushevsky19o1, 2—4. Similarly: Priselkov 1941, 5-24; Tolochko A.P. 20064, 175-183 (discus-
sion of the literature therein).

65  Aleksei Shakhmatov, who is the editor of the Hypatian Manuscript, added huge passages
from the Khlebnikov Codex. Compare: Ipat’evskaia letopis’ 1908, col. 923—924 with LRAS,
ref. 16.4.4, 305 and Chronica 2017, 614.

66  Hrushevsky1go1, 3—4.
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same variant forms and the identical distribution of the payereks (suspension/

overwriting of the later Cyrillic “yer”). This observation makes one all the more
inclined to state that The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia, in the variant that has
survived in the Khlebnikov/Ostroz’kyj manuscript, should be considered more
important than the Ipatiev codex for research into the source texts.

In our extensive introduction to The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia published
in Monumenta Poloniae Historica, the reader will primarily find codicological
considerations and a summary of the critical literature on the topic. As the
editors of the MPH themselves have pointed out, there was not enough time to
describe the narrative strategy, and — thus — the approach to chronology (with
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a precise dating of the events described) applied by the bookman. This book
aims to fill this gap.

Finally, we would like to inform the reader that while the translation by
George A. Perfecky is well known to us, the decision has been made, where nec-
essary, to re-translate the source text used. This is primarily because the basis
for the conclusions reached within this book is the Khlebnikov manuscript,
while G.A. Perfecky translated the Chronicle preserved in the Ipatiev manu-
script. Secondly, there are numerous errors in G.A. Perfecky’s translation,”
particularly evident in place names that were transliterated from Old Rus’ian
without any attempt to locate them. As a result, the well-known Brest became
Berestja, Lublin — Ljublin, Potylicz — Teli¢, etc. There are also passages that
have been incorrectly interpreted, e.g.: “B Hea[b]sr0 sxe MuHOyIIA rOpwA[B]
o Hbkonuuy a[bp]Hu HayTpin’, meaning “On Sunday, the next day after [the
feast of ] St. Nicholas, they marched past the city”, G.A. Perfecky translated as “A
week later, the second day after [the feast of] St. Nicholas, they marched past
the city”.68 In modern Russian, “aegens” indeed does mean “week”, but in Old
Rus’ian the basic meaning of the term is “Sunday”.6% It should be noted that The
Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia is one of the most difficult Cyrillic source texts to
translate. It is also one of the most important sources for 13th-century Europe.

Adrian Jusupovi¢
Dariusz Dgbrowski

67  The Hypatian1973.
68  The Hypatian 1973, 97.
69  SeesDR], vol. 5, 266—269.
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Introduction

From the moment of its creation, the southern group of Rus’ chronicles of the
Ipatiev type, consisting of three key historiographic works — The Tale of Bygone
Years, the Kievan Chronicle, and The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia® — attracted
a lot of interest, as attested by the fact that up until the mid-18th century
five manuscripts had survived.? Excepting the Ipatiev Codex® and the Iarocki/
Bundur and Ermolaev* manuscripts, they contain numerous glosses testifying
to them having been used frequently. The Khlebnikov manuscript’s heavily
damaged cover clearly testifies to the codex’s extensive use. Thirteen differ-
ent forms of handwriting can be identified in its margins, both in the Latin
and Cyrillic alphabets, from the 16th to the 18th centuries® (including the 17th-
century notes of the Eastern Orthodox Metropolitan Bishop of Kiev, Peter
Mogila). Additionally, there are notes made with a pencil from the 19th cen-
tury. In the Pogodin manuscript there are five forms of handwriting, of which
about 95% of all the glosses were written by the Uniate Metropolitan Bishop
of Kiev in 1714-28, Luka Lev Kiszka. The same handwriting can be found in
Luka Lev Kiszka's entire manuscript. References to an Ipatiev-type codex can
be found on pages 34 to 59v (i.e., in the part dedicated to The Tale of Bygone

1 Throughout this book, the term “chronicle” will refer only to The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia,
unless a clear reference to another source is made.

2 The Ipatiev Codex, also referred to as the Hypatian Codex (written at the beginning of the
1420s) is stored in the Library of the [Russian] Academy of Sciences in Saint Petersburg
[hereinafter: LRAS] (ref. no. 16.4.4); the Khlebnikov manuscript, also known as the
Ostroz’kyj manuscript (1550s-1560s and ca. 1637) — in the National Library of Russia in St.
Petersburg [hereinafter: NLR] (ref. no. F.IV.230); the Pogodin manuscript, also known as the
Chetvertyns'kyj manuscript (1621) — in the NLR (ref. no. collection of M.P. Pogodin, no. 1401);
the Tarocki/Bundur manuscript (1651) — in the LRAS (ref. no. 21.3.14); the Ermolaev manu-
script (1711) — in the NLR (ref. no. FIV.231).

3 The amount of glosses in the Ipatiev manuscript is small and indicates it was used from the
15th to the 17th century and from the 19th century onwards.

4 Both manuscripts were copied from the protograph along with the glosses. There are no
traces of comments made in later periods.

5 The oldest glosses were damaged during bookbinding interventions. The best preserved are
those from the end of the 17th century and from the 18th century. Among the 18th-century
glossarists, one refers to the Ermolaev Codex created in 1711. The handwriting in the Latin
alphabet should be dated to the 17th/18th centuries. In a few places, references are made to
the chronicle of Maciej Stryjkowski, the first edition of which was issued in 1582.

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2022 DOI:10.1163/9789004509306_002



2 INTRODUCTION

Years) and from 59v to 96° (The Kievan Chronicle; the narrative ends in 1186).”
It should be emphasized that a copy was made of the Pogodin codex after
1791, commissioned by Bishop Adam Naruszewicz in the form of the Cracow
manuscript.® Among the glosses in the Khlebnikov, Pogodin, Iarocki/Bundur,
and Ermolaev codices we can find numerous references comparing the con-
tent of these manuscripts to, for example, the works of Maciej Stryjkowski,?
Sylwester Kossow, !0 and The Laurentian Chronicle.!! This interest in the Ipatiev-
type group of manuscripts shows how important they were for the culture
and identity of south-western Rus’ The work done by the glossarists and peo-
ple correcting the content of this monument of Old Rus’ writing frequently
permits us to pose hypotheses concerning their understanding of individual
phrases.!? However, it is worth stressing that early modern glossarists treated
manuscripts as a whole. Contemporary researchers, in turn, only see the indi-
vidual parts of these annalistic historical collections — which I understand as
“a registry within one manuscript of material written during different peri-
ods that realizes various cognitive and ideological objectives pressing at the
moment of its creation, which thereby forms a new historiographic whole.”3

6 See: Central State Historical Archive of Ukraine in Lviv [hereinafter: CSHAUIL], fonds 201:
Greko-katolic'’ka mitropolichna konsistoriia, opis 4, od. zb. 421: Rukopis mitropolita L'va
Kishki. During work on the edition of The Chronicle of Halych-Volyhnia (Chronica 2017)
and its translation (Kronika 2017), the editors (Dariusz Dabrowski and Adrian Jusupovi¢)
did not manage to elaborate on these very important issues. In this book, I focus primarily
on the aspects not discussed in the above-listed publications.

7 See: NLR, ref. sobr. M.P. Pogodin, No. 1401: Pogodinskii spisok with CSHAUIL], fonds 201:
Greko-katolic'’ka mitropolichna konsistoriia, opis 4, od. zb. 421: Rukopis mitropolita L'va
Kishki. Thus, in Luka Lev Kiszka’s manuscript there are no references to The Chronicle
of Halych-Volhynia, despite the fact that his handwriting can be found in glosses in the
chronicle referring to the period after 1205.

8 See: The Princes Czartoryski Library in Cracow, ref. no. 122, Rekopis krakowski [The
Cracow manuscript]. See: Chronica 2017, XXIV—-XXIX.

9 See: Khlebnikov manuscript, 58v, 73.

10  Ibidem, 2u. This is perhaps what the gloss on page 6ov should be associated with:
Zazy|waza Polacy nie | rozumiejac co znaczy | w Piesni méwigc | a ty Adamie Bozy |
kmieci, ty siedzisz | [u] Boga w wieczu [The Poles notice without understanding what
it means in the Song when it is stated that you, Adam, the Lord’s yeoman, sit [at] God’s
[side] in eternity]. See: Chronica 2017, XV.

11 See The Ipatiev Codex, 31. Between 6429 and 6430, the following was written at the bottom
of the page: “Bb cems Mbcrh oxaHuMBaeT mpomnycks Bb JlaBpent” (at this point, the omit-
ted fragment from The Laurentian [Chronicle] ends). On page 97, “IpOIyCK ... JaBpeHT”
(omitted in The Laurentian Chronicle) was noted down, probably in the 19th century.

12 This also gives us a view of the changes that have occurred in the language (over the cen-
turies) and of the work done by later copyists.

13 Wiesiolowski J. 1967, 151.



INTRODUCTION

FIGURE1  Peter Mogila’s handwriting in the upper left corner (NRL, signature/ref. F.IV.230
Khlebnikov spisok, p. 339v)
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FIGURE 2 A page from the Pogodin manuscript (NLR, ref. sobr. M.P. Pogodina, No. 1401:
Pogodinskii spisok, pp. 257v—258)
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Historians (with a few exceptions)!* have usually not studied The Chronicle
of Halych-Volhynia as one part of a handwritten historiographic collection
(i.e., the Hypatian group of manuscripts),!® which also contained The Tale of
Bygone Years and The Kievan Chronicle. Meanwhile, The Tale of Bygone Years
and The Kievan Chronicle had a real impact on the working methods of the
Romanovichi chronicler. We must remember that with the nth century we can
talk about the characteristic literary (letopis’) traditions of Novgorod and Kiev,
and with the 12th century that of the newly established tradition in Vladimir.
In Rus’, 1205/1206 marks an important caesura. Chronicling began to be cul-
tivated in various centres, ones focusing on the history of particular lands.6
We know that in the 11th and 12th centuries such writing centres were located
in Pereyaslav, Suzdal, Chernigov, Volhynian Vladimir, Kiev, Polotsk, Smolensk,
Halich, and Turov,!” where, as seems logical, they functioned alongside the
bishoprics. Iakim Zapasko describes 41 manuscripts from the territory of
modern-day Ukraine down to the 13th c. (and one more from ca. 1300) — to wit:
12 from the nth c.,, one from ca. 1100, nine from the 12th, nine from ca. 1200,
and ten from the 13th c. Aside from the Kievan area, the provenance of the
manuscripts is as follows: nine were located in southern Rus, one in south-
ern or south-western Rus), three in Halych lands, nine in Halych-Volhynia, two
in Volhynia, two in Chelm lands, one in northern Ukraine, and two in west-
ern Ukraine.!® From The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia we know that there had
been scriptoria in Vladimir’s lands at least since Vasilko Romanovich'’s times.!9
Vladimir Vasilkovich himself transcribed liturgical books. His activities have
no analogies in medieval Rus. We know that this kniaz’ (prince) donated
38 codices and “numerous books”. As we see, the number of surviving codi-
ces (considering only the 13th century) is not very high, but it does show us
the strong literary tradition in Rus’ as a whole. We can also see an influence
of early Kievan tradition for Halychan and Volhynian lands. If we compare
for example The Tale of Bygone Years with The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia,
the result could be very interesting. Aleksey Shakhmatov, when conducting
research on traces of the early medieval annals in The Tale of Bygone Years,

14 Pashuto 1950, 18; Aristov 2012, 172—175; Chronica 2017, XLI-CXVVIII; Aristov 2013, 105-129;
Jusupovi¢ 2018b, 363—367.

15  See: Bartnicki 2008, 349-368; Kotliar 2006, 119-137; Lashniukov 1872, 1-19; Uzhankov
2009, 287—422; Uzhankov 1989, 265-273; Uzhankov 1992, 149-180; Cherepnin 1941, 228—
253; Priselkov 1996, 283-309; Priselkov 1941, 5—24.

16 Prokhorov 2014, 6465,

17 Stoliarova, Kashtanov 2010, 41.

18 See: Zapasko 1993, 185-193; Zapasko 1995, 15-50, 125—245.

19  Chronica 2017, 628-632. See: Stoliarova, Kashtanov 2010, 47, 165.
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noticed a pattern of mistakes in the annalistic system.2? For example, Boleslav
the Brave is listed there as having died in 1030, whereas he is known in fact to
have died in 1025 (compare the whole passage: B rbro #§. ¢ . jin . [6538 (1030)]
Apocnass B[ex]3b1 B3ATD. U poguica Apocnasy fi .u [=4-11] c[bI|ub, 1 Hape(e)
nMA emy BceBomogs. [B] cems ke abrbk uge fpocnass Ha Yrozs, u moobau
4, ¥ moctaBu rpags I0peeps. B ce :xe Bpema oympe Boseciass Benuksiu B
Jlachkxw, u 6b1(c)[TB] MATexkb B 3emuu Jlagbckb: BcraBine Jr04be M36ULIA
en|u](c)[xo|ms1, 1 momrsl, ¥ 60spb1 CBOS, U 6B1(C)[Th]| B HUXD MATEXB! /[ 6538
(1030). Yaroslav captured Bel’z. To Yaroslav was born his fourth son, and he
named him Vsevolod. In this year, Yaroslav attacked the Chuds and conquered
them. He thus founded the city of Yur'ev. At this same time, Boleslav the Great
died in Poland, and there was a revolt in the Polish country. The people arose
and killed the bishops, the priests, and the boyars, and there was rebellion
among them??). In that case the bookmen used the formula “B ce e Bpems ... /
At this same time ...",23 which is the dativus absolutus, signifying both time and
cause. Therefore it should be understood that either the king of Poland died
around this time or because of his death the surrounding events took place. In
this case, the date 1030 does not refer to death itself, but to what followed, and
thus to the revolt in Poland lands.24 These types of formulas were to sensitize
the reader to the approximate time of the events.

Let us return to Shakhmatov, who stressed that we have no certain date, if
not linked to Orthodox church matters, either from the 10th or the first half of
the uth century. The annalistic system in The Tale of Bygone Years is imprecise
until 1061.2% This situation may be the result of a new chronicler with other
standards having taken over in 1061, or it could be an indication that until
1061 events were dated based on oral tradition [AJ.: or maybe on a chronicle].
Dmitry Likhachov claims that the first chronological references in The Tale of
Bygone Years start in 1073.26 This means that the creator of the early medi-
eval piece of the work used Orthodox church records, which included only the
death dates of the Rurikid dynasty’s rulers, and that he had no access to the

20 Shakhmatov 2002, 21, 37, 270.

21 Lavrent'evskaia letopis’ 2001, 149-150.

22 The Russian Primary chronicle 1953, 136.

23 Ipat'evskaia letopis’ 1908, 137.

24 InThe Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia we see such connectors (very valuable for establishing
the order of events) as “Bb Ta sxe rbra” (That year), “Bb To e Bpems” (At that time), “sumb
ke OpiBu” (When Winter came), “Bpemenu munysun” (After some time) etc.

25 Given, according to the work’s own chronology, as 6569; Shakhmatov 2002, 39, 270;
Priselkov 1996, 57—58, 62—64.

26  Lihkachov 1947, 85.
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chronicles having an annalistic system. In The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia an
annalistic layout does not exist, though we must remember that the surviving
version of this monument is only a draft of the future letopis’ As the bookman
highlighted: In these years, [when] time passes, it is the chronographer’s duty
to write about everything and anything that has occurred. Sometimes running
forward [in time], sometimes going backwards. The wise reader will understand.
We have not written down the yearly dates here, but will add them later, follow-
ing the Antiochian method, [according to] the Olympiads — the Greek system of
counting, [according to] the Roman leap years, as Eusebius Pamphilius and other
chronographers did, [recording events] from [the times of | Adam to Christ; we
will write down all the years after we have calculated them.2” This account shows
that the author did not regard the chronicle as a completed work as he had not
yet included the dating. I see some analogy with The Tale of Bygone Years. In
this way of work, the bookman behind The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia gives
us some insight into Nestor’s method of work.

The bookman closely complied with these writing paradigms, which made
it possible to consider a given work as conforming to the literary conventions
prevalent in Rus’. The fullest application of such methods can be found in The
Tale of Bygone Years and The Kievan Chronicle. Their use also indirectly proves
that The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia functioned from its beginning within a
historical chronicle collection.?8

The objective of this book is primarily to identify the narrative strategy
applied by the chronicler in The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia and to answer
whether this source functioned within the framework of a historical collec-
tion from its very beginning (i.e., from the time when the bookman modi-
fied the Kievan Chronicle of the Rostislavichi and added the final version of
the dynastic chronicle from the end of the 13th/beginning of the 14th century,
containing the list of the kniazes (princes) of Kiev, until the invasion of Batu
Khan). Important for this type of research is to include aspects that facilitate

27  “Brax[e]rbra, Bpemenu MuHOyB| b 110, rpoHOTpadoy xe HOyKa ec| Th] IIMCATH BCE 1 BCA
6b1B[ b |11aa, OBOTAA K| €] mucaTH Bb IIPeSHA], OBOTAA K| €| BECTAIIATH Bb 3aHAAaf, urhIii
MAJpsIi pasymber[s]. Uncaw sx[e] 1brom[s] 34€e He nucaxwMm|b| B 3a5HAA BIULIEM|B],
10 aHTHOXIUCKBIM[B] cBOOPWM[B], aTwMmiazam|b|, Tpel[b|KbIMU k[e]| YUCIBHULIAMY,
puM[b]cKbI ke BbICUKOCTOM[b], sikox([e] EBbceBin, u IlamduioBo, u nHiu rpoHorpapu
criucama, wr[b| Azama o Xp[u|croca. Bea sx[e] mbra cmmem[s], pocuer(s|ume, B
3az[b]|Haa” — Chronica 2017, 330-331.

28  Spatial contiguity was a major factor in gathering historiographical collections. It should
therefore come as no surprise that the Ipatiev-type codices used The Tale of Bygone Years
and The Kievan Chronicle. These were natural and obvious sources for creating the genesis
and history of the Romanovich dynasty, written down by a bookman working at the court
of Roman Mstislavich’s descendants.
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establishing the erudition of the bookman (knizhnik), i.e., traces of usage in
the chronicle of early monuments of Old Rus’ writing, including The Tale of
Bygone Years, The Kievan Chronicle, the Holy Bible, literature in translation,
documents/manuscripts, etc.2® It is also essential to answer the question
of whether Jan Dlugosz3® made use of the same version of the Rostislavichi
Kievan Chronicle as the author of the chronicle.?! The second objective of this
book is to analyze the chronological method applied. Generally, since the work
done by Mykhailo Hrushevsky,32 no studies have been devoted to the dating
of events in The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia. All the analytical texts subse-
quently written evince more of a supplementary nature or summarize the cur-
rent state of knowledge.33 To this day, no one has undertaken a comprehensive
study of the chronological strategy as discussed in depth in this book. It is not
my intention to indicate the author of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia, as
I have referred to this issue in two separate texts.3* I am of the opinion that
the existing hypotheses concerning the chronicler are more or less probable;
however, it is important to note that they are of a speculative character as they
are based on the illusive assumption that the bookman wrote his name down
on the pages of the text he created. The only thing we can be certain of is that
this was a person from the Romanovichi milieu. The informers are also only a
matter of conjecture. With a high degree of probability, we can search for them
at the court of the rulers of Halych-Volhynian Rus’, among the envoys sent from
other monarchs, and among merchants.

29  See: Gens'ors'kii 1958; Gens'ors'kii 1959, 37—48; Gens'ors'kii 1957b, 68—82; Gens'ors’kii 1955,
81-98; Gens'ors'’kii 1961; Gens'ors’kii 1969, 171-184; Gens'ors'kii 1969, 171-184; Pautkin A.A.
1996, 84—87; Pautkin A.A. 2008, 71-83; Pautkin A.A. 1998, 127-134; Orlov 1947, 15—-35; Orlov
A. S. 2014; Orlov 1926, 93-126; Fedorak N. 2005; Vilkul 2007b, 17—-30; Vilkul 2015, 227-240;
Tolochko P. 2006, 257-259; Tvorogov O.V. 1975; Barvinc'kii B. 1914, 55-63; Tvorogov O.V.
1987, 115—-116; Kupchins'kii 2004, 205-356; Kotliar N.F. 2013, 120-131; Romanov VK. 1984,
79-103; Eremin 1966, 164-184.

30  Jan Diugosz (December 1, 1415-May 19, 1480) was a Polish chronicler and the secretary of
Zbigniew Olesnicki, bishop of Cracow. See pages: 22, 106, 155-156.

31 There are different names for this monument in the literature on the topic: the 1238
Kievan great princes’ Codex according to Vladimir Pashuto (Pashuto V. 1950, 18-67) and
the Rostislavichi Kievan Chronicle according to Dariusz Dgbrowski (Dgbrowski 2004, 150—
185). See: Gens'ors'’kii 1960, 16—26).

32 Hrushevsky1go1, 1—72. In this book, I consistently refer to the publication from 1901. For a
list of the texts that revised M. Hrushevsky’s conclusions, see: Jusupovi¢ 2013b, 30-34.

33  Gens'ors’kil 1957a; Hrushevsky 1903, 1-5; Worth D.S. 1977, 221-235; Romanova 0.V. 1997,
66—70; Tolochko A.P. 2005, 81-108; Tolochko A.P. 20064, 175-183.

34  Jusupovié 2017a, 171-188; Chronica 2017, LXII-LXXVI.
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I have used the critical edition of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia.3
Moreover, the relevant fragments of this text have been compared with The
Tale of Bygone Years, The Kievan Chronicle,® and other texts that could have
served as sources of borrowings.3” Another important issue is that of the
chronological and narrative strategy applied. The precise dating of individual
fragments requires their comparison with other European sources, both those
written in Latin3® and in Cyrillic.3° The fact that the popes’ responses to letters
from the Romanovichi have been preserved to this day attests* that there was
a bilingual administrative office at the courts of the rulers of Halych-Volhynian
Rus), as suggested also by the Latinisms in The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia,
such as pu3 Bena (rex Bela).

However, in this work I primarily wish to tackle the issue of the chronologi-
cal strategy applied, which to date has not been the subject of in-depth con-
siderations. In my description of the strategy, I will attempt to indicate all the
insertions disrupting the text’s chronological narrative. In order to achieve this
objective, I have ordered the chapters according to the idea of the knizhnik
regarding the dating. A synthetic description of the narrative method applied
in this source can be found at the end of the book, while a partial one — in the
summaries of each individual chapter. In the first chapter (“The encomium of
Roman Mstislavovich and the chronicles of the late 12th to the early 13th cen-
tury”), I raise the issue of the chronicler having substituted the textual material

35  Chronica 2017. For a review of the source, see: Tegowski J. 2018, 230-236. If need be,
I refer to the manuscripts of the southern Rus’ group, of which the following have been
preserved: The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia: LRAS, ref. 16.4.4: Ipat'evskil spisok; LRAS,
ref. 21.3.14: Spisok IA. V. Iarockogo; NLR, ref. F.IV.231: Ermolaevskoi spisok; NLR, ref. sobr.
M.P. Pogodin, No. 1401: Pogodinskii spisok; NLR, ref. F.IV.230: Khlebnikovskii spisok.

36  Ipat'evskaia letopis'1908; Lavrent'evskaia letopis’ 2001.

37  Magistri Vincentii dicti Kadlubek 1994; Aprakos 1983; Iosif Flavi 2004; Istrin” 1893;
Istrin” 1920; Meshcherskii N.A. 1958; Paterik 1911; Rossiiskoe zakonodatel'stvo 1984;
Uzhankov A.N. 2014.

38  Annales Frisacenses 1879, 65-67; Annales Melicenses 1851, 480-569; Chronici hungarici
compositio 1937, 217-505; Codex diplomaticus et epistolaris Slovaciae 1971; Johannes
Neplachonis Abbatis Opatovicensis Chronicon 1882, 443—484; Kalendarz krakowski 1872,
905-941; KDM 1886; Kronika Dzierzwy 2013; Kronika wielkopolska 1970; Letopisy ceské 1874,
282-303; Livlindische Reimchronik 1876, 251-253; Rocznik cysterséw henrykowskich 1878,
699-704; Rocznik kapituty krakowskiej 1978, 19—106; Rocznik Krasiriskich 1878, 127-133;
Rocznik matopolski 1878, 135—202; Rocznik swigtokrzyski 1878, 53-87; Rocznik Traski 1872,
826-861; loannis Dlugossii 1964; loannis Dlugossii 1975; Heinrici Chronicon Livoniae 1955.

39  Vladimirskii letopisets 1965; Galits'ko-Volins'kii litopis 1994; Ermolinskaia letopis’ 2004;
Ipat'evskaia letopis’ 1908; Lavrent'evskaia letopis’ 2001; Tverskaia letopis’ 2000; Letopis’ po
Voskresenskomu spisku 2001; Litopis rus’kii za Ipats'kim spiskom 1989; Moskovskii letopisny!
svod 2004; Novgorodskaia pervaia letopis’ 2000; Radzivilovskaia letopis’ 1989.

40 Documenta Pontificum Romanorum 1951.



INTRODUCTION 11

from the period between 198 and 1205, which in all probability was included
in the Rostislavichi Kievan Chronicle, with Roman Mstislavovich’s encomium.
In the second one (“The Kievan Chronicle of the Rostislavichi”), I focus on the
issue of the Kievan monument having been used as the chronicle’s chrono-
logical skeleton. In the third (“The so-called Danilo Chronicle”), I discuss the
use of this text to maintain dating continuity and the issue of the intrusions
introduced by the bookman from Vladimir Vasilkovich’s milieu. The fourth
chapter (“Inspired chronicling”) refers to the layout of the text, which was fully
chronological within the framework of the descriptions of, for example, the
Babenberg-Hungarian motif, the Yatvingian-Lithuanian aspect, and Mongolian
or Polish issues, etc. The subject of the fifth chapter (“The Chronicler of
Vladimir Vasilkovich”) is the chronicler’s professional background and meth-
ods. The analyses conducted herein make it possible to determine the dating of
the inclusion of the last pieces of information into the chronicle to the begin-
ning of the 14th century. Based on these studies, four clear chronological strate-
gies emerge, ones encompassing the periods 1205-1228, 1228-1244, 12451259,
and 1260-1290 — as well as a narrative method strongly rooted in the literary
canons of Kievan Rus’.

This book fulfils the declaration made in the critical edition of The Chronicle
of Halych-Volhynia — namely, my aim to prepare a deep analysis of the chrono-
logical and narrative strategies of this monument.*! This was made possible
thanks to funding received from the National Centre of Sciences (id number:
NCN 2017/01/X/HS3/01618). The completed English translation was financed
by the Tadeusz Manteuffel Institute of History, Polish Academy of Sciences.

41 Chronica 2017, XX111, with n. 65.



CHAPTER 1

The Encomium of Roman Mstislavich and the
Letopis’ of the Late 12th to Early 13th Century

The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia has survived only in the southern Rus’ group
of Ipatiev-type chronicles as its third part. The first part consists of The Tale of
Bygone Years (whose entries continue until the year 6625 from the creation of
the world, i.e., until AD 1117), while the second consists of what is known as The
Kievan Chronicle, with its narration ending in 6704 (1196) in the Khlebnikov
edition and 6706 (1198) in the Ipatiev edition. This historiographic collection
(according to Aleksander Gieysztor’'s terminology),! otherwise referred to as
a historical collection (in Jacek Wiesiotowski’s understanding)? - i.e., various
manuscripts bringing the texts of historiographers together on the basis of
various ideological premises, albeit never randomly so — is preceded by a list of
Kievan princes that ends with Danilo Romanovich:

(Herein are the first names of the Kievan great princes ruling | in Kiev
up until its conquest by Batyja’s people living in heathenism. | In Kiey,
the first to begin reigning together were Dinar and Askold, | after them
came Olga, | after Olga [came] Igor, | after Igor [came] Sviatoslav, | after
Sviatoslav [came] Yaropolk, | after Yaropolk [ came] Vladimir, who during
his reign in Kiev | elucidated Rus’ land through its holy baptism, | after
Vladimir Sviatopolk began his reign, | after Sviatopolk [came] Yaroslav,
| after Yaroslav [came] Iziaslav, | after Iziaslav [came] Sviatopolk, | after
Sviatopolk [came] Vsevolod, | and after him [came] Vladimir Monomakh,
| after him [came] Mstislav, | after Mstislav [came] Yaropolk, | after
Yaropolk [came] Vsevolod, | after Vsevolod [came] Iziaslav, | after Iziaslav
[came] Rostislav, | after Rostislav [came] Mstislav, | after Mstislav [came]
Gleb, | after Gleb [came] Vladimir, || after Vladimir [came] Roman, | after
Roman [came] Sviatoslav, | after Sviatoslav [came] Rurik, | after Rurik
[came] Roman, | after Roman [came] Mstislav, | after Mstislav [came]
Yaroslav, | after Yaroslav [came] Vladimir Rurikovich. | Danilo placed him

1 Gieysztor 1969, 197.
2 Wiesiotowski 1967.

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2022 DOI1:10.1163/9789004509306_003
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spisok, p. 1



14 CHAPTER 1

[on the throne] in Kiev instead of himself. | After Vladimir, in place of
Danilo’s posadnik,? | in place of Dmitry, the Tatars occupied Kiev.#

This passage brings The Tale of Bygone Years, The Kievan Chronicle, and The
Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia together to form a whole. Ending the list of great
princes with Danilo indicates that the terminus post guem of the creation of the
page would be AD 1240. It would be difficult to assume that the arrangement of
the names, from Askold and Dir to Danilo Romanovich, is random. In addition,
it is worth noting that the figure of tysiatsky> Dmitry mentioned in this passage

» o«

3 Posadnik. The term comes from the word “posaditi” with the meaning “to appoint’, “to nomi-
nate”, “to assign”. By the ruler’s mandate, the posadnik exercised administrative, military, fis-
cal, and judicial authority over a specific territory with its headquarters based in a grod-town
centre (implicitly, smaller grod units, as well as entire lands-provinces). This counselling
institution was set up to streamline the territorial management of the state and belonged
genetically to the institutions of the early feudal monarchy; hence, in the uth century, the
posadnik did not officiate in the capital cities, where we would encounter high-ranking
officials (e.g., the tysiatsky, the voivode) — with important, but not so universal compe-
tences — directly attached to the prince. Along with progressing regional fragmentation, the
proliferation of the royal dynasty and the independence of an increasing numbers of princi-
palities, the counselling institution began to wane in importance, ultimately disappearing in
the 13th century. For the effective exercising of his office, the posadnik had at his disposal an
apparatus of subordinate officials (e.g., tivuns, detskys, etc.). He also performed police and
fiscal functions (tax-collector). In literary monuments, the posadnik is referred to as “Bna-
cTesb Tpaja’, “‘cTapeuuMHa rpagy’,
literature).

rpagaukam”. See Poppe 1970, 239—240 (see herein for

4 NLR, ref. no. Fiv.23o: Khlebnikov spisok, 1. “Acexe cyTb MMeHa KHA3eMDb KHEBCKUMB
KAAKUBIIIMD | Bb KieBh 1o n3burua BarsieBa Bb morancrsh Gysymi(m)[s] ums. | [lepBoe
Haya KH[A]xutu Bb Kuesb [linaps u Ackonap esunw | Kuakenie | A mo uuxp Oira, |
A mo Oxarb Urops, | A no Hropb Csatocnass, | A mo Csarocnasb flpomosnks, | A mo
Aponomyb Bonogumeps mxe KH[A]xu Bb Kuesb | u mpocsbru semimo pSck$io c[BA|TbIMB
kp|e](c)meHniems, | a mo Bosoaumepu sxe Hada KH|[ A |xxuru CBaTONOIKS | A 110 C[BA]TOMOMIS
fpocnass | A o Apocnasb Msacnass | A o Usacrasb C[Ba]romonxs | A mo C[Ba]romomh
BceBosogn | A o Hemd Bonogumeps MoHomaxa | A mo Hems Mcrucaass | A mo M(c)Tuc-
sasb fIpomosks | A mo Aponosub BeeBomogs | A o BeeBonogh Usaciass | A mo Usaciasb
Poctuciass | A mo Poctuciaasb FOpiii | A o HOpiit Msacnass | A o Msaciasb Pocruciass |
A o Pocrucinasb M(c) tuciass | A mo Mcriciasb Dnb6s | A no Inb6b Bonogumeps || (1v) A
o Bonogumeph Pwmans | A mo Pamand C[Ba]|rocnass | A o C[Ba]rocnash Propuxs | A mo
Propuxe Pomans | A mo Pomanb Mcrucaass | A mo Mcrucnasb fApociass | A mo Apwcenash
Bosogumeps Propukosud | [laHino nocagu erw B ceGe mbero Bb Kuess | ITo Bonogumepu sxe
1oz IaHITIoBBIM MOCaAHHIKWMS | 10g IsMuTponM Baanra rarapose Kuess”. This source was
published in Chronica 2017; thus, in the above passage I have retained the markings indicat-
ing the end of the verse or page, while bold print has been introduced in place of vermillion.

5 Tysiatsky (Tercsukuit; Teicsrackui). In the 13th century, this was the governor/commander
of the tysiachi (thousand) of a territorial unit (e.g., we have tysiachi in Przemys], in Kiev,
etc.). Tysiatsky was an official with an administrative and sometimes military function.
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can be referred to descriptions included in The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia.b
The editors of the critical edition of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia noted in
their analysis that the text had been created at the court of Danilo Romanovich
and is testimony to the fact that this chronicle, from its very beginnings, func-
tioned within the framework of a historical collection.” Nonetheless, the
conclusions reached by Vladimir Pashuto, Adrian Jusupovi¢, and Dariusz
Dabrowski should be expanded upon. The list of Kievan rulers only functions
in the Ipatiev-type chronicles (to the exclusion of the damaged Pogodin manu-
script and the Iarocki/Bundur Codex). This fact indicates that the first editor of
the chronicle (though it is more precise to refer to the bookman who prepared
the so-called Danilo Chronicle®), in wanting to create a complete genesis of
the Romanovich dynasty, decided to precede it with the oldest possible his-
tory of the Rurikovich dynasty.® To this purpose, it was necessary to associate
it with The Tale of Bygone Years'® and The Kievan Chronicle. The fact that the
list of great princes ends with Danilo might indicate that the first edition of
The Danilo Chronicle was prepared in the early 1240s, while later bookmen!!
made transcripts or introduced alterations into the text without adding to the
list of Kievan rulers. It is also possible that the bookman came to the deci-
sion that the period of free (i.e., autonomous from the Tatars) Great Princes
ended with Roman Mstislavich’s eldest son. Regardless which solution is cor-
rect, it remains a fact that there are numerous references in the Chronicle to
The Tale of Bygone Years and The Kievan Chronicle!? (a matter further analyzed

In The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia this term was used thirteen times (we know of such

tysiatsky as Yarun, Dmitry, Demian, etc.). In narrative sources, sometimes tysiatsky is

referred to as voivode (in the meaning of “commander of forces”). See Jusupovié¢ 2013b,

44—47, 118-125, 135-138, 176-179, 180182, 275—276.

Pashuto 1950, 18.

Chronica 2017, XLI, LXXX. Similarly see: Pashuto 1950, 17-18.

8 Most researchers are convinced that the last bookman who prepared The Chronicle of
Halych-Volhynia did not use The Danilo Chronicle (prepared at Danilo’s court), even
though at that time it might still have been available. See: Uzhankov 2009, 287—422;

N o

Jusupovi¢ 2017a, 171-188.

9 I used the term “Rurikovich dynasty” in the meaning of the descendants of Rurik. I am
aware that letopisi were written from the perspective of a single branch of the Rurikovichi
dynasty (see conclusion, and also: Ostrowski 2018, 30—49, compare with: Litvina,
Uspenskii 2020).

10  As noted by AS. Orlov (2014, 112), The Tale of Bygone Years was considered the most
important synthesis of the whole history of Rus’.

11 Alot of literature exists on various bookmen whose works were used by the last book-
man to prepare the final version of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia. For a more in-depth
discussion and relevant literature, see Jusupovié¢ 2017a, 171-188.

12 See Chronica 2017, LXXITI-LXXIV, LXXXVII-XC.
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in chapters 1 to 5). The replacement of seven years (1198-1205) of the latter
work with the encomium of Roman Mstislavich!3 is thought-provoking. In this
chapter, I would like to consider the purpose of such an operation.

It should be emphasized as by no means coincidental that the author of
the Romanovichi Chronicle substituted the period encompassing the years
between 1198 and 1205 in The Kievan Chronicle with the encomium of Great
Prince Roman. Along with the actions taken by the ruler in agreement with the
Olgovichi family against his own father-in-law, Rurik Rostislavich, the flatter-
ing description of the Halych great prince ends with the Rus’ chronicles linked
to Rurik Rostislavich.

In The Laurentian Chronicle, in the entry for the year 6705 (1193), we read
the following about Roman: “this devil enemy did not cease to subdue the
Christian nation and that is why he put anger into [the hearts of] all the Rus’
princes: Romanko [Mstislavich] began to return Rurik Rostislavich’s daughter
[back to him]"* As can be observed, Roman appears in the chronicle’s nar-
rative as the instrument of the devil himself. The dismissal of his own wife,
who was also Rurik Rostislavich’s daughter, is shown as a sign of him being
possessed. The chronicler’s use of the term “moua”® should be translated as
the beginning of certain signs of change, but also of the transitioning to a new
situation. In the case of Roman, this involved siding with infernal forces. It is
telling that we will not read of this in The Kievan Chronicle.

Roman is no longer portrayed in such a negative light later in The Laurentian
Chronicle. This is due to the fact that the chronicle itself was connected to

13 We do not have any evidence of the loss of pages in the protograph. The analyses done by
V.T. Pashuto (1950, 18) shows that we are probably dealing with a conscious replacement.

14  “U Bparb ApsABONB MKe He IpecTaeTh BOIOS Ha POf[b] xp[e]c[T]|paHbCKDBY, Tako U BCh
kHA3H Pycckbrb Bia(o)wu Ha Bpaxay: Pomanko moua mymatu guepb PropukoBy” —
Lavrentevskaia letopis’ 2001, 412. Similarly, in The Radziwitt Chronicle, “BbcraBu xe
WCKOHH 3JIBIU BPAr JbsIBOJI, MXKE HE IIPECTAaeTh BOIOSI Ha PO, XPUCThAHBCKbIM, U TAKO U
BCH KHSI3H PYCTHH, BJIOXKH BpaxbAy. POMaHD 1moya mymaTy guieps PIOpUKOBY, XOTALIETH
10 TIOCTpUYH. PIOpHK® 3Ke mocia K BeIMKOMY KHs3I0 BceBosogy, peka: ‘Bpare u cBare,
Poman® 60 OT HaC OTCTYIHUTH U LiesI0Ba Kpecth Ko OsroBudem. Ho, Gpare u cBare, mociu
rpaMoThI KPECTHBIH, ITIOBEP3H UM, a caMb 110rb3u Ha KoHb” — Radzivilovskaia letopis’1989,
158. It should be noted that The Radziwitt Chronicle is linked to the court of Vsevolod the
Big Nest. Its narrative is similar to that of The Laurentian Chronicle; however, there are
certain departures. Aleksey Shakhmatov argues that it shows traces of the chronicle of
Vladimir, which ended in circa 1200. See: Shakhmatov 2011, 50-74.

15  SDIA 2004, 394—395.
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Vladimir land and to Vsevolod Yurevich the Big Nest, with whom Roman
Mstislavich had allied himself. In 1202, both princes occupied Kiev, banished
Rurik Rostislavich, and replaced him with Ingvar Yaroslavich (“and the Great
Prince Vsevolod [Yurevich] and Roman [Mstislavich] placed Ingvar Yaroslavich
in Kiev”).16 Along with the change in alliances, i.e., Vsevolod Yurevich switch-
ing sides to Roman, Rurik began to be portrayed as a negative character.
When in 1202 the prince took back Kiev, it was described in The Laurentian
Chronicle thus: “Kiev was taken by Rurik, the Olgovichi family, along with all
the Polovtsian lands, and a great evil formed in Rus’ land as had never existed
there since the Christianization of Kiev”l? Further in the text, this evil was
described in detail. The ‘pagans’ plundered Kiev's Orthodox church buildings,
murdered monks and nuns, as well as other inhabitants of the castle town
unfit to fight.!® The behavior of the Kievan ruler did not befit a Christian ruler
and the “theology of a monarch” inculcated in Rus’ by Hilarion.!® In The Kievan
Chronicle connected to Rurik Rostislavich, we can read the following in the
entry for the year 6704 (1196):

After Vsevolod reconciled with Yaroslav, he sent a [trusted] man to Rurik,
telling him, ‘I have become reconciled with Yaroslav, and he has kissed
the cross for me [promising] that he would not seek Kiev from you nor
Smolensk from your brother’. Upon hearing of Vsevolod’s covenant, Rurik
did not find [it] to his liking and became angry at him, as he had not
stood by what he had promised. He sent his man to Vsevolod to tell him,
‘My svat,2? you kissed the cross for me [promising] that whosoever is my
enemy would also be yours. And you asked of me a share in Rus’ land, I
gave you the best estates, not due to my wealth, but by depriving my broth-
ers and son-in-law Roman for your sake. He now has become my enemy,
because of no one else but you. You promised to mount your horse and
help me, but you stalled for the summer and winter, only now mounting.
How have you helped me? You yourself entered this agreement! Who is
to blame for the war that has broken out with my son-in-law? Certainly,

16 “U mocasyu BeMKbIM KHA3L BceBosogs n Pomans Mubreapa fpocnasuua B Keiepb” —

Lavrentevskaia letopis’ 2001, 418.
17 “Bsare 6b1(c)[Tb] KbleBs Propukoms u WiroBuun u Bceio I100BELBCKOI0 3eMI€I0 K

CTBOPHCA BeJHKO 3710 B Pyccrbu semitu sixoro e 31a He 6b110 w(T) Kp[e]menps HaqD
KeteBoms” — Lavrentevskaia letopis’ 2001, 418.

18  Lavrentevskaia letopis’ 2001, 418—419.

19  On the “theology of monarchy”, see Chapter 5.

20  “Svat” is a term from Old Rus’ian used to refer to the parents or relatives of the bride;
sometimes also used in the meaning “matchmaker”, sp1a 2013, 600—-601.
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it was in regards to his matters that you had me reach an agreement with
Yaroslav and to the estates that I gave him! For whom did I have you
mount the horse? Had I in any way been mistreated by the Olgovichi?
Neither had they sought to take Kiev from me, but you did not live in har-
mony with them, and I also for this reason did not live in harmony with
them, and I fought with them, and I let my estate be burnt. Yet now, with-
out heed that you had an agreement with me, [sealed with] your kissing
of the cross, you have not kept all [your promises]’. He became so angered
that he retrieved his father’s strongholds that he had given him on Rus’
land and distributed them once again to his brothers.?!

The message conveyed in this text is very significant when compared with
The Laurentian Chronicle. It shows the dependence of the narrative strategies
at the court where the source was written. For Rurik, Vsevolod was an enemy
who had betrayed him and caused the conflict between him and his son-in-
law.22 For Vsevolod, in turn, Rurik was the enemy as he had become allied to the

Polovtsians and attacked Kiev. By contributing to the pillaging of the Orthodox
churches and the deaths of monks, he had committed sins that discredited him
as the prince of Kiev. In turn, Roman, while initially hostile towards the ruler

of Vladimir (on the Klyazma river),?3 later redeemed himself and fought on
his side until the end of his days. Therefore, it should come as no surprise that

21

22
23

“BCeBOJIOAb JKe OYMUPHUBCA . Cb IPOCIABOMB U I10CJIa MOYKb CBOU KO Propukosb. nosbaas
emoy . co flpociaBomb ecmu oymupuica. ¥ Kp[e](c)Tb kKo MHbB LieJI0BaIb AKO e UMb
KwpleBa mozgb T06010 He MCKATH. HU NOAB 6paToMb TBoUM® /Jl[a]B[1]zoMB CMoIeHbCKA.
PiopuK® e CTbINIaBb CHeMb BCeBOIOXKD M He OyIIO0M MOXAaJ0Ba Ha Hb. 3aHEXe UMM
ca GalreTs eMOy wobyarb. M TOro He MCIOMHUIB. U MTOC/IA MOYXKb CBOM KO BceBostozoy.
pexa emoy cBaroy kp[e](c)rs ecu ko mub 1es0Banb Ha TOMB . KT0 MHB BOopors. To 1 T06h
Bopors u B Poyckou semurb yactu mpocuirs ecu oy MeHe. fI3b ke T06h ecMb ganb BOJI0CTH
sbibiior. He w(T) WOMIBA HO W(T)TOMMA Oy OpaThbH CBOEA . M Oy 3ATA cBoero. PomaHa
Tebe AbJA. WHB ke HbIHB BOPOIrs MU CA OYYHHIIb. HU ITPO KOTO e SKO 3Ke IPO TA Thl
e KaKO MU CA ect wWobdars. BeheTr Ha KOHA M TOMOYH MH. Th1 3K €CH TO JIBT0 1 3uMoy.
a Hpibya ecu B[e](c)brb TO KaKO MU €CH TOMOIIB. ¥ CBOH €CH PAZB B3AJD. & IIPO KOTO
MM GbUIA M PaTh IIPO 3ATA CBOETO . & TOTO Jalb €CU APOCIaBOy. PALUTU U C BOJIOCTBIO
CBOEI0 KOTOPOYIO e eCMb €MOY aJTb. a PO KOTO 2Ke TA €CMb 1 Ha KOHb BCAJMIb a MHb ¢
OsroBrum Kotopasi worAa G'bUIa. HE WHH 110A0 MHOI0 KbleBa nckaum. Ho axe 66110 T00
He 00po A3b Ipo Tebe e ¢ HUM[b| ec[b]|Mb He JOOPD. ¥ BOEBATBCA. C HUMU U BOJIOCTH
CBOIO 3QKETTh HBIHD ke KaKo ecH CO MHOI0 OyMOJIBUTB. HA 4eMb ecu KO MHb kp[e](c)Ts
175J10BaIs TOTO €CH BCEro He MCIPABH/Ib. M TAKO MOKAI0BaB[b] Ha Hb U W(T)A W(T)THU
rOpoAbl. Thl KOTOPBIA 3Ke OAleT[b]| eMOy Aars B Poyckon seMit. U posza WIATH OpaTsu
cBoen” — Ipatevskaia letopis’ 1908, 700—-702.

This account simultaneously absolves Roman Mstislavich, as will be discussed below.
Two towns called Vladimir exist in Rus), one on the Klyazma River and the other in
Volhynian land.
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Mstislav Izyaslavich’s son was portrayed in a positive light in a source linked to
Yuri Vladimirovich Dolgorukiy’s son.2# Ultimately, information of the details of
his death?5 and about the fact that “the Halychans kissed the cross for his son
Danilo”?6 has been preserved in The Laurentian Chronicle.

The further one was from the battleground, the more cursory the descrip-
tions of events became. In the Novgorod chronicles, we can encounter only
one “objective” summary of the battles for Kiev and the conflict between the
prince of Kiev with that of Halych.?7 Significantly, in all the chronicles except
for one, Rurik Rostislavich is portrayed in a negative light in the context of
Kiev’s seizure in 1202. Only in The Kievan Chronicle, written at the behest of
the Kievan ruler’s family, is he depicted positively. The rulers that had stood
against Rurik are in this text shouldered with the blame for all the misfortunes.
We will investigate the narrative of this source.

Towards the end of The Kievan Chronicle, we can read in the entry for the
year 6704 (1196):

... that autumn, Roman Mstislavich, Rurik’s son-in-law, sent his people
to ravage Rurik’s and David’s estates, aiding the Olgovichi, to which [he
had sworn] by kissing the cross while keeping it a secret from his father-
in-law. In turn, Rurik had kissed the cross for his father-in-law earlier,
[promising] he would renounce the Olgovichi completely and submit to
his will and follow his lead. Rurik then forgave him [upon Nicephorus’
mediation], giving him the Kievan metropolitan bishop and the Polonne,
putting his faith in him in return for kissing the cross. Roman then sent
his people to Polonne and told them to ravage by raiding [Rurik’s estates]

24 See: Lavrentevskaia letopis’ 2001, 419—421.

25  Lavrentevskaia letopis’ 2001, 425.

26  ‘Tanmuane sxe whiosama kp[e](c)Ts kb c[bI|HY tero Janwny” — Lavrentevskaia letopis’
2001, 425. We can say that the Halychans took an oath of allegiance.

27 “Propuxb c¢b Osnrosuny u ¢ moransimMu Ilonosny, Konuaks u Janmna KoGsxoBurip,
B3Ama rpaj Keieps Ha IUTD, BB 1 JeHb IeHBaps, HAa CBATOr0 Bacuibs; a KOoro fouzeTsb
PYKa, YepHIa UM YepHHUYIO, UJIH [10T1a WU TONAaJbI0, a ThIX BeJlOlIa B IIOTaHblA; a 4TO
rOCTHH, HTHO3€eMILa BCAKOTO sA3bIKa, a Th 3aTBOpUIIACS Bb LIePKBAX'b, U BJALIa UMb }KUBOT,
a TOBap’b C HUMU po3xbMina Ha MOJBL; a YTO TI0 MaHACTBIPEMb U 10 BChMb 1lepKBaM,
BCAKBIA y30POUbsA M MKOHBI OZjpallla ¥ Be301Ia B IIOTaHbU B 3eMJIIO CBOIO; a Ipaji IOKTOIIa.
[...] Toro »xe xbra moca Pomans Bsiuecnasa, Benst emy Propuka mocrpuuy B uepHIu” —
Novgorodskaia pervaia letopis’ 2000, 240; “B sbro 6711 Propuks Osnrosuds ¢ ITo1oBiu B3s
Kbleps Ha IIUTD, @ UTYMEHBI M YEPHUIIBI U TIOIIbI U NONaZAbU U BeJOLIa UXb B IOTaHiu.
Xopu Propuks 1 Pomans 1 uHin kHA3U MHorie Pycriu na IlonoBuk u nonons u craga
noumaia. Ilocia Pomans Badecnasa, nocrpuske Propuka B wepusuu” — Novgorodskaia
chetvertaia letopis’ 2000, 592.
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from there. Rurik, upon hearing that they were ravaging the estates of his
brother, David, and his son, Rostislav, during raids from Polonne, wanted
to march on his son-in-law for this reason, while sending his nephew
Mstislav [Mstislavich] to Halych to Vladimir [ Yaroslavich] to tell him, ‘My
son-in-law has not kept the pact and has ravaged my estate. Thus, you,
my brother, and my nephew must ravage his estate. I myself wanted to
march on [Volhynian] Vladimir, yet I have received word that Vsevolod,
my svat,?8 has mounted his horse, as he had promised, to aid me against
the Olgovichi and stand at Chernigov. They have also informed me that he
has joined with my brother David and are burning their [the Olegovichi]
estates and they have taken the Vyatich strongholds and burnt them
down. Thus, I am at the ready, waiting for reliable word from them’. In turn,
Vladimir went to Mstislav and burnt down Roman’s estate near Peremyl,
and from there Rostislav Rurikovich, along with the Vladimirovichi and
the Chorni Klobuky went to Roman’s estate near Kamyenyets2® to plun-
der and burn it. After which, he took servants back with him, and upon
avenging himself, returned home.3°

See fn. 20.

This refers to Kamyenyets near the Sluch River.

“Toe wcenn Pomans MbCTHCIaBbINYb 3ATh PIOpMKOBB. MOC/AaBD JIIOAU CBOS BOEBaTh
BosiocTh PropuxoBoy u /I[a]B[u ][0 |Boy momoras WiroBuyeMs Ha 4eM ke OALIETh K HIMb
u u Kp[e](c)Tp nenoBars wran tectu cBoe(r)[o] (Moy) a k Theru cBoemoy Propukosu.
kple](c)rp Gamers menoBars nepesb ThMb . Kako ca emoy Wirosumus . Gose TOro
JIMLINTY. & BB ero Bork 61Ty ¥ 3pbru Ha Hb. PIOpHK® e 6aureTs 1 rabsa eMoy w(T)ars.
Huxudopoms murpononmntoms KueBbckbiMb. v [1010HB1 eMOY farb. ©Ma eMoy Bbpb1 1o
KpeCTbHOMOY LieJIOBaHUIO . Pomans ke Bocsia mogu cBos B ITosonsl u w(T)Tonb nosbrb
UMb e3JAYH BOEBATH. CIBIIIABD ke Propuks. axe uc ITosi0HOrO. exaBile BOeBaIX BOJIOCTh
Gpara ero /l[a]B[u]a[o]|Boy u c[pI|Ha ero PocTuciasmo. u Toro gbia XoTh UTH Ha 3ATA
cBoero a c[br|H[0]BIja cBoero MecTuciasa. mocia B laands. k Bomogumepio. pexa emoy.
3ATh MOY IIEPECTOYIINID PAZLB. ¥ BOEBATD BOJOCTh MOIO . a Th1 GpaTe w(T)TOb CO CHOB-
LileMb MOUMb . BOIOUTA BOJIOCTb €ro. a fI3b camb xoThab ecmb utn X Bosogumepoy . Ho
€CTh MU BECTh . &b BceBoI0Ab cBaTh MOU BChIb Ha KOHA Kako MU cA 6bL1s wob4ars
nomoun Ha WIroBHYA. ¥ craTi oy UepHUTOBa . 2 TBOPATh MU KaKO 3Ke CA OyXe COBOKO-
ymure ¢ 6paroMs MouMb Jl[a]|B[H]|AOMB. U BOTOCTh UXB XKbKeTa U BATBCKBIS ropoabl
no(i)marb n noxsrrh . a 3w chxio gocmbBs . xAA w(T) HU BbcTH paBou . Boogumeps
exaBb co MbCTHC/IaBOMD . IOBOEBA U I0KbKe BOJI0CTh PomanoHOBOY . wkosi0 [lepemua .
a w(1)cexb Poctuciass PropuxoBuys . ¢ Bomogumepuuu . u ¢ Yepusims Kro6oykoms .
exaBllle M IIOBO€BAIla M IOXKIrolla . BOJOCTh PomaHOBOy . wkono KameHIna . u Taxo
WITOJIOHUBIIECA YEJIAZBIO U CKOTOMD . ¥ W(T)MECTHBIIECA BO3BPATHIIACA BO CBOACH —
Ipate’evskaia letopis’ 1908, 696—98. Compare the description of the conflict to that
on p. 70L
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In this fragment, Roman Mstislavovich is portrayed as a breaker of oaths
and a person who violates God’s commandments. In principle, this fragment
itself could serve as an argument that the editing of the Ipatiev-type chronicles
was not done at the Romanovichi court. On the other hand, the lack of such
mention would disrupt the further part of the narrative, in which Mstislav
Izyaslavich’s son was partially absolved. This refers to the above-quoted pas-
sage concerning the conflict between Vsevolod and Rurik, in which the Kievan
prince justifies his son-in-law “speaking in a princely manner”, using the fol-
lowing words:

And you [Vsevolod] asked of me a domain in Rus’ lands, and I gave you
the best estate, but for your sake taking from my brothers and from my
son-in-law Roman. Now he has become my enemy [ ...] On whose account
did the war with my son-in-law begin? It was for his sake that you told me
to reach an agreement with Yaroslav and in the matter of the estate that
I had given him!3!

In the passage, the Halych great prince is shown to be the person who was
wronged and whose actions had been determined by the father-in-law’s unfair
approach. If The Kievan Chronicle had ended before Roman’s stand was made
against Rurik, it would have led to the loss of two important points of reference
to Danilo’s father and Vasilko Romanovich. The portrayal of Roman’s raid on
the Yotvingians, found under the entry for the year 6704 (1194), would also have
been lost, “that winter, Roman Mstislavovich moved against the Yotvingians
to exact revenge as they had ravaged his estate. They could not withstand his
force, escaping to their strongholds, while Roman set their estate on fire and
after finding his revenge, returned home”.32 The source depicts the success of
Mstislav Izyaslavich’s son, who had beaten the Yotvingians, thereby attaining
the ideal of a Christian ruler. “The Apology of Rurik”*? would also not have
been preserved, despite being such an important passage and an excellent

31 “U B Poyckou semrb yactu mpocurs ecu oy MeHe . 135 e T06h ecMb farb BOIOCTH ThIIb-
III0I0. He W(T) WOMIbA HO W(T)TOMMAa Oy GpaTbH CBOEA . U Oy 3ATA cBoero . Pomana teGe
AbJIA . WHD ke HbIHE BOPOTI's MU CA OYYMHHTS [...] @ ITPO KOTO MU 6'bLIA M PATh IIPO 3ATA
CBOETO . a TOTO JIalh €CH APOCIaBOY . PATUTH U C BOJIOCTBIO CBOCIO KOTOPOYIO JKe eCMb
emoy pars” — Ipateevskaia letopis’ 1908, 700—02.

32 “Toe ke 3uMBl X0AU Pomans MbCTHCIaBUYb . HA ATBAT'Bl . WTOMBINHBATBCA . OAXOYTh
60 BoeBasu . BostoCTh ero M Tako PomMans BHU/IE B 3€MJII0 UXB . WHHU JKe HE MOTOYYH
cTaT NpoTUBOY cuh ero . 1 6bxama Bo cBou TBepau . a PoMaH® OXers BOJIOCTh HXb U
WTOMBCTHBCA BO3BPATHCA BO CBoACH” — Ipateevskaia letopis’ 1908, 702.

33 Ipate’evskaia letopis’ 1908, 709-715.
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point of transition to Roman Mstislavovich’s encomium, which comes in place
of the events from 1198-120s5.

Thus, Roman’s encomium was given the task of substituting inconvenient,
from the perspective of the author of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia and
his protector and readers, passages of The Kievan Chronicle that depicted the
actions of Mstislav Izyaslavich’s son in a negative light. In his analysis of the
chronicle of Jan Dtugosz, who probably used some version of the Great Prince’s
1238 Kievan Chronicle,3* connected to Rurik Rostislavich, Vladimir Pashuto
notes that Roman Mstislavovich was depicted in a negative manner (per-
haps, after the occupation of Red Ruthenia3® in the 14th century by Casimir
the Great, the scriptoria there were also seized; as a result, Jan Dtugosz might
have had access to The Kievan Chronicle of the Rostislavichi).?® Indirect confir-
mation of the use of some version of The Kievan Chronicle affiliated with the
Rostislavichi by the author of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia rests with the
fact that in The Radziwitt Chronicle®” linked by researchers with Vsevolod
the Big Nest,8 Roman is described in a positive light during the period between
1198 and 1205.3° This indicates that the bookman did not have access to codices
that in their content were connected to Vladimir on the Klyazma river.

34  Inthesecond chapter, I use the term The Letopis’ of the Rostislavichi to refer to this chron-
icle. However, it should be noted that Diugosz used a different version than the author of
The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia — one probably connected to Mstislav Mstislavich, see
Chapter 2.

35  Red Ruthenia or Red Rus’ is a term in use since the 14th century. It is usually applied in
the meaning of the territories of Rus’ incorporated into Poland, Hungary, and the Grand
Duchy of Lithuania. Red Ruthenia consists of the following Lands: Sanok, Przemysl,
Chelm, Belz, Halych, and Lviv.

36  V.T. Pashuto (1950, 18) writes that in the chronicle he was “very negative towards Roman”.

37 A comparison of the texts of the chronicles of Jan Diugosz and The Chronicle of
Halych-Volhynia indicate that there were at least two versions.

38  See fn. 39. Vsevolod the Big Nest was in dispute with the Kievan Rurik Rostislavich
between 1198 and 1205,

39  In the entry for the year 6709 (1201): “Toro sxe sbra ncxogsua, deBpans Bb 16 npuxozu
Pomans ko Bpyuemy Ha Propuka, otBoga u ot Oarosuuu 1 ot nojosenp. Llenrosa Propuk
K BEJIMKOMY KHA3I0 BceBosozy u K cbiHOM®B ero KocTsHTHHY U KO BceBosogy 1 Ko ero
6parun. U peue Pomans k Propuxosu: ‘To yxe ecu KpecTd 1ies10Baxsb. ITonuma Tel Myska
CBOETO0 KO CBATy CBOEMY, a I CJII0 CBOETO My3Ka KO OTL[I0 M TOCTIOJUHY, BEJIMKOMY KHA3I0
BceBourozy. Y TeI cst Moy, 1 5 st MOJTIO, aGbI TH a Kueps omaATs’ [...] mesoBaiia KpecTs
Onrosuyu K BeJIMKOMY KHA3I0 BceBoogy ¥ Kb €ro CbIHOMb U K PomaHOBM 1 BO3BpaTu-
11acst BOCBOACH [...] Bb arbro 6712. IIprcia Pomans Mysa CBOEro K BEJTUKOMY KHA3IO KO
BceBosozy, Mostscst 0 OnroBuyex, 1aGbl ero MPHUSIN B MHPD, K KO KPECTY BOJMIIH, BEJIH-
KHH e KHA3b BceBostogpb mocsta Myska cBoero Muxausia Bopucosuya, 1 Boau Oaroudn
KO Kpecty, a OJIrOBHYHM IPOC/IaBHINA MYXHU CBOH, ¥ BOAHIIA BEJUKOTrO KHA3s BceBosoga
Ko Kpecty, a Pomana B Pycu. Y1 6picTs Mup®s. B bro 6713. Xoguma pycTuu KHA3H Ha
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After the death of the great Prince Roman, who remains in our memory as
the sole ruler of all of Rus’, who was victorious over the heathen nations,
through the wisdom of his mind, acting in accordance with God’s com-
mandments, [who] would pounce upon the pagans like a lion, become
enraged like a lynx, eradicate them like a crocodile, traverse the land like
an eagle. He was brave like an aurochs.#°

In the critical literature, a text that begins in such a manner is widely consid-

ered to be an apology, even though this literary genre is connected to speaking

out in someone’s defence. In my opinion, it would be more correct to refer to it
using the term “encomium”. The knizhnik begins his story by informing us that
it will begin with the times that ensued after the death of the son of Mstislav
Izyaslavich. The ruler himself is referred to as “great prince”; however, the con-
text of the information suggests that this is not meant to designate the ruler’s
position,*! but to pay tribute to him as one who is deceased. It is interesting
to note the use of the term “u camogpsx[b|1a Bcea Poycw’, i.e., “sole ruler of

40

nosoBiy Propuxs Kuesbckuy, Epociass IlepesiciaBbCKUH, BeTMKOTO KHA3A BeeBosox
cbIHb, Pomans Tamunkuy McTuciaBud, ¥ MHBIM KHA3H. BRICTB ke Torza 3uMa JioTa, U
T0JIOBL}EM GBICT TETOTa BEJIMKA, II0CIaHast Ha Hb Ka3Hb oT Bora. U B3sima pyckuu KHA3K
MOJIOHY MHOTO, U CTa/ja UX B3IIa, M BO3PATHINACH BOCBOSICH C IIOJIOHOMb MHOTMM®. Y
GBICTH PaZiOCTh BeaMKa BcbM xpuctbsiHoM Pyckun semsu. Eauu® ke AbaBOM mevaseH
GBICTh, MJKE He XOLIET POJY XPHUCThAHbCKOMY f06pa. Ilpuexama Bo Tpemons Propuks
u Pomans. U Poctrcias npubxassb, 6bIBB y 1r0puHa cBoero y Ilepescnasau. Ty Gbu1o
MHPOTIOIOKEeHHE BJIOCTeX, KTO KaKo Tepresns 3a Pyckyro semo. U apsaBOs mostoxku cMs-
TeHMe Besukoe: Pomans emsb Propuka, v mocia B Kuess, ¥ mocTpuike B YePHLUY, U KEHY
€ro, ¥ AIepsb ero, ke 6b mycrir; ceiHa Propukosa u Gpara ero Boroaumupa, a Toro most
¢b coboro. U yerbplnaps TO BeJIMKUU KHA3b BeeBoutog, exe cs1 corBopurs y Pyckou semy,
U IevajieH’b OBICTh BEJIMH, 3aHe BCAKBIM XPUCTBHBIM PaZlyeThC O Z0OpeM, edanyeTbCs
e cA 0 371eMb. BenkbIu ke KHA3L BeeBosog cBatoM cBouM Propukom mevasieHs GICTh
U 359TeM’s CBOUM, U IETMH €T0, ¥ BJIOXH eMy Bors B cepane onedanurrca Pyckoro semo,
MOTa TO MCTHTH, HO ¥ XPUCTBHD A5/l OTIOKHUTH, U II0CAa MyXH cBou K PomaHOoBM B
Taiab. PoMaHs 2e MOCIyIIa BeJIMKOTO KHA3S U 3ATA €ro IMyCTH, ¥ ObICTb KHA3b KUEBb-
ckuy, u Opara ero myctu” — Radzivilovskaia letopis’ 1989, 158, 160—62. In The Radziwitt
Chronicle, after Roman Mstislavovich became the ally of Vsevolod Yuryevich the Big Nest,
the former is described in a positive manner as a Christian ruler fighting the pagans. His
conflict with Rurik was the result of “zpstBos mosoxu cmsirenne Bennkoe” [the devil evok-
ing great conflict].

“ITo cm[b]|pTH e BeaMKOro KHAsA Pomana, mamMaTHaro u camogpsx[s|ua Bcea Poycy,
oporbBina BchbM|[b| moraH|b|cKbIM| b A3BIKOM|B], OyMa MAJPOCTIIO XOJALLe 10 3amoBb-
Aemb B[ o] xiuMb. OycTpeMu[b]| 60 ca GAllle Ha TOraHbIA, KO JIEBb CPBAUT| b ke O, AKO
U PBICE, ¥ TOyOALIe, IKO M KOPKOAMI'B, M IIPOXO3Kalle 3eMTIo MX[ b ], Iko 1 opesrs, xpabop
e 65, ko u Toyps” — Chronica 2017, 1-2.

See Chapter 5, 132-133, 162-163.
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the entire Rus” in reference to the Halych ruler. This is of course a calque of
the words monocrat and autocrat from Byzantine terminology.*? In The Tale
of Bygone Years, Yaroslav the Wise was referred to as “camosiacrenp Pycorbit
3emun” [the sole ruler in the land of Rus’].#3 In turn, Hilarion in The Sermon on
Law and Grace refers to Vladimir the Great by the term “monocrat’, i.e., egu-
Hogepskuem.** Thus, in writing about Roman that he was the autocrat of all
Rus’ was meant to emphasize his ideological and propagandist role, as well as
the high esteem he was held in. From the first sentences of The Chronicle of
Halych-Volhynia, the knizhnik shaped the appropriate mindset of the reader
towards the protoplast of the Romanovichi dynasty, and — in consequence —
towards his successors.*> The passage analyzed continues with this idea by
attributing the son of Mstislav Izyaslavich with the traits of a Christian ruler.46
In turn, wanting to emphasize even more strongly the widespread “high esteem”
he was held in, the chronicler correlates him with one of the most well-known
monarchs of medieval Rus, Vladimir Monomakh, “he rivals his grandfather
Monomakh, who destroyed the heathen Ishmaelites, called the Polovtsians”.4
The reference to this ruler and then the comparison of his achievements with
Roman Mstislavovich’s successful endeavours aim to additionally strengthen
the encomium. The author of the source continues the narrative:

He banished Otrok*® to Obez*® beyond the Iron Gates. In turn, Syrchan,
left at the Don [river], sustained himself with fish. At that time, Vladimir

42 See: Litavrin 1999, 473; Poppe 1968, 227; Brzozowska 2014, 36; Boron 2010, 33-54.

43  Lavrentevskaia letopis’ 2001, 150.

44  Litavrin 2000, 473; Brzozowska 2014, 36.

45 See: Golovko 2001, 211-212.

46 As G.G. Litavrin notes (2000, 472—473), the ideal of the knightly Christian monarch was
adopted in Rus’ when Christianity was introduced.

47  "PeBHoBa x[e] gbnoy cBoemoy MoHOMaxoy, IIOrOyOMBIIEMOY IIOTaHbla H3MAaMITAHBI,
pexomsIa 11010B[ b |uu” — Chronica 2017, 2.

48  Otrok (Atryk), a Polovtsian khan, son of Sharukan. According to Georgian sources, in
1118, Emperor David 1v the Builder formed an Alliance with the Polovtsians. As a result,
they came to Georgia, while the agreement was strengthened through matrimony. Otrok
became the father-in-law or son-in-law of the Emperor (we shall not go into the details of
the debate into this issue). Of course, the migration of the Polvtsians to the Caucasus was
the consequence of a series of defeats they suffered against the expeditions of the Rus'an
princes, organized mainly by Vladimir Monomakh in 1103, 109, 1111 and 1116, while as of
1109 the Rus’ians were ravaging areas along the Don River. See Radovskii 2012, 212—217;
Pashuto 1968, 204—205; Pletneva 1990, 95-97; Pletneva 2014, 45.

49  Obezy. Two explanations of the term “Obezy” exist in academic literature. First of all, the
Obezy would refer to the Abazin (e.g., Lavrov 1946, 161-170) or the ancestors of modern
Abkhazians (Papaskir 2005, 350—365, 483—486 with n. 1448-1523). However, the prevailing
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Monomakh drank from a golden shlom®° from the Don [river] upon
occupying their land and banishing the accursed Hagarians. After
Vladimir’s death, only one bard, Or, remained at Syrchan’s [court]. And
he [Syrchan] sent him to Obez to say [that] ‘Vladimir has died. Return
brother, go to your land. Tell him [Otrok] my words, sing him Polovtsian
songs, and if he does not want to go, let him smell the herb called [y]
evshan' [However], he did not want to move [out] nor listen, and [Or]
gave him the herb. Upon smelling it, he [Otrok] began to cry and said:
‘Yes, it is better to lay one’s bones in one’s own land than to be famous in
a foreign one’, and returned to his own land. Of him was born Konchak,
who crushed Sula, travelling on foot, carrying a cauldron upon his back.
Prince Roman imitated these [Monomakh’s actions] and attempted to
eradicate foreigners.5!

Alexandr Orlov has indicated that the chronicler “begins with the Rus’

Polovtsian bylina [traditional East Slavic oral epic narrative poem] about tarsal

grasses from the Polovtsian steppes — wormwood, here referred to as ‘yevshan’
from Turkish”.52 Nazar Fedorak emphasized that the author of the encomium
of Roman Mstislavovich copied the imagery of The Hymn of the Soul (The
Hymn of Pearl) from the apocryphal Acts of Thomas.5® Dariusz Dabrowski
and Adrian Jusupovi¢ noted that “in such a case, we would be dealing with

evidence of knowledge of non-canonical literature, which could equally well

50

51

52
53

opinion links the identity of the Obezy to Georgia (Cugaia 1975, 99-105; Pletneva 1990,
96). It has been noted that in their titulature the rulers of Georgia at that time first placed
an “Abkhazian” title, which can be identified as the “Obezky” from Rus’ian sources (Salia
1983, 247; Curtis 1995, XLIII).

Shlom (old rus: mrbms = mtems; pl. sztom or szyszak; en. the lobster-tailed pot helmet or
zischiigge). It is a kind of helm.

“Wsrnas[b|urro OTpoka BB 00e3bl 3a JerxbsHbla Bpara, CppuaHOBH 3k[e] WCTaBIIIOOY
Jownoy, pei6oro wixnsmy. Torga u Borwaumeps Monomax|s| mui|s| 300TsM[b] 1resto-
MoM[b] JloHs, npiemM[b|um 3eMII0 MX[b| BCIO, M3arHABLIIO OKaaH[b|HbIA arapAHel Ilo
cMm[b] pTu ke Beroaumepu ocras[s|mro oy CeipuaHa esuHOMOY rwz[b]uoy xe Opesy,
W 1ocsia ¥ Bb 00€3bl, pexa: ‘Buawanumeps oymepsrs e[cTb]; a BbpoTHca, Gparte, HOUAY Bb
3eMJII0 CBOI0. MOJIBH JKe €MOY MOA CIWBECA, IIOH Ke eMOy IThCHH 110J10BeL;| be | Kia, axKe TH
He BbCXOIIETh, Jall eMOY TO0YXaTH SeJliA MIMeHeMb eMuIaHs. OHOMOY e He BOCXOThBIII0
06paTUTHCA HH TIOCJIOYILIATH, U JACTH eMOy sestie. OHOMOY ke 060yxaB['b |10 1 BBCILIA-
KaB[b]uro, peu[e]: la soydie ecTh Ha CBOEN 3eMJIM KOCTBIO JIEUM Hex|e ]/l Ha JroKei
ciaBHOy 6biTH. U mpinzie BB cBOIO 3eMili0; Wr[b| Hero pwaus|s|uroca Konvakoy, mxe
cuece Coysioy, b xoz4, KoTes[ b | HocA Ha IU1e40y. POMaHOY jke KHASIO peB[b| HOBABLIIO
3a TO, ¥ TIAIeCA OrOyOUTH HHOILUIeMeH b |HuKbl” — Chronica 2017, 2—5.

Orlov 2014, 120. Concerning yevshan, see: Chronica 2017, 4-5, with n. 13.

Fedorak 2005, 116—-122.
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be treated as an act of creative translation”.5* Paradoxically, it is precisely the
Polovtsian motifs that bring original elements to the text, thanks to which it
can by linked to The Danilo Chronicle. The first wife of the elder Romanovich,
Anna, was the daughter of Mstislav Mstislavovich; her mother, whose name
remains unknown, was the daughter of the Polovtsian Khan Kotyan. We can
also encounter the Cumans in service to Roman Mstislavovich’s son.5%> The
Polovtsian bylinas could also have been well known at the courts of Mstislav
Mstislavovich and Danilo Romanovich. In later periods, the relations with the
Polovtsians were in no way highlighted. Therefore, we have indirect evidence
that the last editor of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia incorporated The Danilo
Chronicle into his text.

This chapter has therefore shown that The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia func-
tioned within the framework of a historical collection. The list of Rus’ princes
preceding the chronicles of the south-Rus’ group suggests that The Tale of
Bygone Years, The Kievan Chronicle, and the chronicle discussed constituted
building blocks of the narrative history of the Romanovichi and their role in
the broader framework of the history of the Rurikovich Dynasty. This fact also
corresponds to the general surmise of Gelian Prochorow that as of 6585 (1177)
work on the chronicles is revived,6 while as of 1205/1206 we can observe the
cultivation of chronicle-writing in various centres in Rus’57 The absence of
the events that took place between 1198 and 1205 in the south-Rus’ group of
chronicles is also very suggestive. Some researchers believe that originally the
chronicle of Vladimir and perhaps The Kievan Chronicle ending in 1206 func-
tioned for this period.>8 Thus, they tacitly assume that within the Ipatiev-type
manuscripts, the author of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia replaced these
seven years depicting Roman Mstislavovich negatively with the encomium,
linking The Tale of Bygone Years and The Kievan Chronicle with The Chronicle
of Halych-Volhynia.5° This praise can most easily be linked to the Romanovichi
period, more specifically to The Danilo Chronicle. Unfortunately, as Vladimir
Pashuto noted, the researcher must remain aware that “the Chronicle of Danilo

54  Chronica 2017, LXXXV—LXXXVI.

55  The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia mentions, for example, the Polovtsian Aktay, who served
the court of Danilo Romanovich. See: Jusupovi¢ 2013b, 101.

56  Associated with the chronicle of Vladimir and The Kievan Chronicle.

57  Prokhorov 2014, 64-65, 75.

58  Ibidem, 66-67.

59  See: Jusupovi¢ 2018b, 363—367.
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Romanovich” has survived to our times as one of the sources of the text written
at the court of Vladimir Vasilkovich in the 1280s. The ideological and political
bases of the chronicle of Vladimir do not make it possible to determine the
extent to which older material encompassing the history of the Halych and
Chelm lands have been preserved.®? This signifies that we can only attempt
to extract elements of The Danilo Chronicle and earlier sources from under a
layer of later redacted texts, which ultimately took on the form of the currently
surviving work of Rus’ writing known as The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia.

60  Pashuto1950,18.



CHAPTER 2

The Kievan Chronicle of the Rostislavichi

There is a significant issue in the way in which the text of The Chronicle of
Halych-Volhynia is constructed after Prince Roman Mstislavich’s encomium
ends. Its author begins the narrative with the following brief information:
“Great sorrow came to the land of Rus’ He left behind two sons, one [was]
4 years old, the other — two".! In the critical edition of the source text, Dariusz
Dabrowski and Adrian Jusupovi¢ emphasize that:

... one might have the impression that the passage ‘Great sorrow [...]’
refers directly to the phrase preceding the story of Otrok’s fate, more pre-
cisely — to the words: [...] called the Polovtsians’ or ‘[...] the accursed
Hagarenes'. This may well be proof of the division of a once uniform text
through the addition of the ‘Polovtsian’ insertion. Or perhaps this was a
stylistic bracket adopted from the start, one fitting into the spirit of the
simultaneous narration applied in our source text??

Similarly, M. Hrushevsky considered an even longer text to be such an inser-
tion, containing the words ‘the autocrat of the entire Rus’ [...] attempted to
eradicate foreigners’ (quoting the source with surprising imprecision), consid-
ering it to have been ‘praise’ of Roman, inserted later, with the addition of a
description of Monomakh'’s struggles against the Polovtsians and a fragment
of a Polovtsian epos.® The analyses conducted in the previous chapter show
that not only Roman’s encomium, but also Rurik’s praise should be seen as
an extensive addition introduced by the chronicler. The above-cited passage
should also be considered an authorial text introduced by the Romanovichi
knizhnik. It is precisely this short sentence that indicates the main characters of
the story, i.e., the young princes Danilo and Vasilko, and — by implication — also
their descendants. Volodimir Pashuto tabled the hypothesis that the chroni-
cler probably included into the text of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia what
was referred to as The Kievan Letopis’ of the Great Princes* — a Kievan chronicle

1 “BesJMKOy MATEXIO BBCTaB|'b |III0 B 3¢M/IM POYCKO¥, WCTaBUBIIMMA Ke CA ABbMa c[bI|HWMa
ero, exuH[ ] j bra, a gpoyrem g8b br(t]” — Chronica 2017, 6.
Chronica 2017, 6.
Hrushevsky Mikhailo 1993b, 134-135.

4 Inthe text, I use the term The Chronicle of the Rostislavichi (= The Letopis’ of the Rostislavichi),
which in my opinion was indisputably the term in use until 1228.

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2022 | DOI1:10.1163/9789004509306_004
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from the end of the 12th century, later continued until 1238.5 In analyzing the
presence within this source of the term ‘pechatnik’ (meuarnuk), translated
as ‘chancellor’, Pashuto hypothesized the existence of a princely chancellery
at the courts of Danilo and Vasilko.® This signifies that the chronicle’s author
had access to documents from the princely archives. If we were to adopt this
assumption, it could be stated that we are dealing with a letopis’ of Kievan
provenance, preserved in trace amounts within the Ipatiev-type manuscripts,
linked — in my opinion — to the Rostislavichi family (for brevity, I will use the
term The Chronicle of the Rostislavichi) and with archival documents serving to
create a narrative in which the main role seems to have been played by Roman
Mstislavich’s descendants. These sources should also have had a clear chrono-
logical strategy.

Volodimir Pashuto’s supposition seems partially confirmed by the passage
found after the presentation of the narrative’s main characters. In it we read:

Upon gathering the Polovtsians and many of the Rus’ians, Rurik came
to Halych, abandoning the monkhood that he had adopted from fear of
Roman. When he came to Halych, he was met by the Halych and Vladimir
boyars at Mykulyntsi on the Seret river. And they fought all day for [pas-
sage across] the Seret river, and many were wounded. And as they could
not withstand [them], they returned to Halych. When Rurik came to
Halych, he did not achieve anything, as earlier, before Roman’s death,
the king had met with his sister-in-law in Sanok and received Danilo as
his beloved son. [The king] had left his men with him: Mokya the great,
the blind-eyed, and Korochiun, and Volpt, and his son Vitomir, and
Blaginia, and many other Hungarians. For this reason, the Halychans had
not dared to do anything [evil] as there were many Hungarians. At that
time, the two Polovtsian princes, the Sutoia family, Kocian and Somogur
both attacked the infantry and their steeds beneath them were slaugh-
tered, [and this is why] they were almost taken captive. Therefore, Rurik
returned to Kiev.”

5 Pashuto 1950, 86, 89.

6 Pashuto 1950, 73—74, 8081, 87.

7 “Cw0Opasuo xe Proprkoy mosioB[b|uu u poycu MEWro, npinze Ha lamnd[s], ocTaBUBbL MHHU-
meckin YuHb, 65 6w npiane 60AsHM pasu PomaHOBEI, 1 npuineguno emoy Ha lanuu(p], u
cpbromua ero 6oape ranui|bc|Kiu U BeawAUMEp[b]cTin oy Mukoynuna, Ha pbub Ceperb, u
6uB[B] mKMCA UMb Bec[b] A[b]Hb 0 pekoy CepeTb, 1 MHWSH A3BeHH OblIla, 1 He cTepibB[b)
e, Bp3Bparumaca B lannd[s]|. U npumeanito xe Propukoy B l'anmnd[s], 1 He oycrrbs[®|uro
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In this short passage it can be observed that the narrative focuses not on the
Romanovichi, but rather on Rurik, who had once again begun his reign in Kiev.
He had wanted to subjugate Halych in order to strengthen his own position.
We discover that he did not achieve anything, because Roman’s widowed wife
had held a meeting in secret with the Hungarian King Andrew 11 in Sanok in
the summer of 1205, during which she had probably recalled an alliance her
husband had previously entered into with this ruler,® reminding the king of
the commitment to provide armed assistance to Roman Mstislavich’s heirs.%
The listing of the Hungarian aristocrats in the source seems to indicate that the
chronicler had become acquainted with a document from the Romanovichi
chancellery containing details (including the names of the Hungarians dele-
gated to support the Romanovichi’s aspirations) about the agreement reached
between Danilo and Vasilko’s mother and the Hungarian ruler. After this short
fragment, Rurik once again becomes the lead character. Thus, we can observe
the utilization of a letopis’ that had been written from the perspective of the
ruler of Kiev, which paradoxically introduces a certain modular chronological
order and provides proof of the use of documents from the princely chancel-
lery in this source text.

The subsequent fragment is not as straightforward as the previous one, with
the chronicler writing the following:

After some time had passed, the Halychans brought back the Kormilichi-
chi, whom the Great Prince Roman had banished due to their infidel-
ity as they had supported the Igorevichi. Having listened to them [the
Kormilichichi], the Halych boyars sent for the Igorevichi and placed
Vladimir in Halych, and Roman in Zvenyhorod. [For this reason], the
princess [Roman’s wife] took her children and escaped to [the city] of
Vladimir. And Vladimir [Igorevich] also wanted to eradicate the tribe
of Roman with the aid of the godless Halychans. Thus, following the
council given by the Halychan boyars, Vladimir sent a priest with [this]
matter to the citizens of Vladimir to tell them, ‘Your city will not remain

HHYTO e 3a To, 6 1o cM[b]|prit PomanoBb cHUMasICA KOPOII[B] CB ATPOBBIO CBOEO B CAHOIE
u puATs 6w 65 lanma siko Mustaro c[ b1 | Ha coero. Weraswn 60 6b oy Hero 3acazoy: Moksia
Bemxoro crbmookoro n Kopourona, u Bosma, u c[b1]Ha ero Buromupa, u Biareisio, u nHsle
oyrpsl MHWrEL 1 3a To He cmbira ranuuane HUYTOXE CHTBOpUTH, 0B 60 MHBX[B]| MHWrO]
yrops. Torga ke aBa KHASA mosoBel|b¢|kaa, CaroeBuda Koraus u CbMoOroyps, HoT[s|kocra
Ha mbi[b|ub, u oy6ieHa GbicTa KOHA MWZ['B| HUMa, 32 MaIO U UX[b] He Alma. Propuk|s] xe
BBpOTHCA KB KieBoy” — Chronica 2017, 6-10.

8 See: Szaraniewicz 1872, 42; Hrushevsky 1993b, 10-11; Wlodarski 1925, 30 [268].

9 Dabrowski 2012b, 34—37 (and further literature therein).
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standing if you do not surrender the Romanovichi [and] if you do not
let my brother Sviatoslav rule in Vladimir'. The Vladimirans wanted to
kill the envoy. [However,] Mstibog and Monchiuk and Nichifor stated,
‘We are displeased with the killing of an envoy’, for they had treachery
in their hearts and wanted to betray their town. [Thus], they saved the
priest’s life.10

The passage begins with a phrase meant to introduce order into the chrono-
logical events,! i.e., “wWhen some time had passed”. In other places, we can read
such terms as: BpemeHH xe MUHYBLIIO (after some time), masy e BpeMeHuU
muHyBII0 (when not much time has passed), B To sxe Bpems (at the time), sume
xe (in the winter), Becte ke 0b1BuM (When spring arrived), siety sxe HacTaBury
(when summer arrived), TpaBe ke Gb1BInu (when the grass had grown), ms1 ke
Ha npegHee Bo3Bparumcs (in the meantime, we will return to the previously
[described events]), B Ta e seTo nau npexe win moroms (that year or earlier,
or later), pexams HaBoguuBumMMcH (the rivers flooded). Mykhailo Hrushevsky
is of the opinion that by using such means the chronicler links the described
events with “chronological and stylistic indicators”!2 This enables dividing the
textinto sequences and merging different types of source texts. As I will attempt
to show in this chapter, this is not completely true. The discussed passage indi-
cates that we are dealing with eyewitness accounts, perhaps supplemented by
information from another codex describing events from the first half of the
13th century. It should be remembered that the Voskresenskaia Letopis’provides
an ideal addendum to the chronology of events in Volhynia and Halych in the
first years of the 13th century. In addition, the following people were knowl-
edgeable about Danilo and Vasilko’s childhood: Roman Mstislavich’s widowed
wife, Miroslav the Guardian (who had accompanied the Romanovichi from
the very beginning), Vyacheslav the Fat, and perhaps also Demian. Before we
return to the text under analysis, I would like to highlight that in the critical
literature no one to date has indicated Danilo and Vasilko’s mother as the

10  “Manoy x[e] Bpemenu MUHOYB[® |mm, u npusegoma Kopmumunya, mxe 65 3arnan|si
BeJMKbIM KHASh Pomansl, HeBbpsl pagu, croBaxs 60 Hropesudua. Ilocioymas|s|me
JK€ UXb TaJTULIKIN 60Ape, U MocJialia 1o HUxb, ¥ nocaguma B lammumn Borwaumepa, ‘He
uMar[b| weraTuca rpaz[s| Balib, alje MU He Bbigacte PoMaHOBUYOB[B], aue npinmere
6para moero C[Ba|TociaBa KHAXUTH BB Bomwzgumepw. Beawanmepuem[s| xe XOTA-
mwyM[b] oyOoutn nocia. Mectu6[or|s, u Moxuioks, 1 Huundops, u pbura: ‘He nwzo-
Gaer[p] HaM[B] oy6uTu nocna. Mmbaxs 6o jects BB c[b|pA[b|un cBOEM, AKO IMpeAaTH
X0TAXA cBOH rpazi[s]. C[b|u[a]cen[s] xe umu 6bic[Th]| moms” — Chronica 2017, 10-11.

11 According toresearch findings, initially The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia was not arranged
in an annalistic form. See: Bestuzhev-Riumin 1868, 153; Kotliar 1993,8; Kronika 2017, 68.

12 Hrushevsky 1903, 2.
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bookman’s source of information. Meanwhile, if she in fact was Byzantine and
closely related to an imperial dynasty (the Angelos, the Kamateros or another
family),!3 it cannot be excluded that she had kept various forms of notes as
she was well-educated. This, of course, is only a very probable hypothesis, one
that — unfortunately — is impossible to verify. Ultimately, the eyewitness whose
account the chronicler used need not have been mentioned on the pages of
The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia; thus, he might just as well have been a for-
eign diplomat or merchant.

The passage in question was primarily meant to present the situation of the
Romanovichi and their enemies, mainly the Kormilichich and the Igorevich
families. The chronicler did not fail to provide the text with a sententious
tone. He showed that the majority of the community of Vladimir noted the
wrongs that had befallen the Romanovichi and, as a result, they were eager
to kill the envoy who had dared to ask for the descendants of Prince Roman
to be handed over. It was only the approach taken by three noblemen from
Vladimir — Mstibog, Monchiuk, and Nichifor!# — that saved the envoy’s life. The
use of a narrative strategy should be assumed in this fragment, since envoys to
Rus’ were considered the personification of the person who had sent them.!
Murdering them would have meant the impending threat of open conflict.
Therefore, the approach taken by the three leaders of the meeting essentially
mirrored the rational interests of the Vladimiran society, while the desire to kill
the envoy reflected expectations of absolute loyalty to the Romanovichi.

Oleg Kupchins'kiy considers the sentence “your city will not remain stand-
ing if you do not surrender the Romanovichi [and] if you do not let my brother
Sviatoslav rule in Vladimir"® to be proof that the Halych boyars came to
Vladimir with a letter from the Igorevichi. He indicates that this is an exam-
ple of a diplomatic and chancellery formula. The chronicler was supposed to
have used a letter kept in the princely chancellery.!” However, the question

13 H. Grala (1982, 124-125) indicated that Roman Mstislavich’s second wife, who was also
Danilo and Vasilko’s mother, was named Maria. For a discussion of the critical literature,
see Dabrowski 2008, 264—266. Recently, A.V. Maiorov (2011, 287—410) conducted an in-
depth analysis of the source material concerning Roman Mstislavich’s second wife. He
came to the conclusion that she was the eldest daughter of Isaac 11 Angelos from his first
marriage, with the secular name Euphrosine and the monasterial name Anna.

14  See, pp. 30-31.

15  Likhachev 1946 45.

16 Kupchins'kii 2004, 235. “He ©MaTh WCTATHCA IPaJb BALllb allle Me He Bbiacte PomaHOBHYIO
aute npuumMere 6para Moero C[Ba]|TocaaBa KHAXUTU B Bonogumeph.”

17  Oleg Kupchins’kii considers the letter to have functioned either as a separate piece of
paper or in the legation books, Kupchins'kii 2004, 234. In his text, the most important
documents published by this researcher from Lviv have been discussed. Therefore, I refer
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remains as to whether a speech made by the prince can be considered a trace
of diplomatic correspondence. This cannot be ruled out with complete cer-
tainty. Dmitriy Likhachev emphasized that frequently the words of a message
being sent were conveyed literally, i.e., as if the sender was himself speaking to
the addressee.!®

The further part of the narrative focuses on events surrounding Roman
Mstislavich’s widowed wife, e.g.: “The following day, the Princess learnt of this.
She held council with Miroslav, the tutor [of her children] and that night she
fled to the Lyakhs.”!® These two sentences indicate the source of the informa-
tion. The specificity of the description of the Romanovichi’s escape and their
surroundings is not coincidental, similarly as the further information provided
that they made their way to Leszek the White’s court.2° The passage depict-
ing the dispatch of the underaged Danilo accompanied by Vyacheslav the Bald
(a nobleman from Cracow who, according to various documents, in 1217 bore
the title of Castellan of Cracow)?! to King Andrew 11 of Hungary was also writ-
ten using the same narrative style, i.e., in the form of an eyewitness account.??
The information about the Igorevichi came from the same source. The detailed-
ness of the conveyed messages indicates that the events are depicted accord-
ing to the perspective of a person present at the court in Cracow (which once
again suggests Roman Mstislavich’s widow or someone in her closest surround-
ings). In this part of the narrative, the Hungarian king, if he even appears, is
shown as a person cooperating with the ruler of Cracow, which should in fact
be ascribed to the eyewitness’s incomplete knowledge of what was going on at
the Hungarian court. This is readily observable in the brief description (show-
ing that the information was overheard) of the Hungarian aid Roman was
provided in conquering Halych.?3 The expedition to Vladimir, embarked upon
by Leszek the White, Konrad Mazowiecki, and Alexander Vsevolodovich from
Belz, is described much more precisely.2* In this account, we can find cita-
tions containing testimonies in commemoration of Roman Mstislavich?®> and

readers to Oleg Kupchins’kii’s publication, in which one may find a full list of the sup-
posed traces of the functioning of a chancellery in Halych-Volhynian Rus’.

18  Likhachev 1946, 43—45.

19  “Haytpiu e oyBbaas[b|mu kHAruHH, cbBBT[B]| chTBOpH ¢ MupociaBoM[b| ¢b AaA[b]
KwM|[b], 1 Ha HO4[b] Obkama B siaxel” — Chronica 2017, 12-13.

20  Chronica 2017,13-14.

21  KDM 1886, no. 384; Urzednicy matopolscy 1990, 59, no. 111; Dabrowski 2012b, 41 with n. 94.

22 Chronica 2017, 14-15.

23 Chronica 2017, 15-16.

24 Chronica 2017,16-18.

25  E.g, inregards to Alexander: “ce ec[n] c[b1|HwBewn PomaHoBu” — Chronica 2017, 17; “This
is Roman’s nephew”.
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details of the expedition itself. The subsequent fragment should be deemed to
be taking into account the Khlebnikov and Ipatiev manuscript. Supplementing
the narrative with a text from an older codex completely changed its mean-
ing. In the Khlebnikov manuscript, the only information that has been pre-
served is the following: “They captured Sviatoslav and led him to the Lyakhs.
Alexander came to reign in Vladimir [...]. Leszek took his [daughter of Ingvar
Yaroslavich]?¢ daughter [in marriage] and then left her”2” Meanwhile, in the
Ipatiev chronicle there is a fragment that comes between the words ‘Vladimir’
(“Borwaumepu”) and ‘Leszek took’ (IToa oy Hero Jlect[p]|ko): “At that time,
they captured Vladimir of Pinsk, because Ingvar was with the Lyakhs and
Mstislav. Then Ingvar came to reign in Vladimir”.28 It is worth reiterating that,
based on where it was written, The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia is divided
into the Halych part (until 1259, from the perspective of the Halych lands) and
the Volhynian part (from 1260 to 1290, from the perspective of the Volhynian
lands). The account of Roman’s widow (or someone from her closest circles)
as its source was written strictly from the Volhynian perspective and takes into
consideration the interests of her descendants in this area. It contains vari-
ous specific pieces of information, such as the only direct (non-anonymous)
mention of Vladimir of Pinsk, the son of Sviatopolk Yurevich, and a princess of
an unspecified name.?9 In addition, we learn from this fragment about Ingvar
Yaroslavich’s daughter, who became Leszek the White’s wife.30

The next passage provides an ideal illustration of the above observations:
“He went to Orelsk [and] the people of Brest came to Leszek, and they asked
Roman’s wife and child, as [the child] was young, and [Leszek] gave both of
them [Roman’s wife and Vasilko] to rule over [the people of Brest], who greeted

26  This fragment (in the Ipatiev variant) provided D. Dabrowski with the basis for the claim
that Leszek the White first married/became engaged to N., daughter of Ingvar Yaroslavich,
and then - shortly afterwards — left her. The relationship lasted until the end of 1207/
beginning of 1208, at the latest to the autumn of 1209. The daughter of Ingvar would thus
not be the same person as Grzymistawa, who according to Dabrowski was probably the
daughter of Vladimir Vladimirovich (the former Prince of Veliky Novgorod), related by
marriage to Vseovolod the Big Nest and simultaneously a close relative (as great uncle —
the son of his father’s grandfather) to Mstislav Mstislavich the Daring (Dgbrowski 2006,
67-93; Dabrowski 2008, 334337, 588-595, 616—621, 687-689).

27  “C[Ba]rociaBa e sima u Begoma ero B axbL Ome3anzps xe cbze B Borwaumepn. [Toa
oy sero JlecT[b]ko0 AbuIeps 1 noyctu u” — Chronica 2017, 18.

28  “Tormae aura Bosogumepa munbckaro 6k 60 MHbrBaps ¢ axsl 1 MbcTuciasb. [lotom
xe cbae upreaps B Bonogumeps” — Chronica 2017, 18.

29  Baumgarten 1927, tab. 11; Donskoi 1991, 9o, 127; Voitovich 2006, 361.

30  Dabrowski 2006, 67-93; 2008, 334—337, 588-595, 616—621, 687—-689.
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them with great joy, as if they were seeing Roman himself resurrected”3! It
is worth emphasizing that by mentioning the living memory of Roman, the
chronicler was once again highlighting the fact that he had been the suzerain
of Volhynia.

Oleg Kupchins'kiy published the following passage, taken from The Chronicle
of Halych-Volhynia, as a separate document: “sSKo cuu BCIO HaII0 ¥ W(T) YHHOY
AEpHUTH a c[bI|HB MOU BO waHHOMB Bepectsu”? | “While [Alexander] reigns
over our land and his patrimony, my son only [reigns] over Brest”. The researcher
concluded that a diplomatic and chancellery formula had been used here. He
considered the document to have been an epistolary monument. In his opin-
ion, the letter had been written either by Roman’s widow, someone from her
closest circles, or by a writer from the chancellery who had repeated her words
precisely.33 I agree with the observations of Oleg Kupchins'kiy (the researcher
from Lviv) that the chronicle’s narrative was written from the perspective of
Roman’s widow. Kupchins’kiy’s assumption that the letter was copied into the
legation books3* suggests that a chancellery served the Romanovichi or that
there was at least a chancellor who meticulously copied the royal correspon-
dence and documents to the chartularies. This of course cannot be excluded,
yet it remains only speculation. We know of the existence at a later period of a
sealer (chancellor) named Kirill,35 but did this function belong among the most
important ones during the period when the Romanovichi court was constantly
moving around? If so, this would mean that the princess, Roman Mtsislavich’s
wife, made sure that the court functioned normally (as far as her situation and
that of her children allowed) and did not neglect diplomatic activities, which
were extensive — as can be attested by The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia. This
can be observed, for example, in the subsequent fragment, which should also
be linked to the princess (or her milieu) and which contains a description
of the political turmoil during that period and of the Romanovichi establishing
their position. We learn from this fragment that in ca. 121036 Vasilko became
the ruler of Belz.3”

31 “Ilpuexama GepecraHe ko JlecTpkoBU 1 npocuina PomanoBoe u gbraTte, 6acTa 60 Miaga
cxma. M gacts um[b], #a Bragber(p]| umu. WHU x[e] ¢ Besmkoro pagocrito crpbroma u,
SIKO BestuKoro Pomana, skuBa Bugauie u” — Chronica 2017, 19.

32 Kupchins'kii 2004, 237.

33  Kupchins'kii 2004, 236.

34  Seeremark on p. 25, fn, 15.

35  Jusupovi¢ 2017b, 621-632.

36  Hrushevsky 1901, 10.

37  Chronica 2017,19—20.
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The next passage about the invasion of the Balts in ca. 121038 should be
linked with Volhynian matters. The chronicle highlighted that Alexander
Vsevolodovich began to reign in Vladimir, while his brother Vsevolod reigned
in Cherven (Czerwien). In addition, the losses experienced by the elites were
listed quite precisely (Maciej, Lubov’s son-in-law and Dobrogost died).3? If the
hypothesis put forward concerning the source of the information used by the
author of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia is considered correct, the account
analyzed here should be seen as suggesting cooperation among the Volhynian
rulers against their common enemy.

The subsequent passage requires quotation in its entirety:

We will [now] return to the previous [subject] of what occurred in
Halych. Upon seeing the disorder and feuding in Halych, King Andrew
sent Benedict out with warriors; they captured Roman in a bathhouse as
he was washing himself and sent him to Hungary. [At that time], there
was a wise bookman in Halych, Timofey, whose father’s family had come
from the city of Kiev, who spoke of the tormentor Benedict [using] prov-
erbs, [stating] that in the last century the Antichrist would be known by
three names. Timofey fled before him [i.e., Benedict] as he [Benedict]
tortured both boyars and citizens of the city, performing acts of debauch-
ery, defiling married women, nuns, and popadias [the wives of priests].
He was truly the Antichrist due to his horrendous deeds.*°

38  Hrushevskyigos, 10.

39  Chronica 2017, 20—22.

40  “MBslk[e] Ha IpefHee BB3BPATHMCA CIOYIMBIINX b |cA B Tamuun. Auzgphu ke u kopos[s]
oyBupbBb 6e3akoHie raaunii[be|Koe u MATeX|b), M ocia BeHezukTa cb Bou, v siia Pomana
B 0aHM MBIIOLIMCA, U 10CIa UX[b] Bb oyrpel. bb 60 Tumoebit B Tammau mpeMagpbrit
KHIJKHUKB, WT[b|4ecTBo uMba BB rpagb Kiesb, npur|[s|uero peu[e] cioBo cem[s]| TomMu-
Tesu BeHesukTe, K0 BB mocabi[b]HA BpeMeHa TPeMH UMeHBI HapbuyeTCA aHTUXPHCTD.
Bbraure 60 Tumoeeit wr(b| suna ero, 6 60 Tomuresn|[b] 60ApoM[b] 1 rpaKaHOM|b], 1
6710yA['B] TBOPA, M OCKBPBHAXR JKEHBI JKe M YPHHUIM U IOIIaA[ b |1 — Bb TpaBjoy 6 anTtu-
XPHCTb 3a CKBepHaa gbyia ero” — Chronica 2017, 22—24. In a comment to the Polish transla-
tion and critical edition of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia, we can read the following:
“the passage ‘wWho spoke of the tormentor Benedict [using] proverbs, [stating] that in the
last century the Antichrist would be known by three names’ is a reference to the Bible.
See Rev. 13, 18. This is an example of the author’s erudition. To create a more persuasive
and appalling description of Benedict, he might perhaps have used the commentary
on the Book of Revelations by Andreas of Caesarea (563—637), a text known in Rus’ in its
condensed form already in the mid-13th century. The aim was to show that three names
existed (Benedict, Lampetis, and Titan), with their numeric value when using the Greek
alphabet amounting to 666, the number of the Beast. An opinion exists, not lacking in
credibility, that this borrowing was of an indirect nature and was introduced based on
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This passage is also significant as it shows how bookmen (who were not
only erudites, but had also been educated in the skill of writing) travelled
across Rus’ It cannot be ruled out that various ideas and knowledge from
the manuscripts from other self-governing principalities travelled along with
them. It remains an open question whether the bookmen studied the other
available chronicles as intensely as they did the Holy Bible. This would mean
that memorization was an element of their learning, and that human memory
constituted a handy form of storing information. The source directly states
that Timofey came from Kiev. It is difficult to determine whether at that
time he served the Halych princes, the Volhynian ones, or others. Based on
the narrative, it should be assumed that he had close relations (perhaps even
on an ‘employer-employee’ basis or as a co-worker) with a source for Mstislav
Mstislavich’s chronicle or with its creator (this issue will be discussed fur-
ther in the book), which would be attested in the following sentence by the
author of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia: “nput[s] ueto peu[e] coBo cem[b|
tomurenu Beneguxre” (“who spoke of the tormentor Benedict [using] prov-
erbs”). However, if we assume that the Timofey mentioned in this fragment
of the text is the same Timofey as Mstislav Mstislavich’s priest (confessor)*!
mentioned in the fragment describing the rebellion of the Halych boyars
against their prince,*? then the above-quoted sentence acquires new inter-
pretative possibilities in terms of the use of other source texts by the editor
working at the Romanovichi court. The phrase “npur[s]4ero peu[e]” can be
understood as “I will quote the words of Timofey”. This assumption has deter-
mined the next one, which is closely linked to the subject of our research: in
the text used by the chronicle’s editor, either Timofey was ascribed the role
of the author of the source used, or in the 13th century this knowledge was
widespread among the knizhniks (or maybe simply at the courts). The above
assumption would indicate that, on the one hand, we are dealing with infor-
mation from the Romanovichi’s closest circles, while — on the other — with a
codex which functioned and was written at the court of Mstislav Mstislavich,

a collection of wise sayings and teachings (Gen'ors’kii 1958, 14 with n. 2; Litopis rus’kii za
Ipats’kim spiskom 1989, 371 with n. 5; Tolochko 2008, 204—207). Recently, another expla-
nation of the genesis of the fragment concerning the Antichrist’s three names was pre-
sented by A. Herucova (2012, 130-132) in her book Palatine Then Antichrist. Benedict in the
Chronicle of Galicia-Volhynia. In Herucova’s opinion, this is a reference to the second book
of St Paul’s Second Epistle to the Thessalonians, in which there is a phrase referring to the
Antichrist’s three traits. See the English version of this sentence (2 Thes 2, 3—4): “the man
of sin is revealed, the son of perdition, who opposes and exalts himself above all that is
called God” (New King James Version).

41 See: Rybakov 1972, 161-172; Karpov 2016,402.

42 Chronica 2017,108-109.
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with its chronological and informational framework constituting the founda-
tions for the author of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia. The verification of this
assumption comes indirectly through analysis of the chronicler’s rendering of
the Battle of the Kalka River. It seems highly probable that its description was
created at the court of the Halych prince, and it was certainly written from the
perspective of south-western Rus’#3 This statement places the researcher in
quite a difficult situation, as it shows that it will be very hard to separate the
fragments based on eyewitness accounts from the Mstislav Letopis’, otherwise
referred to — if applying Dariusz Dabrowski’s terminology — as The Chronicle of
the Rostislavichi, continued by Timofey. At the end of the considerations dedi-
cated to this passage, it is worth emphasizing that in identifying Timofey men-
tioned in 1209 as Mstislav Mstislavich’s priest, it should be assumed that at the
beginning of the 13th century (it is difficult to determine the ante quem date)
there was a princely chancellery (or a scriptorium at the Halych court) func-
tioning in a continuous manner and employing qualified people. The chan-
cellery functioning at Roman Mstislavich’s court was relatively efficient and it
cannot be excluded that this was also true for its predecessors.

The next passage, referring to the arrival of Mstislav Yaroslavich the Dumb
at the summons of the Halychans, seems to confirm the above hypothesis.
The detailed information*# included indicates that it was written in Halych
or was based on an eyewitness account.*® This is suggested by the informa-
tion about the prince, about those who had summoned him, and about Ilia
Shchepanovich — a nobleman who conducted conversations with the ruler of
Peresopnytsia, as well as by the topographic data, especially information about
the arrival of the monarch at the Halych burial mound.#é The above observa-
tion seems to indirectly confirm the sentence that ends the analyzed passage:
“And after, we will tell [you] about the Halych burial mound and about the
beginnings of Halych, about how it originated”4” The editors of the critical edi-
tion and Polish translation of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia commented on
this fragment as follows: “However, the promise was never fulfilled, which to

43  Chronica 2017, XXX.

44 See: Chronica 2017, 2425,

45  However, taking into account the moment of the writing of the first edition of the chron-
icle of the Romanovichi treated as a whole, i.e., along with The Tale of Bygone Years and
what is referred to as The Kievan Chronicle, it seems improbable that information about
the event survived until the mid-13th century in the form of an oral account.

46 The kurgan located at the Kaczkiw site, not far to the south-west of the grod of Krytéw in
the former Halych. See: Gutsuliak, Drogomirets’kii, Tomenchuk 2005, 14—26.

47 ‘U mocem[p] ckaxem[b] o lammunab mormrbh n w Havarb lannmda, wr(b|KOyA0y CA
novan|s|” — Chronica 2017, 25.
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some extent can be considered proof that we are dealing with an unfinished
text, at least as compared to the author’s intentions.”*® The above statement
only holds true if we assume that the declaration of presenting a description
of Halych was written by the author of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia. This
issue can be seen in a different light if we consider the discussed passage to be
part of the creative output of the local scriptorium (perhaps that of Timofey).
We are then dealing with a traditional compilatory approach to Rus’ian
chronicle-writing, and — as a result — with indirect proof of the functioning of
a scriptorium at the princes’ court in Halych at least since the beginning of the
13th century. Thus, the author of the chronicle made use of various available
sources (ones not surviving to present times), with his own assumptions in
terms of the construction of the text and creating his own narrative.

Unsolved is the question whether the narrative concerning Roman’s escape
to Hungary and Vladimir’s seizure of Halych arose under the influence of the
Great Prince’s Kievan Chronicle (vel The Chronicle of the Rostislavichi) and/or if
it perhaps came from the local scriptorium.*® These events were also described
in other chronicles.>® However, we are probably dealing with the first of these
situations. In the following passage (cited after the above-described events),>!
“CrpbummxoMs K BaMb M30aBU HbI ToMuUTeNIA cero beneaukra’ /| “We have
sinned against both of you. Save us from the tormentor Benedict’,? Oleg
Kupchins'kiy sees traces of a letter/notes which the Halychan boyars sent to
Vladimir through his brother Roman??® (“Roman escaped from Hungary and
the Halychans sent him to his brother Vladimir saying ...”).5* If the specula-
tions of Oleg Kupchins’kil are correct, we would be dealing with a trace of cor-
respondence between the noblemen and the prince, preserved in the Halych
archive/chancellery/scriptorium. As shown by Simon Franklin, the culture of
writing in Rus’ was much more widespread than is commonly thought.55 Thus,
this is possible, but the hypothesis remains unverifiable.

One extremely interesting passage refers to King Andrew II's matrimo-
nial plans. According to the chronicle, the Hungarian ruler wanted to give his
daughter in marriage to Danilo Romanovich — in all probability, this was to

48  Chronica 2017, 25 with n. 89.

49  Chronica 2017, 25-27.

50  See: Letopis’ po Voskrenskomu spisku 2001, 116-117.

51 Chronica 2017, 26.

52 Kupchins'kil 2004, 238.

53  Kupchins'kil 2004, 237.

54  “Poman[b] e oyrede usp Oyrops, u ocJalia ramdaHe pro Kb 6paroy ero Borwzaumepoy,
wi[aromo |uie” — Chronica 2017, 25.

55  Franklin 2011.
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have been Anna (Maria), the later wife of the Tsar of Bulgaria, Ivan Asen 11.56
The chronicler wrote that at the time when Danilo was in Hungary, Andrew 11
did not have any sons.5” Meanwhile, we know that Bela (later — the 1v) was
born in 1206, Coloman in 1208, while Andrew - in 1210. We may only speculate
where the chronicler got this information. Perhaps it was not the credibility
of the information that he considered to be the most important aspect, but
rather the creation of a message according to which the eldest Romanovich
constituted an attractive match even for the Hungarian king. However, the
highly gossipy character of the fragment does give cause to wonder. Should
then the analyzed fragment be counted among information overheard at the
Arpad court? If we adopt this assumption, the fragment should be linked to
the following one:

In those years, the great Roman Emperor Philip was killed at the insti-
gation of the Queen’s brother. [He] asked his sister to find him an aide.
She could not in any way help her brother. And she gave her daughter
[in marriage] to a landgrave, to Ludvik, as he was a strong man and her
brother’s ally. They call her [the queen’s daughter] a saint now, named
Elizabeth. Her previous name was Kineka. After her husband’s [passing],
she served God well, and [for this reason] they named [her] a saint.58

In this fragment the events have been muddled, as have some of the charac-
ters. The chronicler wrote about King Philip of Swabia (died on June 21, 1208),
who had never been an emperor. He was murdered by the Bavarian palatine
Otton Wittelsbach in Bamberg, the bishop of which was the Hungarian Queen
Gertrude’s brother — Ekbert von Andechs Meranien.® In addition, Elizabeth,
Gertrude and Andrew 11's daughter, became the fiancée in 1211 not of Ludvik,
but of his brother Herman, who died in 1216.6° At this point, we encounter the
most important hint in the text, i.e., information that Elizabeth had become a

56  Dabrowski 2012b, 52-54.

57  Chronica 2017, 27.

58  “B ra x[e] sbra oyGiens 6bic[Th] Ij[bcalpb Bemmkin Pumuns pum[p]ckin. Cxebrom(s]
Gpara KoposieBa MOJIALIeCA cecTph, 1a GbI eMoy Hamia moMouHuKa. OHa k[ e] HUuKako He
MOTOYIIM IIOMOIIM GpaTy CBOEMOY H Jia AbLIeph CBoo 3a JJoHokpaGoBu4a 3a JloysoBHKa,
6b 60 M&K[b]| CHIEHD M TOMOLHUK|[B] GpaTy ea, 1oxe H[bI|Hb c[BA|TOY HapbuioT[B),
nmeHeM[b| AnbxGbra, npes[s|Hee 60 uma eit Kunexa. Muwro 60 mocioyxu B[oro|su
10 MAXKHU CBoeM|[b], U c[Ba]Toy HapbutoT[b]|” — Chronica 2017, 27-29.

59 See: Zientara 1997, 171; Schiitz 1993, 72—73, 76—77; Hucker 1998, 111-127; 2001, 371; Eickels
2003, 287.

60  Heinemeyer 1987, 422—423.
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saint. Her canonization took place on May 27, 1235.5! The mechanism behind
the creation of this information was discussed by Dariusz Dabrowski,6? who
showed that it could have been added to the chronicle after 1235. If the informa-
tion about the attempt to have Danilo become engaged to Andrew 11's daugh-
ter is also to be considered a later insertion (added perhaps during Danilo
Romanovich’s reign, probably at the same time as the information about Philip
of Swabia’s death), then it should be seen as some gossip that was being cir-
culated at the Romanovichi court meant to add a more “worldly” atmosphere
to the text. A certain problem also arises linked to the issues surrounding oral
history, i.e., the unreliability of human memory and the tendency to confuse
facts. I would like to emphasize once again that the message conveyed here
is very significant as it reveals yet another element of the construction of the
Romanovichi tradition by portraying them as world leaders (participants in
European politics). It cannot be excluded that this gossip gained new life pre-
cisely at the moment when Danilo and Vasilko became involved in the struggle
for inheritance left behind by the Babenbergs.

The fragment about the deaths of Yuri Vitanovich and Ilia Shchepanovich
in 1211 and the various other great Halychan boyars should be considered the
result of the knizhnik merging information from the Halych scriptorium with
eyewitness accounts.®® Once again, we are provided with exact personal data
of the people who were killed (in this case, we can guess that Yuri Vitanovich
and Ilia Shchepanovich stood at the head of the part of the city in opposi-
tion to the Igorevichi reign). In the further fragment of the source text, we are
informed of the exact personal data of the Hungarian noblemen who were
placed in charge of the expedition. It is significant to note that all these peo-
ple are mentioned in the Hungarian documents of this period.5* It remains
an open question whether the chronicler had a list of the warriors or if their
names were provided to him by an eyewitness (or eyewitnesses). The slight dis-
tortion of the names might indicate the latter. This would therefore be a person
(or people) well acquainted with the Hungarian court, which would indicate

61 Jasinski1997, 200; Reber 2006, 168.

62 Dabrowski 2016d, 103-17.

63 Chronica 2017, 29—41.

64  Dvorsky Pot = Pat, of the Gy6r family, son of Stefan (mentioned in the 1199-1215 sources);
Peter Turovich (mentioned in the 1193-1213 Hungarian sources), Benko/Banko (men-
tioned in the 1199-1222 sources), Mika the Bearded (mentioned in the 198-1226 sources),
Lotokharot = Lothard of the Gut-Keled family (mentioned in the 1211-1213), Mokyan =
Makayan (mentioned in the 1211 sources), Tabrec = Tiborc (mentioned in the 11981222
sources), Marcel (mentioned in 1206-1214 sources). See: Zsoldos 2om, 17, 286—287, 323,
326, 343, 355; Font 1995, 34.
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a member (or members) of the Halych elites, perhaps someone of the rank of
Volodyslav Kormilichich or Sudyslav. The closest circles of Roman Mstislavich’s
widow can also not be excluded, since Vyacheslav the Fat, Miroslav, Demian,
and Vorotyslav took part in the expedition.55 It should be emphasized that
they were not in any way highlighted in the text, except for being listed as the
first (which might be the result of later editing), as immediately in the next
lines we are informed of the composition of the remaining troops support-
ing the expedition.56 One argument in favour of the first possibility is the fact
that Volodyslav Kormilichich was depicted in a positive light. The future vil-
lain of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia gave a speech to the inhabitants that
included the following words:

‘Brothers! Why are you agitated? Was it not them [the Igorevichi] who
murdered your fathers and your brothers? Was it not them who plun-
dered your properties and gave your daughters to your bondsmen?
While your patrimonies were ruled over by other newcomers. Do you
really wish to surrender your souls for them?’ [emphasis by AJ.]. They
regretted the past [and] surrendered the city. [Next,] they captured their
prince, Sviatoslav.57

Oleg Kupchins’kiy considered the fragment in the source I have highlighted to
be a trace of a document produced by a nobleman, in this case Volodyslav.58
As already mentioned, this is difficult to verify. However, I would like to agree
with the observations made by Kupchins'kiy that the events were described
from the perspective of Halych.

Moving on from the description of the occupation of Przemysl, the chroni-
cler smoothly transitions to a detailed story of the battles at Zvenyhorod. He
provides such topomastic details of this city as the Ostrogowe Wrota (Gates),5°
the Lyuta river (probably the Bilka, a tributary of the Poltva river),”° as well as

65  Chronica 2017, 34.

66  Who came with Leszek the White, Mstislav the Dumb of Peresopnytsia, Alexander
Vsevolodovich of Vladimir, and Ingvar Yaroslavich of Lutsk, Drohobuz, and Szumsk.
Chronica 2017, 34.

67  “Bparie, mouro cmoymaereca? He cen in ms6uira wr[b |y Bauy 1 6parito Ballioo, a MHIN
nmbHia Bama pasrpabuina 1 AbIiepy Balla Jalia 3a paGsl Balla, a WT[ b |4eCTBIN BalIMMKI
Bragbia vHin npumen|[s|un? To 3a Thx[s] a1 xouere a[y|uno cBoro moxoxuTu?. OHK
e OBIBIIMX[B| CHKAMMIIAC[A], Mpejama rpaz[s] u kHA3A ux[b]| C[BATOCTaBa Ama’ —
Chronica 2017, 33.

68  Kupchinskil 2004, 239—241.

69 See: Chronica 2017, 34; Nosov 2010, 14-17, 60—61.

70 Chronica 2017, 36.
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the place where Roman Igorevich was captured — on a bridge.” It is also sig-
nificant that not only the names of the princes participating in the skirmishes
were provided, but also those of members of the elites: Mika the Bearded and
Tobash, an important Polovtsian.”? Oleg Kupchins'kiy treats the fragment
“IlpenanTteca KHA3D Ballb &Tb 6bIC(T)[b]"73 (“Surrender, your prince has been
captured”) as proof of the existence of notes or a letter from those attacking
the city to its defenders.”* In adopting such an assumption, it would be proper
to take any speech made by a prince as proof of the functioning of developed
epistolary communication, also between the defenders and the attackers of
a besieged town or city. However, from the fragment about the expedition to
capture Kalisz we may gather that the peace talks were probably conducted
face to face.”® Let us nonetheless return to our earlier analysis. Generally,
the description of the war operations that were to lead to capturing Halych
ends with the following passage: “From there, they advanced towards Halych.
Vladimir escaped from Halych, as did his son Iziaslav, and they were pursued
as far as the Gnezna river. Iziaslav fought [them] on the Gnezna and his pack
horses were captured. Next, [the allied forces] returned to Halych”.76
Immediately following this fragment, information is included that came
from Roman Mstislavich’s widow or from her closest circles, especially the
court. The chronicler mentions Vyacheslav of Vladimir (previously figuring
under the sobriquet “the Fat”),’” an aristocrat from the Romanovichi court,
and later Volodyslav Kormilichich,”® who played a leading role during the
expedition to Halych. The term itself used in the text “next” (torga),”® which
opens this part of the narrative, indicates a borrowing from another written
or oral source (“Next, Princess Romanova [i.e.,, Roman’s wife] came to see her
beloved son, Danilo” / “Torga mpiexa kHArMHU Benukaa PomanoBa BuABTI
c[pi]Ha cBoero mp[u|cHar[o] [animna”).8% The fragment that follows is an

71 Chronica 2017, 37.

72 Chronica 2017, 36.

73 Kupchins’kii 2004, 242.

74  Kupchins’kii 2004, 241.

75  Chronica 2017, 132-145.

76 “Wr[B]|TOYyAR *[e] mongoma B l'amuy[b], u Bomwaumeps 6bxa us lannya u c[sI] HB ero
HWsaciaBb, u rHama u 20 Hbsger. Usacias[b] ke 6rca Ha mbere Hb3apr pher, v wr[b]ama
KOHA WT[b] Hero camHuBbIa. [ToToM[s ke BB3BpaTninac(a] B lamud[s]” — Chronica 2017, 38.

77  This is probably the same person as Roman Mstislavich’s boyar, mentioned in the
Novgorod First Chronicle (Novgorodskaia pervaia letopis’ 2000, 240). Jusupovi¢ 2013b,
267—-270.

78 See: Jusupovi¢ 2013a, 137-146.

79  Chronica 2017, 38.

80  Chronica 2017, 38-39.
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exceptionally important one for the dynastic legend of the Romanovichi as
it legitimizes (once again) Danilo’s rights to the Halych throne. The prince
ascended the monarch’s throne in the eparchial Orthodox church building
dedicated to the Holy Mother of God, the traditional place for the coronation
and burial of the Halych princes.8! In all probability, the information about
the hanging of the Igorevichi should be linked to the activities of a local scrip-
torium, though it is worth mentioning that this event was also noted in the
northern Rus’ian group of chronicles.82

The fragment located directly after the information concerning the hanging
of the Igorevichi indicates Roman’s wife or someone from her circle (it cannot
be excluded that the chronicler made use of The Chronicle of the Rostislavichi).
Once again, the narrative becomes more detailed and this can be linked to
the presence of Roman Mstislavich’s widow at the court. The text continues
as follows:

After [some] time had passed, the Halychans banished Danilo’s mother
from Halych. Danilo did not wish to be parted from his mother and cried
after her, for he wasyoung. And [then] Alexander, a tivun®3 of Shumavinsk
arrived and held [the prince’s horse] by the reins. He [Danilo] then took
out his sword, struck him [Alexander], and hurt the horse beneath him.
Next, his mother took the sword from his hand, calmed him, then left
him in Halych among the disloyal Halychans, while she herself went
to Belz. [Following] Volodyslav’s advice, they [the boyars] themselves

81 Chronica 2017, 40—41. See: Pasternak 1961, 621-624; Rappoport 1993, 65; Chudzik 2014,
43-54.

82  See, e.g.: Moskovskil letopisnyi svod 2004, 108 — “Toro sxe sbra l'anuuane mpusegoma K
co0b Yrpsl oTau yepec ropsl ¥ U3bUMalIa KHa3sa cBob Mropesuun 3, Pomana b 6paToma,
u 6uBIIe uxb nopbmama ux"; Ermolinskaia letopis’ 2004, 63 — “Tanmaanb, npusegs Yrpor
k ce6b oran, uspumanmra kusa3u cBou MiropeBudu 3, Pomana 3 6parbeto, 1 6iBina Uxb MoBb-
mama”; Tverskaia letopis’ 2000, 310 — “Toro ke sbra Tammdane, npuseaie kb ce6b Yrpor
oraii, u3pMMaIIa KHazeii cBouxs HMropessrueBb Tpexs, Pomana u Gpariio ero, 6usire
nxb nopbiama’”. As can easily be observed, these fragments constitute a summary of the
detailed descriptions of events in The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia. At the same time they
show how powerfully the hanging of the princes from the Rurikovichi dynasty resonated
in Rus’ However, it should be noted that O. Gushchin (1993, 96—97) conducts a detailed
analysis of all the chronicles that mention this incident and reaches the conclusion that
only Roman and Sviatoslav Igorevich were hanged. See: Pritsak 2008, 150-151.

83  Tivun appears twice in The Halych-Volhynia Chronicle. Researchers believe that Tivun can
be understood as the servant of the administer of the house, financial adviser, servant of
the prince and official, who sometimes even manages the town. For a discussion of the
literature, see Jusupovié 2013b, 55.
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wanted to rule. Upon learning of her banishment, the king [Andrew 11]
was saddened.8+

We find out about the previously unidentified Alexander, on whose life an
attempt had been made by Danilo Romanovich. It can be discerned from the
description that we are dealing here with a description of the princess and
her entourage being escorted by Roman Mstislavich’s elder son and his advi-
sors. The negative depiction of Volodyslav in the narrative again suggests that
the source of this information was either Roman’s widow herself or her court.
The further part of the narrative seems to confirm this observation.85 The
Hungarian king, upon learning of Danilo’s mother’s banishment, organized
an expedition during which the oppositional boyars were captured, including
Volodyslav Kormilichich, because “he was making himself out to be a prince”.86
It is worth noting that in the earlier fragment the term “kunaxbri"8 (to rule: in
the pejorative meaning of seizing power due the prince) was used in reference
to the Halychan noblemen. The boyars’ aspirations for the prince’s reign sup-
posedly discredited them. As noted by Pétr Stefanovich, the chronicler empha-
sized two main ideas: 1) the right of inheritance of one or another land would
appear upon the succession of the elder son to the throne; 2) the prince’s
authority over this territory was constituted by God.®8 If, according to the
source text’s narrative, Roman Mstislavich’s descendants had been “anointed”
by God as defenders of the Christian people, then the word “kaaxuru” can-
not be used to refer to the boyar elites not predestined for such a role. The
use of such a technique was meant to dispose the reader negatively towards
the noblemen. This fragment is one of many with a didactic and moralizing
tone. The events described are important,8? but not to the extent as the need
to remind the noblemen of their responsibility to remain loyal to the monarch.

84  “MuHoyBmOY x[e] BpeMeHy, ranudaHe x| e] Boirnama Jlanuiosoy M[a|t[e]ps us lannya.
Janwmia|b] xe He xorh ocratn M[a]T[e]pe cBoea u IuTakameca 1mo Hei, miag[s|corit. U
npuexas|s| Ane3aHapb, THBOH[B | IFOMaBHH| b]CKbIii U 5 32 TOBOZA[ B |. OHB jke H3SMWK|b |
Me4[b] M TA €ro, U MOTA KOH[b] MwaA[b] HUM[b]. Maru x[e] B3eM[B|uu Medb U3 PRKOY,
oyMouuB[b|mu ero, ocraBu B [anuyu a cama uzie B Bessp. OcraBu oy HeBbp[b|HBIX[B]
ranuyas|s| Beawaucnasium|[s] ceBbrom|b], X0TAIE 60 KHANKBTH cama. OyBbaas[b] ke
KOpOJI[b] w U3rHaAHIHU es1, chikanucu” — Chronica 2017, 41-42.

85  Chronica 2017, 42—45.

86  “kmaxur([p|ca’ — Chronica 2017, 43.

87  See: Kronika 2017,108 with n. 143.

88 Stevanovich 2008, 81. See: Jusupovié¢ 2017¢, 503-515.

89  However, it is worth noting the precision with which the princess’s supporters were
described (Gleb Potkovich, Ivanko Stanislavovich, Zbyslav, Vyacheslav the Fat, Miroslav),
as were her opponents (Volodyslav, Yaropolk and Yavolod Kormilichich, Sudyslav and
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Such interventions introduced by the knizhAnik should be approached with a
high degree of caution.

It is difficult to directly link the sentence discussing the Hungarian king’s
preparations for the expedition to Halych with the Halych scriptorium or the
princess’s entourage.® The further part of the narrative should certainly be
attributed to the latter.”! The events that took place in Volhynia in 1213 were
described in detail. Prince Alexander Vsevolodovich of Belz was depicted as
unfavourably disposed towards the Romanovichi. With the aid of Leszek the
White, Alexander seized the hitherto headquarters of Vasilko Romanovich and
his mother — namely, Belz.%? Next, Alexander forced Vasilko, his mother, and
the noblemen faithful to them to move to Kamyenyets.%3 The subsequent frag-
ment is extremely significant:

The [Hungarian] king released Volodyslav [Kormilichich] and [upon]
gathering many warriors, he moved on Halych. When he stopped at the
monastery in Lelesov, the disloyal boyars wanted him killed and they
murdered his wife, while his shurin,%* the Patriarch of Aquileia, barely
escaped [with his life]. And numerous Germans were slaughtered, while
the others scattered. Due to the rebellion, the king could [thus] not wage
war because of [the rebels’] lawlessness.?>

Queen Gertrude was killed on November 29, 1213,96 but her shurin (brother-in-
law), i.e., Bertold von Andechs Meranien, the Patriarch of Aquileia, was mur-
dered on February 10, 1218.97 Therefore, the editing of this part of the chronicle
could not have been done earlier than in 1218.

Philip). Such a detailed narrative suggests that it was created within the circles linked to
the princess, Roman’s widow.

9o Chronica 2017, 45.

91 Chronica 2017, 45—48.

92  Chronica 2017, 45—46.

93  Probably to Kamyenyets by the Sluch River. See: Chronica 2017, 45-46 with n. 146.

94  Shurin - brother-in-law.

95  “Kopox[p] e noycru Bonoauciasa, 1 ce6pa MHOTO BoH, ¥ uze Ha lamd[p]. Crabiue x| e]
Bb MaHacThIpH Jlenecoh, HeBbpHiH xe Goape xorbia ero oyGuTy, 1 oy6ua x| e] skeHOY
€ro, a WIIOPHUH|B]| €ro ozBa OyTede, marpiapxb ABIEHCKIN U MHOSH HBM[b |1 n36HTHIA
GwbI1ra, a Apoysiu pazGbromac[a]. MaTexto x[e] GbIB[B 11110, KOPOJIEBH He MOTIIIO BOHHBI
Oy4uHUTH 3a GesaxoHie ux[sb|” — Chronica 2017, 45-47.

96  See: Wertner 1892, 419—421; Kosztolnyik 1996, 45-49 with n. 158; Huber 1884, 163-175;
Wrhodarski 1925, 49 (287) with n. 4; Dagbrowski 2012b, 79.

97  Schiitz 1993, 84.
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From the description following the fragment pertaining to these events,
we learn that the expedition was led by Volodyslav Kormilichich,?® who with-
out much trouble took Halych and “made himself a prince, ascending to the
throne”.99 It is worth noting that this time the term “B[b|xkHAMMCA” Was used in
reference to him, which — if translated precisely — means that he took over the
princely prerogatives.!0 In all probability, we have here the first tell-tale signs
of a change in the political approach taken by the Hungarian king towards
Halych and an attempt to have it subordinated to the Arpads.1o! It was prob-

ably these events that led to the following:

Danilo and his mother left the king
for the Lyakhs after they had excused
themselves. Leszek received Danilo
with great honors. From there, he
went to Kamyenyets with his mother.
In turn, his brother Vasilko and all
the boyars greeted him with great joy
[event from 12131°2 — emphasis by AJ.].
In those years, Vsevolod Sviato-
slavich, who held the children of
Roman’s wife in great affection,

Jauwi[s] ke wr[b]|uze wr[s] KOposa
cb M[a]T[e]pBio CBOEIO B IAXBI WT[B]
IPOCUBCA WT[B] KOpoIa, Jlect[b]ko
e rpia JlaHwia cb BEUKOIO 4[ b ] CTi0
u wr[b]TRZ0y *[e] nze B KameHeup
Chb MaTrepbl0 CBOE0, OpaT[s] ke ero
Bacwi[b|ko u 60ape Bcu crpbroma u
C BEJIUKOIO PAZIOCTiIo.

Brax[e]rbrakHaxkaure BceBomwz|b|
B[b] Keiet C[BA]TOCiIaBHYB, uMba
BEJIMKOYI0 J1000Bb Kb AbreM[b|

ruled in Kiev [Vsevolod the Red died = Pomanozoe.

in 1212193 — emphasis by AJ.].

98  The same one who had previously been transported to Hungary and who according to
the chronicle had attempted to take over the prince’s prerogatives along with some other
noblemen (Chronica 2017, 42—45). This fragment (along with the one being analyzed
here) shows the inconsistencies in creating the image of the disloyal Volodyslav. If he had
been such a huge threat, why was he placed at the head of the Hungarian army and then
came to rule in Halych?

99  “B[b]kHAMUCA, cbae Ha cronb” — Chronica 2017, 47.

100 N. Daszkiewicz in fact thinks that Volodyslav Kormilichich came to power as a prince
(Dashkevich 1873, 46—47; Maiorov 2001, 408-417). The function of prince-boyar is also
indicated (Holly 2005, 6; see: Voloshchuk 2009a, 99-113). However, in analyzing the frag-
ments in their entirety (i.e., omitting the chronicle’s negative insertions), it should be
stated that Volodyslav was a viceroy appointed by the Hungarian king. See: Jusupovi¢
20134, 137-146.

101 Jusupovié 2019a.

102  Hrushevsky 1901, 12.

103 Voitovich 2006, 404; Donskol 2008, 204—205.
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Next, Mstislav of Peresopnytsia,
after inciting Leszek, marched on
Halych. Leszek then took Danilo
from Kamyenyets, Alexander from
Vladimir, and Vsevolod from Belz,
each with their own warriors. Danilo’s
warriors were the most numerous
and the strongest. All his father’s
great boyars were with him. Upon
seeing this, Leszek began display-
ing his great love for Prince Danilo
and his brother Vasilko [event from

CHAPTER 2

ITorom|[b] e MbcTrciass Ilepecorn-
HUI|bC| Kid, mocazuBpl®® JlecTbKa,
monge B l'aymy[s]. JlecToko x[e] moa
Jamwaa ¢ Kamen[p|ua, a One3angpa
n3 Bomwaumepa, a Bcesosoza wus
bensa, xoroxgo ux[b| cb CBOMMHU
Boyu, 65 6o Bou JJaHuioBbl 6oi[b)
mwin 1 Kpbruiemin. baure 60ape Besu-
1[Il wT[b|11a ero Bcu oy Hero. Buabeb
60 JlecTbKO ce, moya umbTH JH000Bb
BEJIMKOy Kb KbHASIO JlaHunoy wu
Opary ero Bacwi[b|koy.106

1214!%4 — emphasis by AJ.].

The informer for this part of the chronicle probably hailed from the closest
circles of the Romanovich mother, which is attested by the quite detailed
description of the events (once again overlapping with the princess’s itiner-
ary). The fragment in its entirety shows the diplomatic flexibility exhibited
by Roman Mstislavich’s widow, who upon realizing that she could not count
on the king of Hungary, once again strengthened her ties to the prince of
Cracow. Generally, even the mention of Vsevolod should be considered an ele-
ment of building alliances,!%7 if we connect it with the fact that around 1211
Danilo and Vasilko’s sister (probably named Helena) was given in marriage to
Vsevolod Sviatoslavich the Red’s son — Mikhail.1%8 Dariusz Dgbrowski seems
to have rightly noted that we are dealing here with actions aimed at leading
the Romanovichi away from an alliance with Leszek the White, and primar-
ily with his enemy Mstislav Mstislavich the Daring, who ultimately stripped
Vsevolod of his power in Kiev.199 In the literature on the topic it has been noted
that the phrase bespeaking the affection Vsevolod the Red held for the chil-
dren of Roman’s widowed wife gives the impression of being incomplete.l

104 Hrushevsky 1901, 12-13.

105 Itis misspelled in the text: ‘nocagur, and should be ‘moBa6ury’ (to call somebody up or
incite). See: Hrushevsky 1992, 510.

106  Chronica 2017, 47—49.

107 Vladimir Pashuto only draws attention to the establishment of the alliance between
Vsevolod Sviatoslavich the Red and the Romanovichi. The description of the friendly rela-
tions between the rulers is weaved into the narrative. See: Pashuto 1950, 199—200.

108 See: Dgbrowski 2008, 296—300; 2016a, 73—74, 79; Grala, 1982, 124-125.

109 See: Dgbrowski 2002, 54—56.

110 Dimnik 2007, 270. See: Kronika 2017, 1o with n. 162; Chronica 2017, 48 with n. 153.
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Its placement among the events from 1213-1214 seems anachronistic. If the
fragment was supposed to remind readers of the alliances established by the
Romanovichi, some sort of elaboration would be expected. In the Ipatiev-type
manuscripts of the south-Rus’ian group, there are no traces that would indi-
cate there were any missing fragments above or below the analyzed passage of
the chronicle.1!

However, it cannot be excluded that in the protographs (or autographs),
information about Vsevolod the Red’s affection for the Romanovichi was the
last line on the page — while the next page, containing the elaboration of this
passage, had been destroyed. This would perhaps explain why the informa-
tion was included in a manner inconsistent with the narrative’s chronology.
On the other hand, the order of events has been preserved, i.e., the mention of
the alliance between the Romanovichi and Leszek, and then with Vsevolod. In
essence, only such a layout of the content would speak for the hypothesis that
the fragment was placed last on the reverse side of a page. It is also possible
that the text of the chronicle was re-edited at a later time, while the pertinent
information was written down with the intention that it would be elaborated
in the future. Ultimately, as Igor Tvorogov writes:

In analyzing the text of a literary monument such as an old Rus'ian copy
of a letopis’, the researcher follows the footsteps of the copyist and editor,
attempting to understand how and why he changed the earlier text, cre-
ating a new perspective or a new edited version. One of the most wide-
spread traces of such work done by a chronicler is the shortening of the
text created by his predecessor or — the exact opposite — its elaboration
and supplementation.!1?

This type of work was already present in The Tale of Bygone Years,'3 as well
as being observable in The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia.'* One flaw of both
hypotheses is that neither provides an easy explanation for the introduction
of a record that is contradictory to chronology. Thus, they should be consid-
ered equivalent hypotheses. It provides food for thought that the chronicle

111 See: Chronica 2017, 48. In the variants, the appropriate pages in the codices can be speci-
fied. There are frequently annotations (or fragments left empty) in the marginalia, indi-
cating deficiencies in the protograph.

112 Tvorogov 2009, 110.

113 See.: Ostrowski 2003, XLVII-LXI.

114 Examples from both The Tale of Bygone Years and The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia have
been provided in: Jusupovié 2017d, 45—46, 73-74; 2016¢, 55-57.
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was never fully edited""® and that its factual (theme-based) layout was at times
more important than its chronological one. Such a structure is reminiscent
of narratives were constructed during the 1245-1259 period.!¢ Did Danilo’s
Chronicle have a factual (theme-based) layout?

Let us return, however, to further analysis of the source text. In 1214, the
expedition led by Leszek the White, Mstislav Yaroslavich the Dumb, and the
Romanovichi left for Halych.!'” We learn the names of the noblemen who par-
ticipated on the side of this coalition,!® those of the defenders of the grod,1°
along with the area in which war operations took place.!? In this fragment,
the chronicler indirectly admits that he is describing the aspirations of the
Romanovichi aimed at regaining their patrimony, thus also indicating the
group of people from whom he had received this information and for whom
he worked.!2!

One result of the expedition to Halych was the Hungarian king’s retaliation
against the Prince of Cracow.1?2 The perfunctory mention that “Danilo visited
Leszek”23 seems to suggest that during the Hungarian expedition not only
Roman Mstislavich’s eldest son, but also the Romanovichi entourage (perhaps
together with Roman’s widowed wife) were in Cracow and had been informed
of Leszek the White’s plans, who:

... sent his envoy Pakostaw Lasocic the Voivode [to the king] with the fol-
lowing message, ‘It is not proper for a boyar to rule in Halych, take then
my daughter in marriage for your son Coloman and let him rule in Halych.
Pakostaw’s advice was pleasing to King Andrew and he met with Leszek

115 See:Jusupovi¢ 2016d, 322—325.

116  See: Chapter 4.

117  Chronica 2017, 49-52.

118 Miroslav, Demian, Gleb Zeremeewich and Yuri Prokopovich. See: Jusupovi¢ 2013b, 118—
125, 151-157, 184185, 210—217.

119 Yaropolk, Yavolod and Volodyslav Kormilichich. See: Jusupovi¢ 2013b, 175-176, 179-180,
276—288.

120 In this short fragment, we learn of such grods: Halych, Terebovlia, Moklekow, Zbarazh,
Bykowien, Tychoml i Peremyl and the Boberka river.

121 This refers to the passage: “Then, with Leszek’s help, Danilo and Vasilko took Tychoml
and Peremyl from Alexander and reigned over them with their mother, and looking to
Vladimir [they said]: ‘One way or another, with God’s help, Vladimir will be ours’ They
gazed towards Vladimir” / “ITorwm[5] ke JlaHmio u Bacui[s]xo JIeCTPKOBOO IIOMOLIBIO
mpiacta Tuxomis u [lepemui[s] wr[b] Ane3angpa, u kHaxacra csd M[a]T[e]pbIo cBOEIO
B HeM[b], a Ha Bonrwaumeps 3pama: ‘Ce s1, 0Bo 11 Beawaumeps 6&4e[b] Hato. B[o]xito
xe nomouyito’. Ha Benwaumeps npusuparoma’ — Chronica 2017, 51-52.

122 Chronica 2017, 52.

123 “‘/laHutosu xe oy Jlecr([b|xa cauoy” — Chronica 2017, 52.
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in Spis and took his [Leszek’s] daughter to be married to his son. He sent
[troops] who captured Volodyslav in Halych. They imprisoned [him] and
[he] died in this prison. He [thus] brought misfortune to his tribe and his
children as a result of his reign. For this reason, none of the princes cared
for his children. The King placed his son [on the throne] in Halych, giving
Przemysl to Leszek and Lubaczéw to Pakostaw, because [the latter] was
a friend to Roman'’s wife and her children. Following Pakostaw’s advice,
Leszek sent [an envoy]| to Alexander, with the following message, ‘Give
Vladimir to the Romanovichi.’ He did not give [it to them, and] Leszek
placed the Romanovichi [on the throne] in Vladimir. After [some] time
had passed, the king took Przemy$l and Lubaczéw from Leszek.!2+

It would be difficult not to link this passage with people in the closest circles
of the Romanovichi, who, in my opinion, participated in the preparation of
this plan, ostensibly striking at their vital interests as it created the possibility
of Halych being taken. However, this issue should be looked at from a broader
perspective. During the period in question, as I have written above, Volodyslav
Kormilichich ruled there as governor on behalf of the Hungarian king.125

124

125

“rocia moca ceoero Jlecrida u IakociaBa BoeBozoy, pexbin: ‘He ec[Ts] sbiio Goaprtoy
KHAXUTH B [a1141, HO IIOMMH AbILIePs MOKO 3a c[bI]|Ha cBoero Kosomana u mocazu ero B
Tanmnaw’. Oymo6u x[e] kopoa[s] Auapbu cosbr[s] [Takocasis, u cHACA ¢b JlecTKOM|b]
B'b 3IIHILIY, U IT0A ABIIEP[b ]| ero 3a c[ bl |HA cBOero, 1 Hoc1ai| |, 1 A Berwauciasa B lamnau
u 3aroun. M B TwM[b]| 3aToueHin oympe. Hamez[s] sno maemen[u| ceoemoy u gbrem[s]
cBouM[b] kuAKeHial gbia, Bch 6o KHASH He mpuspax® gbreii ero Toro pazu. Kopoi[s]
nocazu c[s1|Ha cBoero B ['amumy, a JlecrekoBu fa Ilepemsinuis, a [lakocrasoy Jlro6auess,
IaxocnaBs 60 65 npiatesn|s| Pomanosoii u gbrem|s] ea. CoBbrom[b ] 5ke [TakocnaBmium[b),
Jlect[b]k0 mocia kb Ane3anzposu, pexa: Jlait Borwaumeps Pomanosuuema Janunosu
u Bacuabkosu. He acu sin uoy Ha TA u ¢ PomanoBuyema’. OHOMOY 3k[e] He ZaB[b]iio,
Jlectko x[e] mocaai Pomanosuua B[b] Bomwaumepu. IloceM[s] ske BpeMeHH MUHOYB|B |
1y, Koposi[ 5] wr[b A [lepembiiuts wr[s] Jlecrbka u Jlro6aues” — Chronica 2017, 52—55. For
a discussion of this fragment, see: Jusupovi¢ 2013a, 137-146; Dgbrowski 2012b, 81-86 (and
further literature therein).

The quotation from the chronicle suggests that Volodyslav Kormilichich died in prison.
The narrative strategy applied by the author of the chronicle aimed to discredit him. In
my opinion, it is more probable that Volodyslav as Andrew 11’s official was simply dis-
missed. It should be remembered that Volodyslav was exceptionally resourceful and
offered his services to various rulers. It cannot be excluded that his absence in the chroni-
cle results from the fact that he resigned from active involvement (he might have taken on
an advisory role). This hypothesis is made more probable by two Hungarian documents
from 1218 and 1232, from which it can be discerned that Volodyslav lived in Hungary and
also died there between 1231 and 1232. Codex diplomaticus et epistolaris Slovaciae 1972,
nos. 229, 394, 179-180, 281-282. See V.T. Pashuto (1950, 141) noted that in 1218, the “Ladislao
Rutheni”, who he linked to Volodyslav Kormilichich, received a vineyard in Pagran from
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Danilo’s crossing over from Andrew 11 to Leszek clearly indicates that the king
was not planning to further support Danilo’s efforts to take Halych, but rather
that the king himself planned to take the contentious city. In this situation,
the Romanovichi were left only with the option of cooperating with the ruler
of Cracow, who could aid them in conquering Volhynia. In 1214, they had only
two small towns: Tychoml and Peremyl.!?6 Thanks to their growing influence
at the court in Cracow, which is attested by the good relations with Pakostaw
the Old Abdank, the son of Lasota,'?” it was possible — with Leszek’s aid — to
take Vladimir, the heart of Volhynian land, and an ideal point of departure for
subjugating the whole of Volhynia. One should of course not forget the input
of Roman Mstislavich’s widow toward maintaining good relations with Leszek.
However, attention should be drawn to the fact that when Andrew 11 was
executing his plan to subjugate Halych, Volodyslav Kormilichich (in one place
along with other boyars having oppositional inclinations) was claimed to have
expropriated princely prerogatives.1?® It becomes increasingly difficult to link
the source text with the centre in Halych,'2® and seems more clearly connected
with the Romanovichi and their closest circles. Generally, this one-sided narra-
tive changes in ca. 1217, when Mstislav Mstislavich takes over in Halych.
Confirmation of this cooperation comes in the form of Andrew 11 taking
Przemysl and Lubaczéw back from his Polish ally.®* In such circumstances,

Andrew 11. M.M. Voloshchuk (200g9b, 19-20) indicates one other document from 1232,
based on which he concludes that Volodyslav died between 1231 and 1232. We can read
the following: “quosdam homines de villa Pagran, in comitatu Nitriensi commorantes, olim
tempore bone memorie Iohannis Strigoniensis archiepiscopi, mortuo Rutheno Ladislao ...".
See: Jusupovic 2013b, 285—286; 2019a.

126  Chronica 2017, 51-52.

127 The voivode of Sandomierz (1206-1210), the voivode of Cracow (1212-1216), the castel-
lan of Cracow (1222-1223), the voivode of Sandomierz 1223-1229) and Cracow (1227),
the castellan of Wiglica (1230-1232), the castellan of Cracow (1234), the castellan of Zary
(1237), the voivode of Cracow (1238), the castellan of Wislica (1239-1242), the castellan
of Sandomierz (1243) — see: Urzednicy matopolscy, nos. 12, 116, 434, 436, 439, 732, 958,
960, 1070, 1072, 1074. For more on Pakoslav, see: Bieniak 1980, 38—42; Teterycz 2001, 68—69,
71-73; Dabrowski 2009, 113-114; Jusupovi¢ 2018a, 76-81.

128 AsIhave tried to show in the article The Hungarian Faction (Jusupovi¢ 2019a), Andrew 11
was capable of controlling Halych only thanks to the local elites. Without their support
and involvement, it would not have been possible. The analyzed passage indirectly con-
firms these conclusions. The blame for losing the grod was placed not on the rulers, but
on the local noblemen who did not remain faithful to the ‘rightful’ monarch.

129 However, I consider The Chronicle of the Rostislavichi to have formed the foundations for
the chronological skeleton, into which information was woven from other sources — both
oral and written.

130 Chronica 2017, 55.
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in 1217,!3! Halych was taken by Mstislav Mstislavich “upon Leszek’s advice”132
The chronicler proceeded to hide Danilo’s weakness at the time by introduc-
ing the phrase: “All the Halychans and Sudyslav sent for Danilo. But Danilo
could not come, while Benedict fled to Hungary with Sudyslav. Thus, Mstislav
was enthroned in Halych”.133 Taking into account the previously observed “rup-
tures” in the text’s narrative, I think that even if Danilo had been summoned
by the Halychans — which is very probable, as it is easier to control a weaker
ruler — then he would not have had the possibility of opposing the plans held by
Leszek the White or Mstislav Mstislavich (which — paradoxically — might have
been accepted by Danilo and his closest circles). In addition, the Romanovichi
made the strategic move of arranging a marriage between Danilo and Anna
Mstislavich in 1217, which indirectly confirms their support and participation
in the aspirations of the prince of Cracow.!* This might have provided the
prospect of Roman Mstislavich’s eldest son receiving Halych as “an inheri-
tance” from his father-in-law. His rights to the grod would have resulted from
the reign of both his own father and of Mstislav Mstislavich.!3

When considering the moment the chronicle was edited and its author’s
knowledge of Danilo’s family connections, it is very important to take into
account the following fragment: “In those years, after some time had passed,
Danilo took [in marriage Mstislav’s] daughter named Anna and sons and
daughters were born to him. His first-born was Irakli, followed by Leo, fol-
lowed by Roman, Mstislav, Shvarno, and other young ones who passed
away".136 This passage was discussed in detail from the genealogical perspec-
tive by Dariusz Dgbrowski in 2016. That researcher considers the fragment

131 M. Hrushevsky (1901, 15-16) dates this event to 1219. B. Wiodarski (1966, 68—72) — to 1217,
referring to the Heinrici Chronicon Livoniae (1955, 136): “Sed rex magnus Nogardie Mislawe
eodem tempore abierat contra regem Ungarie pugnaturus pro regno Galatie”. In the
spring of 1217, the Estonians, wanting to organize an expedition to Livonia, sent envoys
to Mstislav Mstislavich, who they did not find in Novgorod because at that time he was
fighting for Halych. See: Bartnicki 2005, 33-36; Nagirnyj 2011, 177; Golovko 2007, 75-76;
Dabrowski 20124, 170-196.

132 “coBbroMm[s] JlecTkoBbIMB” — Chronica 2017, 56.

133 ‘Tammuane x[e] Bcu u Caaucaasb nocnamac| ] mo Jlanmia. JaHunw x| e] He oyTaxe oye-
xary, a Beneguxrs Gexa Bb oyrpsl ¢b CxauciaBoM[b], a Mbctuciass chge B Famun” —
Chronica 2017, 56.

134 Dabrowski 2008, 313.

135 See: Dgbrowski 2015, 259—273; 308—326.

136 “B rta x[e] sbra BpeMeHM MHHOYB[®|mu oA oy Hero [laHW[b]| AbLIEPs UMEHEM|[b)
AnHoy, 1 pwaumac|A] oy Hero c[bI|HWwBe U gbiepH. IIpsBenerns 6o 65 oy Hero Mpaxrbu,
1o HeM[b] ke JleBb, mo HeM[b] PomaH[B], MbcTHC1aBB, LlleBapHO, MHIN 60 MIagu WT[b]
upowma cebra cero” — Chronica 2017, 56—58.
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to be a commemorative note that was written in the 1240537 in connec-
tion with Anna Mstislavich’s death!3® (the post quem date of her death is
1241, while the ante quem date is the spring of 1246).13° The analysis of these
records provides interesting data concerning the date of the writing of Danilo’s
Chronicle. The author listed Danilo’s sons: Irakli (Heraclius) (born in the
early 1220s; died before 1240),14° Leo (born between 1225 and 1229, died mid-
1299 — mid-1300),*! Roman (born ca. 1230-1232, died between 1258 and
November 1259),142 Mstislav (1)3 (born in the 1230s, before 1238; died before
1247/1250; perhaps before the 1230s)44 and Shvarno (born between 1236 and
1240; died in ca. 1269).14% In addition, we are presented with the general state-
ment that Anna Mstislavich bore Danilo “sons and daughters”. This refers to
Anastasia (born in the 1230s, before 1238; died in ca. 1277)'46 and Zofia (born
before 1240; died in the later 1260s).147 In addition, we learn of other of
their descendants who had passed away. In his text on the genealogy of the
Mstislavich family, Dariusz Dabrowski claimed that there is mention of at least
two other children'#8 born of the relationship between Danilo and Anna who

137 Dabrowski 2016¢, 1—22.

138 Dabrowski 2008, 563-565.

139 Ini241, Annais mentioned for the last time. In turn, as established by Dariusz Dabrowski,
Danilo Romanovich married his second wife at the turn of 1245 and 1246, the daughter
(whose name remains unknown) of the Lithuanian Kunigas Dausprungas. Dabrowski
2008, 314.

140 Dabrowski 2008, 350-351.

141 Dabrowski 2008, 352—357.

142 Dabrowski 2008, 357-362.

143 Dariusz Dgbrowski convincingly established that there were two sons with this name:
Mstislav 1 born of the marriage between Danilo and Anna Mstislavich and Mstislav 11
from the marriage between the elder Romanovichi and the daughter (name unknown) of
the Lithuanian Kunigas Dausprungas. See: Dagbrowski 2008, 366-367, 377-381; Dgbrowski
1999, 177-187.

144 Dabrowski 2008, 366—367.

145 Dabrowski 2008, 373-376.

146 Dabrowski 2008, 363—366.

147 Dabrowski 2008, 367-372.

148 In the Polish version of his text on the Mstislavichi genealogy, Dariusz Dgbrowski men-
tions at least two children (Dgbrowski 2008, 376), while in the Russian extended edition —
at least three (Dabrowski 2015, 398). This discrepancy has not in any way been explained.
It can be assumed that this is linked to the fact that the chronicler in this part of The
Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia consistently applies dualism, while in this place the plural
form was used (“unin 60 Magu wr[B|ugoma cebra cero” — Chronica 2017, 58), which
allows for the argument that at least three children died at a young age. This is highly
likely; however, it is safer to assume that this refers to at least two such children.
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died before 1240,'49 before reaching the age of three. Taking into account the
dates of birth of the descendants of this couple, the post quem date of Danilo’s
Chronicle should be set as after 1240. However, if we adopt Dariusz Dgbrowski’s
hypothesis about the commemorative character of the analyzed passage, the
post quem date would be the year of the last mention of the princess, i.e., 1241.
It should also be emphasized that the text contains only the names of Danilo
and Anna’s children. It provides no hints as to the ante quem date of the writ-
ing of the commemorative note that was its prototype. This note could have
been written after Anna’s death and could have been added to the text of the
Chronicles during the work on the hypothetical Danilo’s Chronicle; thus — to
the Halychan part of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia (in the times of Danilo).

Let us now further analyze The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia. The descrip-
tion of Danilo’s occupation of Brest, Uhrusk, Wereszyn, Stolpie in 1218150
corresponds to the earlier accounts of the Romanovichi’s territorial expan-
sion. At this point, a re-edited description begins, giving the impression that
in the original version the main role was played by Mstislav Mstislavich. The
noblemen listed there were in service to the Romanovichi; however, the nar-
rative itself is written from the Halychan perspective: “After some time had
passed, Danilo came to Mstislav in Halych”.!3! Despite the chronicler’s best
efforts, a relationship of subordination can be noted between Danilo and
Mstislav. This observation is confirmed by subsequent fragments of the
source text.

In the description of Leszek the White and Andrew 11’s 1219 campaign,!52
the narrative begins with Mstislav Mstislavich (“As Mstislav was camped on
the Zubrza river, Dimitry came to him. Mstislav, [who] could not fight the
Hungarians, asked his son-in-law Danilo and Alexander to barricade them-
selves in Halych”),'53 which suggests that he played the main role in these
events; however, it is Danilo’s story that is described in more detail. We are
informed with great precision about his tasks during the battle, and then about
his retreat route.!>* Nonetheless, it is worth noting that we are also provided

149 For short biographical notes on Danilo, Anna Mstislavich, and their children, see the
extended Russian edition: Dgbrowski 2015, 308-398, 589—-592.

150 Chronica 2017, 58—61.

151 “Bpemenu x[e] MunoyBuIO, exa lanuia[b]| kb Mbctuciasoy B lamnd[s|” — Chronica 2017,
58-59.

152 Hrushevsky 1901, 15-16. See Wlodarski 1966, 68—73.

153 “MecruciaBoy x[e] croamgo Ha 30y6psy, JIMutps npubhike k Hemoy. MbcrrciaBoy x| e]
He Mor|[ b |1t0 6uTHC[A] CB OYTpPBI, IIPOCALLe sATA cBoero Jlanuia u One3anzgpa, fa Gpicta
sarBopmiaca B lammun. O6bmaca lanmis emoy u One3anaps utu B lamud[b]” — Chronica
2017, 64—65.

154 Chronica 2017, 61-83.
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information in this fragment about various noblemen connected to Halych:
Dmitry (in service to Mstislav Mstislavich),!55 Miroslav (in service to Mstislav
Mstislavich),156 Mikhail Glebovich (in service to Mstislav Mstislavich),!57
Vasilko — a dyak referred to as Molza,15® Gleb Zeremeevich (in service to
Mstislav Mstislavich),!5? Semion of Kodin (in service to Mstislav Mstislavich),160
Dobrynia (in service to Mstislav Mstislavich),16! Zhyroslav (in service to Mstislav
Mstislavich),162 Volodyslav Vitovich,'63 Gleb Vasylevich'®* and Sudyslav!6®
(these last three were Halychan noblemen opposing Mstislav Mstislavich's
reign); only three of them were probably linked to the Romanovichi court:
Gleb Sudylovich,'66 Gavriil Ivorovich,'67 and Perenezhko.'68 Many among
them did not support Danilo at a later period in his efforts to take Halych,
yet — nonetheless — they have been described in a positive light. Thus, we are
dealing here with an account provided by someone from the Halych politi-
cal elites, or perhaps by Danilo himself or someone from his closest circles. In
the second case, the noblemen subordinated to Romanovich should have been
moved to the foreground. In the first case, it should be assumed that originally,
before the hypothetical re-editing of the source text, Danilo was presented as
a prince dependent on Mstislav Mstislavich, to whom the Halych army troops
were entrusted. It can be assumed that these are traces of the preserved frag-
ments of a chronicle of Mstislav Mstislavich (and once again, as indirect proof
that The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia was never fully edited). This hypothe-
sis is confirmed indirectly by the passage ending the description of the first
stage of the 1219-1221 battles for Halych, written from the perspective of the
Halych prince: “From there, Danilo travelled to Mstislav. In turn, Mstislav, who
received Danilo with great honors, giving him precious offerings and his swift

155 Jusupovic 2013b, 135-138.
156 Jusupovié 2013b, 217—221.
157 Jusupovié 2013b, 203—204.
158  Kronika 2017, 115.

159 Jusupovi¢ 2013b, 151-157.
160 Jusupovi¢ 2013b, 236—238.
161 Jusupovié 2013b, 134-135.
162 Jusupovi¢ 2013b, 299—305.
163 Jusupovic 2013b, 288.

164 Jusupovic 2013b, 150-151.
165 Jusupovic 2013b, 243—262.
166 Jusupovi¢ 2013b, 148-150.
167  Jusupovi¢ 2013b, 145-146.
168  Jusupovi¢ 2013b, 232—233.
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horse, a grey one.16® And he told him, ‘Go, oh Prince, to Vladimir, I will go to the
Polovtsians to seek revenge for my disgrace.’ Danilo travelled to Vladimir."'70

In between the descriptions of the 1219-1221 battles for Halych, an insertion
was made with the following content:

At that time, as God had willed it, the Lithuanian princes sent to the
Princess Romanova [Roman’s wife] and to Danilo and Vasilko an offer of
peace. The names of these Lithuanian princes were [as follows]: the elder
ones were Zhivibud, Doviat, Dausprungas, his brother Mindaugas, [his]
brother Doviauv Vilikailo; and the Samogitian ones were Prince Erdvilas,
Vykintas, and [then there were] the Rushkovichi: Kintibud, Vinibud,
Butovit, Vizheik and his son Vishli, Kitenii, Plikosova; and the Bulevichi:
Vishymut, who was [later] killed by Mindaugas, who [then] married his
wife and killed his brothers — Edvilas and Sprudeik; and the Dzhevaltova
princes: Yudky, Pukyik, Bikshi, Likieik. All these offered peace to the
Princes Danilo and Vasilko, and there was peace in the land ..."17!

This is a description of the success achieved by the Romanovichi (in 1219—
1220), which has been woven in among tidings of Mstislav Mstislavich’s suc-
cesses and failures.'”? In my opinion, the ante quem date of the meeting of
the Lithuanian princes is autumn 1219. It was precisely then that “the Great
Princess Roman'’s [wife] took monastic vows".1”® It is highly probable that the

169 According to Rus’ tradition, the person with a senior position would offer gifts to his liege.

170 “Wr[s]rap0y x[e] mpiexa lanmi(s | kb MbcTHCTaBOY. MBCTHCTAB['B | %K€ BEJIMKOY IIOXBA-
JI0y CBTBOPH JJaHWIOBM U Japbl €MOY JaCTh BEJUKbI M KOH[b| CBOM GOp3bIil CUBBIH, 1
ped[e] emoy: Tloiiau kHAXKe, Bb Bomwaumeps, a asb 1oi/0y B MOJIOB[b |1, MbCTHBD
cbpoMma cBoero’. Jlannnosu x| e] npiexas|s|imro B» Bomwgumeps” — Chronica 2017, 70-71.

171 “B To x[e] Bpema B[o]xiuMm[b] moBeneHieM[b| mpucialia KHASH JUTOB[b| ckie Kb
BeJIMKOH KHArMHM PomMaHOBOM, M Kb JJaHMIOBOH, ¥ Kb Bacui[b|koBH, MUPB Aaromiu.
Baxx x[e] nmeHa MTOB[b|cKuX[B| KHASeH ce: cTap[b|miit KuBuHb60YA (D] J0BBATE,
JoBbcpoyiiks, Gpar[b] ero Mugors, 6par|s] JoBbATOBb Brinkamis, a )keMOUT|b]CKbIi
kHASB EpzuBib, BeikbinTh, a PoyckoBnu[u]: Kuntu6oys|s], Bern6oyr(s], Boyrosut|[s),
Bikeusb U cbiH[B]| ero Bumumy, Kureiii, IInukocosa; a ce Boyreseu[u| Bumumoyrs,
eroxe oyOM MUHJOTOT[|, U KEHOYy €ro HOATb, U GpaT[p|0 ero mo6uns Epusiia,
Cenpoyabuka; a ce kHasu u3b Jlorer Oapksl, Iloykemks, Bukmm, Juxbuks. Cu x|[e]
BCH MUP’b Jalra KHAsIO Jlanunosu u Bacui|b|koy, n 6b semua mokouna” — Chronica 2017,
71-74. See: Zajaczkowski 1925, 46; Lowmianski 1932, 188 with n. 2; Paszkiewicz 1933, 50-52;
Pashuto 1959, 339; Gudavicius 1998, 118; Jankauskas 2015, 115-121.

172  Mstislav was the commander-in-chief during the battles for Halych, Danilo only followed
his orders.

173 “Torza ke BesMKkaa KHATMHUM PoMaHOBa BbCIIpia MHULIPCKIH unHB” — Chronica 2017, 65
with n. 2014.
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passage containing the names of the Lithuanians was copied from a list of
witnesses recorded in a document prepared in Vladimir. Such an assumption
would mean that agreements, also those with people of another faith, were
concluded in writing,!”* secondly — that a scriptorium/chancellery existed at
the Romanovichi court, and — thirdly — that such acts were kept and their frag-
ments used by the author(s) of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia.'”> The source
of this information would have been members of the Romanovichi circle and
their ‘archives. Serving as a supplement to the above passage are the following
sentences: “The Lyakhs did not cease to scheme. And [Danilo] sent Lithuania
against them. They [the Lithuanians] warred with the Lyakhs, killing many
people”.l7¢ Witalij Nagirnyj is of the opinion that “in 1220 (or perhaps already at
the end of 1219) there was a Lithuanian incursion into Polish lands”.}”” However
Witalyy Nagirnyj did not search Polish and Czech source texts, which provide
information precisely for the year 1220 about the ravaging of Polish lands by
the Prussians and the Rus’ians.!”® I would agree with the publishers of The
Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia that “it is difficult to assume that despite a differ-
ent designation given of the invaders, this could have referred to two different
military operations”!7®

Following the description of the Lithuanian princes’ legation to Roman'’s
widow and her children, the chronicler resumes the interrupted narrative con-
cerning the battles that took place in 1219-1221.

At that time, Filia the Haughty moved out, in hopes of taking the land by
emptying the sea with his great host of Hungarians. He said, ‘One stone
breaks many pots) and he also said other words boastfully, ‘A sharp sword,
a swift horse, a populous Rus’ God did not tolerate [this]. Later in time,
this once haughty Filia was killed by Danilo Romanovich.18°

174 Analogies should be seen in the Byzantine-Rus’ agreements from gu and 944.

175 See:Jankauskas 2015, 115-121 (and further literature therein).

176  ‘JlaxoM[B] ke He MpecTaOMUM|b] TAKOCTAILMM| B |, ¥ IpHBeZ[e] Ha HA TUT[B]OY, U Boe-
Ballla JIAXH, 1 MHOTO 0yGiucTBa cbTBOpHInac|A] B Hux[s]” — Chronica 2017, 74.

177 Nagirnyj 2011, 181.

178 Rocznik Krasitiskich 1878, 132; Letopisy Ceské 1874, 283; Johannes Neplachonis Abbatis
Opatovicensis Chronicon 1882, 472. It is worth noting that, taken as a whole, one weakness
of W. Nagirnij’s generally well-written text (2011) is the non-exhaustive use of Latin source
texts.

179  Chronica 2017, 74 with n. 249.

180 “BTo x%[e] Bpema Bbinze Pusaa mperopasli, HagbAca 06IaTH 3eMIII0, TOTPEOUTH MODE,
Cb MHOTBIMHU OYTPEHI, peK[b]urro emoy: ‘Enun[s] kxamMeH[s| MHOrO IrpBH[b|11eBb N30HBa-
er[b]}, —a Apoyro c0Bo eMOy pek[s|ie nperopgo: ‘OcTpalii Meuto, GOP3bIil KOHIO, MHOTaa
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The passage shows the chronicler’s craftmanship and his level of education.
In his text discussing the aphoristic maxims in The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia,
Alexey Pautkin indicates that the phrase ‘One stone breaks many pots’ was
taken from the late Antiquity poet Flavius Avianus.!®! An analogous phrase
can also be found in the texts of Wincenty Kadlubek.!¥2 However, in the
Rus’ian version, it is slightly distorted. In turn, the expression “gpesie mpe-
ropgbin” (“Later in time, this once haughty”) is an example of the borrowing
of a phrase from The Jewish War by Titus Flavius Josephus.!®3 The chronicler
depicts Filia'®* very graphically and unambiguously as a negative character;
thus, we can only guess that he was reviled by Danilo. In the last two sentences
of the above-quoted fragment, the author of the source text did not fail to
mention his death, which was described further in the chronicle.!85 Filia died
on August 17, 1245 after the Battle of Yaroslav. This day is thus the post quem
date of the text’s editing. The chronicler reworked the subsequent parts of the
source text!86 discussing the battles for Halych, so that it was not only Danilo
who played a main role in the events, but also Vasilko. In the passage about the
defence of Halych by Danilo and Alexander Vsevolodovich of Belz,187 Mstislav

poycr’. B[or]oy e TOro He TPBIALIO, BO HHO BpeMA 0oybieHb Obic[Th| /laHimmoM|s]
PomanoBuuem[b] apesie nperopgprit @una” — Chronica 2017, 74—76.

181 Pautkin 1996, 84-8s5.

182  The editors of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia noted that an “analogous proverb, perhaps
taken from Avianus, was used in the chronicle by Master Wincenty Kadtubek with the fol-
lowing expression: ‘Vincit conflictu lapis, cadet olla sub ictu [...] (A pot that hits a stone
will break at first impact [...])’ (Magistri Vincentii dicti Kadtubek 1994, 158; Sredniowieczna
poezja taciriska w Polsce 2007, LXX1V, 131-132). According to Pautkin, the aphorism could
have actually been used by Filia as one belonging to the cultural resources of a Catholic
knight, while — on the other — it cannot be excluded the Rus’ian historiographer took it
directly from Master Wincenty (Pauktin 1996, 84-85). One might have the impression
that the entire fragment encompassing the words ‘in hopes of [...] a populous Rus’ is an
adaptation of Master Wincenty’s story about Casimir the Just’s victory over the Rus'ians
and Polovtsians with forces led by Vsevolod Mstislavich, who was in fact Danilo’s pater-
nal uncle. Aside from references to the scuftle between a pot with a stone, the text also
includes the motif of the sea attempting to unsuccessfully flood a rock surface and about
a horsed attack by numerous Rus’ians (Magistri Vincentii dicti Kadfubek 1994, 216—219).
Perhaps this is also an example of various knightly topics which at least partially have
their sources in Latin poetry, widespread in courtly circles in Lesser Poland (Matopolska),
Hungary, and primarily at the Romanovichi court” — Chronica 2017, 75-76 with n. 252—253.

183 Meshcherskii 1958, 99; Pautkin 1998, 130.

184 For more on this Hungarian nobleman, see: Zsoldos 2011, 54, 198, 303; Voloshchuk 2011,
189-196. See also: Jusupovi¢ 2011, 145-163.

185 Chronica 2017, 284.

186  Chronica 2017, 76-77.

187  Chronica 2017, 64—65.
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Mstislavich was in a position of command over both princes. In the meantime,
most probably as a result of the re-editing of the text, the following phrase
was inserted: “Alexander withdrew [his support] from Danilo and from Vasilko
and [went] to Leszek”!88 Right after this fragment, there is a passage indicating
that Msislav Mstislavich played the main role in the events: “[ They] had no aid
from others except from God until Mstislav arrived with the Polovtsians. Filia
retreated with his great host of Hungarians and Lyakhs from Halych, taking
[with him] the Halychan boyars and [his] father-in-law Sudyslav and Lazarus,
and others, while the others scattered as [Filia] was boastful”189 This might
perhaps be a trace of The Chronicle of the Rostislavichi, slightly re-edited at a
later time (when Danilo was still alive).

The subsequent passage begins with the words “B To ke Bpema”90 (“at that
time”). This phrase, providing chronological order to the narrative, might indi-
cate the beginning of a story parallel to neighbouring events and the supple-
mentation of the narrative with information from another source. In 1221,19!
Leszek the White set out for Szczekarzew (present-day Krasnystaw).!92 This
was a diversionary tactic aimed at pulling the Romanovichi away from their
battles aimed at capturing Halych. We also learn that Konrad 1 of Mazovia
undertook the role of arbitrator. This prince also, “upon learning of Leszek’s
duplicity, did not allow Prince Danilo to go to Leszek”.19% This passage should
in its entirety be associated with the Romanovichi’s closest circles. Konrad 1 of
Mazovia’s support for the Vladimir side of the conflict might be proof of earlier
diplomatic contacts. Perhaps the princes had reached some sort of agreement.

The story of Halych being taken in 1221 by Mstislav Mstislavich begins
with the words, “Filia prepared for battle ...”"%* and ends with “... showing
[Sudyslav] great honours, he gave him Zvenyhorod”!%> In this passage, the

188  “Osne3anapoy x[e] wr[s]cTrmus[b|mro wr[s] Janmia u wr[s] B[a]cu[s|ka kb Jlect[s)
xoBu” — Chronica 2017, 76.

189 “He 65 6o uma momomu HM WT[B] Kose ke, passbe wr[b] Blor]a, foH[b]|Aexe npiiize
Mscrucnass ¢ [onoB[s|uu. Usbige x[e] Puia ¢b MHOTBIMEU OYTpbI U JIAXBI U3 [annya,
noeM|[b| Goape ramun[b|keii, 1 CxAuciasa 1[b|Ta, 1 JIas3opA, U UHEL, a UHIK pa36bro-
mwac|[A], saropaba[s] 60 ca 65" — Chronica 2017, 76—77.

190 Chronica 2017, 77.

191 Hrushevsky 1901, 17.

192  Chronica 2017, 77 with n. 258.

193 “mosHaBuno x[e] emoy JjecTs Jlect[b]|KoBOY, 1 He Berb KHASIO JlaHWI[B|I0BU €xaTu Kb
Jlect[b]koy” — Chronica 2017, 77—78.

194 “Dunax[e] cr[p]oameca Ha 6pans ..."” — Chronica 2017, 78.

195 “d[b]cTit0 BeJMKOIO MOYTHBB €T0, 1 3BUHUTOPOZA[B ]| ZacTb emoy” — Chronica 2017, 76-83.
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Hungarian knights!®6 and Halychan boyars!®? are listed in altogether careful
detail, while we also learn that Danilo Romanovich and his ¢ysiatsky Demian
were late for the siege of Halych.198 The story was written from the perspective
of Mstislav Mstislavich. However, it is worth noting that this conflict has also
been described in other chronicles,'9? as well as in Jan Dtugosz’s account,290
erroneously placed under the year 1209. For example, the Polish histori-
ographer provided the names of the Rus’ princes who supported Mstislav
Mstislavich in his fight against the Lyakhs and who were not mentioned in The
Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia: Vladimir 1v Rurikovich, Rostislav Davidovich,
and Rostislav Mstislavich. According to researchers, Dtugosz probably did not
use this chronicle, but rather some version of a Kievan letopis’ connected to the
Rostislavichi.?0! In all likelihood, neither did this source text have the layout
typical for annals, which can be attested by Dlugosz’s incorrect dating of the
event discussed. The account is much broader in the Polish historiographer’s
text. It is very probable that the description was significantly cut by the author
of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia. Ultimately, it is not Mstislav Mstislavich
who is the main character, but the Romanovichi.

This fact is so suggestive that the authors of the Polish translation of
The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia translated the words “B tw x[e] Bpbma
wTCTANUI[B| 65 Ane3anaps, u cbTBOpU MUP® Cb Jlect[b|koM[b], u ¢ Koroma-
HoM[b], 1 ¢b Puiteto rppabIM[b], POMaHOBHYEeMa He mpecTaaria XOTA sjia”202

196 Ivan, Lekii, Dmitry, Filia, Bot and Uz. See: Chronica 2017, 78—79 with n. 262—266.

197 Zhyroslav, Dobrynia and Dobrynia’s farmhand. See: Chronica 2017, 268; Jusupovi¢ 2013b,
134-135, 299—305.

198 Jusupovi¢ 2013b, 18-125.

199 “Bp ab(t)[0] 6729 Mcrucnass McrucnaBu(u)(p] Guca ¢ Yrporo u mo6bzu a” —
Lavrent'evskaia letopis’ 2001, 445; “MctrciaBbMBbCTHCIaBUY OUCH Cb YTPOIO M U30U UX
MHOCTBO U KoposieBU4a 1b U cbae B Tammun” — Moskovskil letopisnyl svod 2004, 118;
“McrrcnaBb McrucaaBindb GUCs Cb YTPO0 M OO 51 M ST MHOKECTBO UXb & KOPOJIEBUYSL
ars” — Simeonovskaia letopis’ 2007, 51 (under the entry for the year 6730); “Tlonzge kHsA3D
Mecrucnass 1 Borogumups uc Kelesa kb 'anniio Ha KoposieBUId, U BBIMAOIIA TajIH-
1sHe MPoTHBY, U Yexose u JIsaxose 1 Mopasa u Yrpe, 1 chcTynuuiacs moskose. M noco6u
Gore MbCTHCIaBY, U Bb FOPOAB [a/Mib Bbexa, a KOPOJIEBUL PyKaMma Sl U Cb KEHOIO,
Y B35l MUP'B Cb KOPOJIEMB, a CBIHB €ro IycTH, a camb cbab Bb Tanuny, a Borogumups
Propukosuup Ketesb” — Novogrodskaia pervaia letopis’ 2000, 59, 261 (under the entry for
the year 6727). An analogous record to the one in the Novgorod chronicle can be found in
the Letopis’ po akademicheskomu spisku 2001, 502 and the Tverskaia letopis’ 2000, 333—34
(under the entry for the year 6729). From the quoted chronicles, we can learn of Volodimir
Rurikovich’s participation in the battles for Halych.

200 loannis Dlugossii 1964, 206—209.

201 See: Dabrowski 2012b, 106-107. See: Shchaveleva 2004, 447-448; Pashuto 1950, 28, 38—39.

202  Chronica 2017, 83.
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as meaning “At that time, Alexander withdrew [his support from the Romanov-
ichi] and made peace with Leszek and with Coloman and Filia the Haughty, as
he did not cease to want evil to befall the Romanovichi”. As can be observed,
they added almost automatically that Alexander withdrew his support from
the Romanovichi, in accordance with the narrative used by the chronicle’s
author, which justifies such a translation. Meanwhile, as I have attempted to
show above, it was Mstislav Mstislavich who was the commander-in-chief;
thus, he should have been inserted in brackets and not the Romanovichi, or
rather the sentence should have been “Alexander withdrew [from the alliance]”.
However, it should be noted that this sentence is an elaboration of the previ-
ously quoted sentence: “Alexander withdrew [his support] from Danilo and
from Vasilko and [went] to Leszek”29% On this basis, I am inclined to assume
that we are dealing with the application of a chronological strategy typical
for the periods 1228-1244 and 1260-1290.2%4 The chronicler began the inser-
tion, defined in this chapter as a parallel narrative, with information that the
prince of Belz withdrew from supporting his allies. Following this fragment,
events encompassing a longer period were described in chronological order.
Next, information about Alexander’s betrayal was repeated, which rewound
the account to the moment when the insertion began. One might have the
impression that the substantive (plot-based) layout?°5 in Danilo’s Chronicle
was reconstructed by its last editor to give it chronological order. This is indi-
rectly confirmed by the parallel stories. Thus, we are dealing with a situation in
which Danilo’s knizhnik used The Chronicle of the Rostislavichi in his narrative,
and subsequently the chronicler Vladimir Vasilkovich used Danilo’s Chronicle
in his work. All the examples cited thus far show that The Chronicle of Halych-
Volhynia is an unfinished text.

The next passage of the chronicle can be divided into three parts. The first is
a description of the peace agreement reached by the Romanovichi and Leszek:
“After Mstislav’s victory and after the Lithuanians battled the Lyakhs, Leszek
made peace with Danilo and Vasilko [through the mediation of] Derzhislav
Abrahamovich and Florian Voitsekhovich, while the Romanovichi made peace

203 “One3anzpoy sx[e] wr[b]|cranus[b|uro wr[s]| Januna u wr[s] B[a]cun[s]|ka kb Ject[s]
koBu” — Chronica 2017, 76. The fact that they are referring to one and the same event
seems only logical. Why would Alexander Vsevolodovich of Belz go over for a second time
to the Polish-Hungarian camp after Mstislav Mstislavich’s victory over them?

204 See: Chapters 3 and 5.

205 See: Chapter 4.
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[through the mediation of] the tysiatsky Demian”2%¢ The basis of this fragment
was probably a passage in The Chronicle of the Rostislavichi about the peace
agreement reached between Leszek and Mstislav Mstislavich. The second
part is a description of the battles between Danilo and Vasilko on the one side
and Alexander of Belz on the other: “Leszek [then] withdrew [his support]
from Alexander. On Saturday night, [everything] around Belz and Cherven was
plundered by Danilo and Vasilko, and all the land was plundered”.2%7 It remains
an open question whether the ruler of Halych participated in this campaign.
The chronicler suggests that he did. This is indicated by the passage follow-
ing the third part that I have distinguished: “Mstislav said, ‘[Danilo] spare
your brother Alexander’ and Danilo returned to Vladimir, withdrawing from
Belz".208 It is also worth noting that in both parts the role of Vasilko has been
highlighted, though earlier it had not been. It is difficult to establish whether
we are dealing with an attempt made by the chronicler, Vladimir Vasilkovich,
to underline the fact of Vasilko becoming politically active (he was 18—19 years
old at that time), or whether it was actually true that when the prince came
of age the Romanovich brothers ruled together. It is worth noting that in 1220
Roman Mstislavich’s widowed wife became a nun. We can only guess that this
might have been caused by the fact of her younger son coming of age. The
hypothesis about the chronicler Vladimir Vasilkovich'’s intervention in the text
is supported by Mstislav’s words directed exclusively to Danilo.2%? In my opin-
ion, both descriptions should be associated with an information source from
the Romanovichi’s closest circles, while what is referred to as The Chronicle of
the Rostislavichi served as chronological skeleton, enabling the arrangement
of events. The third part of the passage discussed constitutes a display of the
chronicler’s erudition, in which he refers to the Holy Bible and Malalas.?!° The
author makes the description of the war operations more attractive by add-
ing the following phrases: “Boyars ransacked [other] boyars, smerds ransacked

206 “Tlo6bmaenu|n] MbcTUCIAB/IN, U TI0 IUTOB[b]CKOM[b]| BOEBaHIH Ha JIAXbI CETBOPH MUPD
Jlect[b]ko cb Janimwmwm|b], u Bacwi[s|xkwM[b], u IpsxuciaBom|b] AGpaMoBudeM|b| 1
TeopianoMm[b] BeruxoBruyem([b |, a PoMaHOBUYM CHTBOPHCTA MUPD Cb JleMAHOM|[b] ThICA-
1[b] kbM[b]” — Chronica 2017, 83-84.

207 “Wrcranu Jecr[p]xo wr[s] Are3anspa. B ca6oroy x[e] Ha HOU[b] ITOTUIEHEHO GBIC[TH|
oxoJo besza u okoso Yeps[s|Ha lanmntom|b] 1 Bacui[b|koM[b], 1 Bca 3eMJIA TOIUIEHEHA
6b1c[TB]” — Chronica 2017, 84.

208 “MbcTuciaBoy x[e] pek[s|uuo: Tloxanoyu 6para One3agpa), u Janui[s| BopoTuc[A] Bb
Bonwaumeps, wruge wr[s] Bensa” — Chronica 2017, 85.

209 Chronica 2017, 85.

210 Malalas John, chronicler; born ca. 490, died 570s. See: Baldwin 1991, 1275.
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[other] smerds, the city dwellers — [other] city dwellers”,?!! “Not a stone was
left upon another stone”?12 and “It [the night] played an evil trick on them.”?!3
From the point of view of dating the events, the most significant fragment is
an insertion that was most probably prepared at the Romanovichi court, con-
cerning the order in which the bishops in the Vladimir eparch were seated.

During the reign of Danilo and Vasilko Romanovich, the city of Vladimir
had the following bishops: there was Asaf the blessed, the venerable
priest of the Holy Mountain, then there was Vasily of the Holy Mountain,
and then there was Nicephorus with the agnomen Stanilo, who had pre-
viously been Vasilko’s servant, and then there was Kuz'ma the gentle,
humble, and venerable bishop of Vladimir.24

The list of bishops of Vladimir opens with Asaf. Some researchers think that
he should be identified as the bishop of Uhrusk mentioned in the chronicle,?!5
while others believe that we are dealing here with two separate individuals.?!6
The remaining bishops exercised their ministry during the reign of Danilo

211 “BoApuH[b] 60ApHHa IUIEHUB| b 11110, CMEPAB CMEpPAA, Tpag[ ] rpaga” — Chronica 2017, 84.
Reference to Is. 19: 2; Jr. 15: 9.

212 “He ocraBiblimioca kKameHu Ha kKameHu” — Chronica 2017, 85. Mk. 13: 2 (Aprakos 1983, 154—
155, J. 109a.21-22 ), Mt. 24: 1-2 (Aprakos 1983, 103, J1. 63r). See: Orlov 1926, 111; Litopis rus’kil
za Ipats’kim spiskom 1989, 379; Chronica 2017, 85 with n. 278.

213  “Sioy urpoy ums sbirpa’ — Chronica 2017, 85. As the editors of The Chronicle of Halych-
Volhynia noted: “The aphorism about the evil trick night had played on them is consid-
ered a borrowing of a passage from Book 11 of The Chronicle of John Malasas; however, it
remains unknown whether it was introduced based directly on this source text or through
the mediation of what is referred to as the judean Chronograph, or perhaps some other
compilation (Orlov 1926, 99)". Chronica 2017, 85 with n. 279.

214 “B snbra x[e] Janwiaa u Bacui[p]ka PomanoBu4[10] 6Ax% BbAwWAUMEpP[b] CKiM GHCKO-
ymu, 65 60 Acads, 6i1[a]en[s|Hbm np[e]n[o]a[o]6nbu c[BA]r[nTe]1H C[BA]TOE rOpEI
u notoM[s] 65 Bacuiu wr C[Ba]Toe ropsl, u morom[s] 65 Hukudop[s] npop[o]kwm|s]
Cranuo, 65 60 cioyra Bacuia[s|koBs npexze. M motwm|s]| Koysma, KpoTkbiu cMupeH|s]
HbiM 11p[e]n[o0]a[ o] 6HbIN, Guckoym|b] BEIWAUMED|b|cKin” — Chronica 2017, 85-87.

215 This includes Andrzej Poppe, who was not a supporter of proliferating names. Poppé
1996, 464—465; Jusupovié 2014b, 44—62; Jusupovic 2014a, 11-26. The authors of the entry in
the Pravoslavnaia Entsiklopediia in vol. 8 emphasize the weakness of the hypothesis con-
cerning the identification of Asaf of Vladimir (in their terminology — Iosaf, perhaps to be
identified as the same person as the Iosephi mentioned towards the end of the 18th cen-
tury, see: Gil, Skochilias 2013, 15-16) as the Uhursk bishop. Nazarenko, Floria, Turilov 2004,
727—729. The impossibility of settling this issue has been indicated by A.IU. Karpov (2016,
188-189).

216  See: Shchapov 1989, 53—54; Dabrowski 2016b, 72.
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and Vasilko Romanovich.?!” The mention of the individuals Nicephorus and
Kuz'ma is important for determining the time of the writing or supplementing
of this fragment. We know that the latter individual (referred to as “Cosmas”
in the list of bishops in Vladimir from the end of the 17th century)?!® began
performing his ministry during Vasilko Romanovich’s lifetime and that he was
active during the reign of Vladimir Vasilkovich. Towards the end of Vladimir’s
life, in ca. 1288, Bishop Eugene is mentioned. The ante quem date for the writ-
ing of this fragment would thus be 1288. The fact that Nicephorus is present on
the list (noted as “Niciphorus” on the list of bishops of Vladimir from the end
of the 17th century),?!® who had previously been in service to Vasilko?20 (per-
haps as his chancellor), indicates that he became a bishop after Vasilko began
to rule independently in Vladimir, i.e., after 1238, when Danilo Romanovich
took Halych.?2! Therefore, the post quem date of the writing of this informa-
tion would be 1238 (it was probably after that year that Nicephorus became
the Bishop of Vladimir). However, it seems that this insertion was written after
Danilo and Vasilko Romanovich’s deaths, i.e., after ca. 1269. This would thus be
tangible proof of the editor having worked at Vladimir Vasilkovich’s court. He
probably had at his disposal some documents from the prince’s chancellery?22
or had access to the bishopric’s documentation.
The continuation of the analyzed narrative goes as follows:

Because God allowed it, Danilo built a grod named Chetm. We will tell
the story of its construction another time. Ivan was chosen by the will of
God and appointed by Prince Danilo to be bishop, [selected] from among
the clergy of the Great [Orthodox] church of the Holy Mother of God of
Vladimir. Before that, Asaf of Uhrusk had been the bishop, who ascended
the metropolitan chair and was for this reason dethroned and brought to
the bishopric in Chetm.?23

217 See: Gil, Skochilias 2013, 15-16; Karpov 2016, 75—76; Nazarenko, Floria, Turilov 2004, 727—
28; Chronica 2017, 86—7 with n. 282-87.

218  Gil, Skochilias 2013, 15-16.

219  Gil, Skochilias 2013, 15-16.

220 The princes had a significant influence on the appointment of bishop positions. See:
Poppe 1997, 31-392 (for an extended version, see: Poppe 2007).

221  See: Hrushevsky 1901, 28; Nazarenko, Floria, Turilov 2004, 727—728.

222  Since the prince had some influence on bishopric appointments, some documentation
concerning this matter might have been preserved.

223 “B[or]oy e usBonuB[b|uno, Janurs cb3ga rpag[s| uMereM[b| Xoamb. Chazanie xe
ero uHorza ckaxeM|[s]. B[o]xiero Boseto n3bpaHeHd 6bIC4[Th] U mocTaBIeH|b] GbIC[Th]
HMBan[b| 6uckoyns kHAseM[b| JlaHMawM[b] WT KaMpoca Beiukoe Ii[b|pkBu C[Ba|TbIA
B[oropoau|uu Borwaumep|s|ckoe. Bb 60 mpexe Toro 6uckoyns Acadp s Oyrpos[s]
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It should be noted that both this and the previously analyzed passage
were written at the same time and their goal was to show the reader the
Romanovichi’s base in the Church, as can be deduced from the sentence
(which could just as well have been omitted in the text) stating that the con-
struction of Chelm would be described later in the text, as was in fact done.224
It is significant to note that the transferral of the cathedral from Uhrusk to
Chelm took place after 1241.225 In the critical literature on the topic, the opin-
ion has been adopted that Chetm?26 is where Danilo’s Chronicle was written.227
To date, no one has attempted to establish when and where the various inserts
(or — to use Aleksandr Uzhankov’s terminology — the “prophetic phrasing”)
of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia were created.?2® The presently analyzed
fragment enables establishing the date of both passages as some point after
1241, perhaps, as has already been emphasized, dating them to Vladimir
Vasilkovich’s reign. Only a comparison of all such insertions and an analysis of
the adopted chronological strategy can lead to a constructive hypothesis. The
period of our focus here, encompassing the years 1205-1228, is especially diffi-
cult due to the adaptation of what is referred to as the Rostislavichi letopis’ and

CKOY, M)Ke CTAIIM Ha CTOJI['b] MUTPOIIOJIMH ¥ 33 TO CBPBKeHD OBIC[Th] Cb CTOJIA CBOETO U
npusezeH|s| 6bic[Th] Ha 6uckon[b]r0 B Xoams” — Chronica 2017, 87-89.

224 For a list of all mentions of Chelm and for further literature, see: Jusupovi¢ 2016a, 161—
186. For the state of research and a further discussion, see: Gil, Skoczylas 2014, 62—63.
On the expansion of Chelm and the stages of its construction, see: Puts’ko 1997, 116—120;
Aleksandrovich 2007, 143-153.

225 This was probably the result of the destruction of Uhrusk by the Mongolian invasion.
Jusupovi¢ 2014b, 52, 58. It should also be emphasized that Mikhailo Hrushevsky was right
in considering Chelm not to have been destroyed by the Mongolian invasion because, in
contrast to Uhrusk which was the seat of the bishopric (See: Aleksandrovich 2007, 139), it
was not an important centre. Hrushevsky 1992, 63.

226  According to Andrzej Buko’s conclusions, the archaeological material found in Chetm at
what is referred to as High Hill [Wysoka Gérka], i.e,, in the place where Danilo’s court
was located, comes from the mid-13th century (Buko 2005, 77-80). A similar opinion was
expressed by Andrzej Poppe, who emphasized that when the prince’s court was being
moved to Chetm in 1240-1250, a bishopric also began to function there (Poppe 2007, 360—
361). See: Jusupovic¢ 20144, 58.

227 In the critical literature on the subject, it is assumed that Bishop Ivan wrote this chroni-
cle. See: Cherepnin 1941, 228, 230, 249-253. For further literature, see: Poppe 1967, 20—21;
Pashuto 1950, 73—74, 8081, 86-101; Gens'ors’kii 1958, 4, 16, 23, 66—67, go—99; Uzhankov
2009, 317-318. In his earlier publications, Aleksandr Uzhankov proposed a much broader
period as the one during which the first edition was to have been prepared: the late 1240s
and the early 1250s. Uzhankov 1989, 265-273;1992, 149-180. Also see: Font 2005, 32—34. For
a list and discussion of the available literature on the topic, see: Jusupovié¢ 2013b, 24—28.

228 Uzhankov 1989, 265-273; 1992, 149-180.
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its inclusion into Danilo’s Chronicle, and next — of the latter into The Chronicle
of Halych-Volhynia.

In my opinion, the largest preserved fragment of The Chronicle of the
Rostislavichi is the description of the Mongolian invasion in 1223.22° This
fragment was used in descriptions of the Battle of the Kalka River included
in other chronicles. As a result, it has been preserved in abbreviated and
expanded forms. It has also undergone slight modifications in The Chronicle of
Halych-Volhynia. 1 base this assumption on the prosopographic analysis of the
presence of members of the elites and their origins in the discussed fragment
of the chronicle.23° Precise analysis shows that the individuals listed were con-
nected only to Halych or Volhynia. Semion Oluevich and Vasilko Gavrylovich,
who participated in the battle,23! were linked to the Romanovichi,?32 Yuri of
Domamerich and Derzhikrai Volodyslavich — to Halych.?33 Yarun should also
be noted, about whose participation in the Battle of the Kalka River we learn
thanks to the Novgorod First Chronicle in the older andyoung editions. According
to the information within the source text, Yarun not only commanded his own
unit, but also that of the Polovtsians.?34 This is probably the same individual
as Mstislav Mstislavich’s voivode, who in 1216 barricaded himself in the town
of Rzhev with a hundred people and fought off Sviatoslav Vsevolodovich’s unit
consisting of 10 thousand warriors, supporting his brother’s operations.235 Yet
another mention of Yarun is linked to the events that took place in 1219.236
At the time, he was a tysiatsky in Przemysl.23” The most difficult task is deter-
mining who the above-mentioned Ivan Dmitriovich served at that time.238

229 Chronica 2017, 89—102. For the available literature and its discussion, see: Bulanin 1987,
346-348; Fennell 1980, 18-19, 23-26, 30—31.

230 This part of the book is based on analyses conducted in Chapter vI of the chronicle
(Chronica 2017, Lx11-LxXV) and on the article I wrote on the topic (Jusupovi¢ 2017a,
171-188).

231 “CemewH[b]| OmoeBud[b] 1 Bacwi[p|ko I'aBpu1oBHY[b], MOTHKOLIA B MOJKbI TaTap[b)
ckia. Bacu[b| koBu k[ e] 360a€eH[b|HY 6bic[TB]” — Chronica 2017, 98—99.

232 Jusupovié 2013b, 143-145, 235-236.

233 Jusupovié 2013b, 138-139, 186-192. These were Mstislav Mstislavich’s voivodes leading the
unit of Halych vygontse. See: Jusupovi¢ 2012b, 114-133.

234 Novgorodskaia pervaia letopis’ 2000, 63, 266; Paterik 1911, 266; Letopis po Voskresenskomu
spisku 2001, 131.

235 Novgorodskaia pervaia letopis’ 2000, 255. See: Kotliar 2008, 202—203; Khrustalev 2004, 16.

236  Hrushevsky 1901, 15-16. See: Wiodarski 1966, 68-73.

237 “Kopos[p] e mocia Bou Muwro u Jlect[s|ko, u mpiugoma k [lepemsiiio. ApOHOBH ke
TOTI7A THICAIIO ApBKallio B Ilepemsiuny, usobxe npesa[s| Humu” — Chronica 2017, 62.

238 “Wrroyzoy x[e] upoma i A[»|Hiu 1o phksl Kan[s|kbl, cpbroma croposxese Tatap[b|ckin.
CropoxeM|s| sxe OGUB[B|mHMCcA ¢ HUMH, U 0y6ieHs 6bic[Th] MBans JMurpieBnd[s| u
nHaa iBa ¢ HuM[b|” — Chronica 2017, 97.
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Similarly as the above-described noblemen, he should probably be linked
either to Halych or Volhynia.239

The defeat during the Battle of the Kalka River was portrayed in many
chronicles; thus, it could not be omitted by the author of The Chronicle of
Halych-Volhynia. As a result of these events, ones significant for the whole of
Rus’, we have at our disposal very valuable material showing how informa-
tion was re-edited by the authors of the chronicles. In the others describing
the battle against the Mongolians in 1223, the account of the Battle of the
Kalka River is more extensive than in The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia; how-
ever, all of the boyars mentioned in them are connected to Halych-Volhynia
lands. Even Mstislav Mstislavich’s activities were presented in greater detail.
This leads to two conclusions: 1) the account of the Battle of the Kalka River
was written within the circles associated with the Halych prince and was then
included in other chronicles; 2) the editor of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia
included it into the story about the Romanovichi, albeit editing it slightly.
These considerations lead to the assumption that a scriptorium functioned
at Mstislav Mstislavich’s court.24? The prince probably came to Halych with
a manuscript containing The Tale of Bygone Years and The Kievan Chronicle,
to which The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia was added at a later time — to serve
the purposes of the Romanovichi. Mstislav Mstislavich belonged to a group of
older princes, e.g., he was in charge of the expedition against the Mongolians.
Perhaps, similarly as the Romanovichi, he also made sure his achievements
were described. He was also related to Rurik Rostislavich, Roman Mstislavich’s
father-in-law, and Danilo and Vasilko’s father. The need to replace the descrip-
tion of 198-1205 with Roman’s encomium indicates that the codex used by
the Romanovichi was linked to the Rostislavich family from which the ruler of
Halych was also derived. This is indirect proof that Mstislav Mstislavich might
have had the manuscript containing The Tale of Bygone Years with an extension
going up to at least 1205, supplemented until about the late 1220s. It should be
remembered that this monarch came to Halych from Veliky Novgorod, a place
with a developed chronicling tradition. Aleksey Gippius compared the records
under the entries for the years 6722—6724, 6726, 6732 from the Novgorod First
Chronicle with the years 6654, 6656, 6658—6659 from The Ipatiev Chronicle.
He concluded that the Kievan source text strongly influenced the Novgorod
chronicle. He found it a more credible solution that Mstislav Mstislavich had
brought the Rostislavichi chronicle to Novgorod and then to Halych. After
Danilo Romanovich was confirmed on the throne of Halych, the codex came

239 Jusupovi¢ 2013b, 164-165.
240 Earlier analyses confirm the functioning of something like a scriptorium in Halych.
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into his possession, following which it went on to leave a clear mark on the
historiography of southern Rus’24

Let us now return to our analysis of the text. Researchers have not paid much
attention to this fact, but the Battle of the Kalka River also had influence on the
contents of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia. It seems that the losses on the
Romanovichi side were significant. For a period of about 3—4 years, the num-
ber of passages portraying the perspective of the court in Vladimir decreases.
The author of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia was not fully able to erase
the main role played by Mstislav Mstislavich, which the ruler certainly had
in The Chronicle of the Rostislavichi. The narrative begins with a conflict that
took place in 1224,242 between Alexander Vsevolodovich of Belz, who was sup-
ported by the ruler of Halych (bringing with him the Polovtsians and Vladimir
Rurikovich), and the Romanovichi supported by the Lyakhs.243 The chronicler
placed the blame for the conflict on the ruler of Belz, while “Mstislav received
his son-in-law with friendship and honoured him with great gifts, granting him
also his swift horse, Aktaz,244 the like of which was not seen in those years, and
he gave valuable offerings also to his daughter Anna. Upon seeing his brothers
in Peremyl, they confirmed the peace [treaty]”.245

The description of the conflict between Zhyroslav and the Halych prince in
1226246 was also depicted from the perspective of Halych.?4” A local nobleman
had supposedly spread a rumor among the Halych elites that the monarch was
planning to kill them. As a result, the boyars escaped to Przemysl to broker an
agreement with the Hungarians. Ultimately, the conflict was defused thanks
to Mstislav’s priest — Timofey. Revealing the lie forced Zhyroslav to escape to a

241  Gippius 2009, 70—77. I would like to thank Prof. A. Gippius for indicating this article.

242 According to Mikhailo Hrushevsky (1901, 19), the battles took place in 1224.

243  Chronica 2017, 102-107.

244 The term “akras” used in the source text has been interpreted in various ways. For exam-
ple, according to M. Fasmer, it signified a white Arabian horse (see: Fasmer 1986, 66-67:
Ax-bialy; ras-arabski). According to I. Gens'ors’kii, it should be understood as a proper
noun: “White skull” (Gens'ors’kii 1961, 95; similarly, Dabrowski 2016a, 270: “White Head”).
From A. Zajaczkowski’s explanation, which is the most developed and convincing, it can
be concluded that this might refer to a “skewbald horse” (Zajaczkowskiig49, 45-46).

245 “MbcTHCTaB[b] 3Ke MPIA SATA CBOETO JI000BII0, M TOYTHB|'b| €ro BeJI[ M |KUMHU Aap[b | My, 1
Aa eMoy KOH[b] cBou Gop3siu akTa3[ ] sxorox|e] B ta rbra He 6bic[Th]. U ABIIEPH CBOIO
AHHOY ;apyBb BeJIMKBIMU JapPbMU, ¥ Cb OpaTiero Buzess|c|a B [lepemuin, u oyTBepamina
mups” — Chronica 2017, 107.

246  Hrushevsky 1901, 20. In my opinion, one could even assume that this took place right
before the Polish-Hungarian coalition at the turn of 1226 and 1227.

247 On this conflict, see: Jusupovié 2013b, 299-303; Tolochko A.P. 2006b, 252—255; Golovko
2006, 294—295; Dabrowski 2012b, 127-128.
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foreign court.248 The chronicler attempted to quite pointedly show the noble-
man in a negative light, embellishing his description with quotes taken from
the Bible:

He cast out Zhyroslav, as God had banished Cain from His presence, with
the words: ‘So now you are cursed, moaning [and] shaking on the Earth,
which has opened its mouth to receive your brother’s blood.’ So also did
Zhyroslav open his mouth against his master: ‘May there be no one sup-
porting [him] in all the lands of Rus’ or Hungary, or in any other lands!
May he roam the Earth! He shall want for food! He shall lack wine and
olive oil! And may his court be empty and may there be not a living soul
in his hamlet!"249

It seems that the passage about Zhyroslav’s intrigues is strictly linked to the
subsequent one. Once again we are dealing here with a parallel narrative,
which is attested by the phrase used by the chronicler not only ordering the
narrative chronologically, but also revealing his participation in the operation:
“We have returned to the previous”250 The narrative goes back in time to 1224 or
1225,251 when the marriage between Mstislav’s daughter Maria and Andrew 11’s
son, Prince Andrew, took place: “At the advice of the deceitful Halych boyars,
Mstislav gave his younger daughter [in marriage] to Prince Andrew and pre-
sented him with Przemys]"252 (the chronicler goes back to this event later in
the text). At this point, I will grant myself the liberty of presenting a certain
reconstruction. In all probability, the original record in The Chronicle of the
Rostislavichi was as follows: “MbcTrcaaB[Bb| e BAACTD AbLEPD CBOIO MeH|b|
oy 3a koposnesrda Auzapba u gacts emoy Iepembinuis” (“Mstislav gave his

248  Chronica 2017, 107-111.

249 “Wupocnasa, u rHa u wr cebe, sikoxe usrHa b[or|s Kanna wr suma cBoero, pexsin:
‘TIpOKJIAT[B] TBI G/, CTOHA, TPACBIFCA Ha 3€MJIM, SIKOJKE PasfBHIKe 3eMJIA 0yCTa CBOA
npiaté KpBBb Gparta TBoero’. Tako e u JKupociass pasgBrke oycra cBoa Ha r[o]c[mo]
AuHa cBoero. [la He 6&JeT[b]| eMOy pucTaBHUKA B BChX[b]|3eM1ax[B] poycksix[b]| 1 BB
oyrop[b]cksIX[b], HE B['b] KbIHX[B] 3Ke CTpaHax|b|, a XOAUT[b| IIaTaacA Bb CTpaHax[s],
xesaHie 6paliHa fa 6&JeT[b] eMoy, BHHA Xe U WJIOy IOCKOYAOY Ja OxJeT(b] eMoy, U Aa
6x7eT[b]| ZABOPB €ro MOYCTh, U BB ceb ero He 6&4eT[b ] xuBoymero” — Chronica 2017, 109.
See: Gen. 4:11—12; Ps. 69 (6): 26; Acts 1: 20; Lev. 10: 20; Deut. 29: 6; Litopis Rus’kii za Ipats’kim
spiskom 1989, 382. Vasilik 2009, 41.

250 “VImslxk[e] Ha ipes[b]Hee BB3BpaTUXOM|B|cA” — Chronica 2017, 111-112.

251  See: Dgbrowski 2012b, 121-122; Hrushevsky 1901, 20.

252  “MbcTrciaB[b] ke mo ceBbrh J1[B|KUBBIX[B| 60APH TaaMI[b|KbIX[B| BAACTH ABIIEPD
CBOI0 MeH[b|moyro 3a koposeBndya AHApbA M jacte emoy Ilepemsinuis” — Chronica
2017, 112.
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younger daughter [in marriage] to Prince Andrew and presented him with
Przemysl”). As a result of the editing done by the author of The Chronicle of
Halych-Volhynia, the following was added: “no c»brb 1[5 |uBbIX[B] G0APB
ramuy[b|kbix[B]” (“At the advice of the deceitful Halych boyars”). It is worth
noting that the lack of support among the Halych elites was the most difficult
factor for Danilo Romanovich in taking Halych. This is clearly observable in the
discussed source text. The chronicler points out all the various acts of disloy-
alty the noblemen displayed towards the princes — Danilo, Mstislav the Daring,
and Mstislav the Dumb.

In the further part of the chronicle, the author smoothly transitions to events
that took place at the turn of 1226 and 1227,253 when Andrew 11 embarked on
an expedition to Halych supported by the Poles.?54 It should be noted that it
was precisely then that Zhyroslav’s rebellion took place, which supposedly
aided the Hungarian-Polish forces. At this point, the chronicler refers to the
rebellion of the Halych elites.255 The passage was embedded in the chrono-
logical skeleton of The Rostislavichi Chronicle and edited appropriately. Despite
this, the Halych perspective permeates the text, e.g.,, in the description of
Mstislav Mstislavich sending envoys to Danilo to deliver the words: “Do not
renounce me”.256 Oleg Kupchinskiy sees in this sentence an excerpt from a
letter-communique that has not been preserved.?5” Traces of the epistolary
activities of Rus’ian princes are supposedly also to be found in the answer given
by the elder Romanovich, the ruler of Halych: “I have truth in my heart”258
This part of the text is also interesting for me for one other reason. It lacks
any reference to Vasilko, who in the construction of the narrative up until
this point had been linked with Danilo. This is indirect proof that after the
death of the elder Romanovich, the version of the chronicle in existence at
that time was re-edited and supplemented by adding in the younger son of
Roman Mstislavich via introducing the dual form or by praising Vasilko. This

253  Hrushevsky 1901, 20.

254 For a description of the operations, see: Chronica 2017, n2-n7.

255 Towards the end of the analyzed passage we can read the following: “And the Hungarian
king went [back] to Hungary. Then Iziaslav with the deceitful Zhyroslav caught up [to
the king and] they both went with him to Hungary” — Kronika 2017, 132 / “a xopoi[b]
oyrop[b]cksiu uze 86 oyrpel. Torga xe oyronu Msaciasb cb scTuBbIM|b| upociaBom[b],
ugocra ¢ HUM[b| oyrper” — Chronica 2017, 117. This connects with the final account about
Zhyroslav’s revolt: “Cast out from there, he went to Iziaslav” — / “Wrragoy BeirHau[b], uge
kb MzacnaBoy” — Chronica 2017, 110.

256 “He wrcranau wr[s| MmeHe” — Chronica 2017, 114.

257 Kupchins’kil 2004, 243—244.

258 “Vmam[b] paBzoy BB c[b|pa[b|uu cBoeM[s]|” — Chronica 2017, 114. See: Kupchins'kii 2004,
244-245.
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does not mean that the younger of the Romanovichi brothers was not present
in Danilo’s Chronicle, but rather that he was a subsidiary character.?5

After this part of the text ends, yet another insertion appears, one encom-
passing the period of ca. 12241225269 and explaining the events from 1226-1227:

Next, Sudyslav, wanting to deceive Mstislav, told him: ‘Prince, give your
betrothed daughter [in marriage] to the prince and give him Halych. You
cannot hold your position there, and the boyars do not want you. He
did not want to give [it] to the prince, but rather preferred to give [it] to
Danilo. Gleb Zeremeevich and Sudyslav, wanting to stop him from giving
[Halych] to Danilo, both told him: ‘If you give [it] to the prince, then you
can take it from him whenever you please, but if you give it to Danilo,
[then] Halych will never, in all eternity, be yours. Since the inhabitants of
Halych wanted Danilo, they sent a message.26!

In accordance with the adopted dating strategy, the reference once again to
Andrew’s marriage with Maria Mstislavich is undoubtedly meant to bring the
narrative back on track to its chronological order. However, it is very impor-
tant to note that in contrast to the first mention of the wedding, this one was
formulated within Danilo Romanovich'’s circles. The knizhnik openly discredits
the Halych elites who are reluctant towards the reign of Roman Mstislavich’s
elder son. This passage simultaneously explains why Mstislav Mstislavich sent
Sudyslav to Danilo with the words “Do not renounce me” during the battles
in 1226-1227.262 He was clearly afraid that the marriage between his daugh-
ter and the Hungarian prince would lead to the disintegration of his alliance
with Danilo. It cannot be excluded that the previously described battles with
Alexander Vsevolodovich of Belz263 were the result of this marriage being
held ca. 1224-1225. Such an assumption would suggest that the wedding took
place already in 1224. This would also explain the chronicler’s statement that

259 E.g.:Danilo sent Vasilko.

260 See: Dagbrowski 2008, 569.

261 “IloroM[s] ke CxAuciaBoy JbcTALO TWA[B]| McricaiaBoM[s], pede emoyt: ‘Kuasxke! Tau
ABlIEepb CBOI0 00poy4eH[b|HOYIO 3a KoposeBuya U gau emoy lammd[s]. He Moxems 60
APBKUTHU caM|b |, a 60Ape He XOTAT[b | TebGe. OHOMOY [ e |He XOTAIIIO JaTH KOPOJIEBUYIO,
Ho ma4|e] xora garu Jlannnosu, [rb6osu xe 3pepembennyuem|s| n CaauciaBoy mpeTaia
emoy He gatu emoy Jlannnosuy, pbera 60 emoy: ‘Aske U Jacu KOPOJIEBUYIO, TOTAA BBCXO-
eI ¥ MOXKeIIN B3ATH Twz[b]| HuM|[b). lacu siu [lannnosu B B[B] kbl He TBOM GAJ€T[b]
Tanny[s]. lTammyaHoM|s]| 60 xoTAmmM| b JaHiIa, WTTALOY k[ €] mocnama B phuex[s]” —
Chronica 2017, 17-118.

262 “He wrcranau wr[b] MmeHe” — Chronica 2017, 114.

263  Chronica 2017,102-107. See: p. 64.
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Alexander “heard that Mstislav had no love for his son-in-law, Prince Danilo,
he [Alexander] was overjoyed [and] incited Mstislav to wage war”.264 This mar-
riage would fully explain the strained relations between Mstislav and Danilo
after 1224, when the previous alliances were reshuffled. At that time, the
Romanovichi established friendly relations with Leszek the White, while the
ruler of Halych — with the Arpéads. The way in which the narrative of the chron-
icle is written indicates that despite the activities of the disloyal Halychans,
Danilo retained the support of a group of noblemen.

Following the above insertion, the chronicler returns to the chronologi-
cal skeleton borrowed from the Rostislavichi Letopis” “[Thus,] Mstislav gave
Halych to Prince Andrew, and took Ponizie for himself. From there, he went
to Torchesk. Mstislav the Dumb gave his patrimony to Prince Danilo and
entrusted his son Ivan [to his care]. But Ivan died, and he [Yaroslav] took Lutsk,
while the Pinyans took Czartorysk”.265 These sentences are exceptionally help-
ful in the correct dating of the events in The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia, and
in a certain way they divide it into modules within which we encounter paral-
lel stories.

Directly after this passage, there is an insertion separating the information
about Mstislav the Dumb giving land to Danilo from the continuation of the
story. At this point, the chronicler states: “We will begin the story of count-
less conflicts, enormous difficulties, frequent wars and numerous disputes, fre-
quent uprisings and numerous revolts — as since their youth both [Danilo and
Vasilko] had known no peace”.266 The use in the last part of the sentence of a
dualism (a dual form) indicates that the text was edited after Danilo’s death. The
passage itself is an announcement of the intensification of the Romanovichi
efforts to strengthen their position in Volhynia and in Halych. Next, we have a
description of the period between 1227 and the beginning of 1228,267 presented
from the perspective of Roman Mstislavich’s elder son. Initially, we learn of

264 “ako MecrucaaBp He umber[b| M06Be Kb 3ATI0O CBOEMOY KHASIO JlaHMIIOBH, pagocTu
HCILTbHUBBCA, TOHOY KeBaine M[b]cTuciasa Ha pat[s]” — Chronica 2017, 103.

265 “MbcrucnaBp gactb lama[s] koponeBuuto AHaphey, a cam[s] B3a Ionusie. Wrrzgoy
uze xb Tporeckomoy. MsctuciaBoy x[e] Hbmomoy gas[s|mro wT[b|4nHOy CBOXO
KHASIO /laHM/IOBH U C[bI|Ha cBOero mop&4mi|b]| MBana. MiBaHoy x[e] oympBLII0, U Ipia
Jloynecks, u Apociasib, 1 Yepropsiecks, u IInnecks” — Chronica 2017, n18-ug. In the
Khlebnikov Codex, this text was doubtless distorted. The correct form is in the Ipatiev ver-
sion: “u mpua Jloyuecks Apocnass. a Uepropslecks. [lunaue” (Ipat'evskaia letopis’ 1908,
750; see Chronica 2017, 119 with variants from “j” to the “m”).

266 “HauHem[b] ke ckasatu GecuucieH[b|Hbla paTH, ¥ BeJIMKia TPAIbI, U YACTbIA BOMHBI,
M MHWIbIa KPaMOJIbl, ¥ YACTAA BBCTaHIa, U MHWIbIa MATEXH, U3MJIaza 60 He OB MMa
noxoa” — Chronica 2017, 119—-120.

267 Hrushevsky 1901, 20-22.
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the Romanovichi’s victorious campaign against Prince Yaroslav, as a result of
which they took Lutsk.268 “Therefore, his brother gave Lutsk and Peresopnytsia
to Vasilko. He had already given him Brest earlier”.269 This passage clearly shows
the seniority of Danilo over Vasilko. What is more, in contrast to the introduc-
tion announcing a description of countless conflicts, this has been written
from the perspective of Roman Mstislavich’s elder son who plays a lead role in
the events.2?0 The story of the Yotvingian incursion in early 1228 is maintained
in a similar tone.?” Not only did Danilo and the inhabitants of Vladimir beat
the invaders, but also at the moment when he could have defeated Nebr (one
of the Yotvingian commanders), upon seeing that Vasilko, who had just arrived
with reinforcements, was in trouble, “[Danilo]?72 stopped and turned to help
his brother”,27® enabling the enemy to escape.?7#

Following the description of the battle against the Yotvingians at Brest, the
chronicler continues the story of the Pinyans occupying Czartorysk.2”> We
learn that Danilo asked Mstislav Mstislavich for help in the battle against the
Pinyans. In depicting the territorial expansion of the Romanovichi dominion,
the chronicler added statements legitimizing Danilo’s future possession of
Halych, e.g.: “Son,276 T have sinned by not giving Halych to you but to someone
of another tribe following the advice of the liar Sudyslav, who has deceived
me”.2”7 The statement clearly shows that this fragment of the text was written
from Danilo’s perspective. Ultimately, Czartorysk was occupied by the forces of
the prince of Vladimir in 1228.278

268  Chronica 2017,120-122.

269 “Bpart[s] xe sa Bacui[s|koBu Jloydecks u Ilepeconnuio. Bepecrin xe emoy 6 mpesxe
gan[w]” — Chronica 2017, 121-122.

270 Was the introduction, which could just as well have been omitted, perhaps the result of
the editor’s work done after Danilo’s death (the description itself of the military opera-
tions should be linked to what is referred to as the Chelm editing) aimed at emphasizing
Vasilko's role?

271 Hrushevsky 1901, 21-2.

272  There is a mistake in this fragment of the translation of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia.
The subject of the sentence is Danilo and not Vasilko. See: Kronika 2017, 133.

273 “OHoMmoy x[e] wcrasuIo, 06parica 6pary Ha momols” — Chronica 2017, 123.

274  Chronica 2017, 123.

275 In the fragment, “ae mogo6aers IInHAHOMS Aepxary UepTOPHIMCKA, IKO MOTOY UM IIep-
mbru” Oleg Kupchinskii sees a letter or notes in which the diplomatic or chancellery for-
mulas typical for a prince’s dictate have been preserved. See: Kupchins’kii 2004, 245-246.

276  Mstislav is speaking to Danilo.

277 “C[s1|HOy, cbrpbmmx|s], He faBp T06b I'amnua, Ho Kax[b| uHOMIIEMeH|b|HUKOY CRAMC-
J1aBa Jectblia cbBbTOM[b ], 0601BCTH 6W MU” — Chronica 2017, 124.

278  Chronica 2017, 123-125. See: Hrushevsky 1901, 21.
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Directly after the presentation of these events, we can read the follow-
ing: “Mstislav the great and skillful prince passed away”.2? It seems that this
sentence should be linked to The Chronicle of the Rostislavichi, in contrast
to its continuation, which indicates the Romanovichi chronicler, more spe-
cifically Danilo’s Chronicle: “He wished to see his son Danilo. However, Gleb
Zeremeevich, made obstinate by his hatred, would not let him. Meanwhile,
he [Mstislav] had wanted to leave his house and his children in his [Danilo’s]
hands, because he had in his heart great love for him"280 Yet again the chron-
icler laid the blame on the Halych elites’ fostering of the Arpads for Danilo
not ascending the throne in Halych in accordance with — as the chronicler
claimed — Mstislav Mstislavich’s will. In this quote, Oleg Kupczins'kii sees a
typical chancellery formula with a dictate from Mstislav Mstislavich’s chancel-
lery. This document was supposed to have been delivered by Demian to the
elder Romanovich.28! Next, it supposedly made its way to the envoy’s books
that were used by the chronicler in his work. This hypothesis seems to be incor-
rect. The use itself of a chancellery dictate in the chronicle would come as
no surprise. In all probability, the creator of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia
was affiliated with the chancellery (as a sealer, scribe, or in some other capac-
ity). It should therefore not be seen as remarkable that he made use of forms
typical for a chancellery in his work. The text of the Chronicle must have been
suggestive for the boyar elites and other Rurikids as a didactic and legal monu-
ment. The chronicles were frequently used as a legal source and for attesting a
precedence.?82 However, this does not mean that the narrative must have been

279 “Tlorom[b] sxe MbcTHCIaBb Bearkbiu OyaaTHbIM KHA3[b] oympe” — Chronica 2017, 125.

280 ‘“xagarours 60 emoy BuzieTu c[bI|Ha cBoero Jawnimia, [1h6s xe 3epemeeBud[s]| oyoh-
xeH[b] ObIc[Th] 3aBUCTIIO, He moycTAlle ero. OHOMOY 3k[e] XOTALII0 HOPAYUTH AOM[B)
cBoM M AbTH BB pale ero, 6b 6w umba 50 Hero J060BB BeJUKOY BB C[b|pA[b]uu cBo-
eM[b]” — Chronica 2017, 126.

281  Kupchins'kii 2004, 247-248.

282 In a document from 1415 referring to the separation of the Kiev archbishopric from
Moscow and the consecration of Gregory Tsamblak as the metropolitan bishop of Kiev,
a “Rus’ letopis™ was quoted as the source where a precedence had been noted involv-
ing such an appointment by a council of bishops during the times of Iziaslav of Kiev,
the metropolitan bishop of Kiev and the whole of Rus’: “U camu HO TermepHO CIBIINMB
TO U BUJVM®, IITO LePKOBb CKyAbeTh, a Ilaph U maTpiapxs cTpouTess Z00paro Kb HaMb
LIEPKBU He JACTh: 110 IPABHIOMb, HAMb FOAMTHCS MUTPOIIONUTA 300POMB II0CTABUTH,
KaKb ¥ [IEPBO CET0 TAKOKb ObLIO; TPH BeIMKOMB KHA3U Ussciash KieBckoms crbpaBcs
eNUCKOIM 300pOM®, U MocTaBHIIa MurpononuTa Kiey u Bcen Pycy, a To Hauuiu ecMo,
HanMcaHo cTouT Bb rbronucubxs Pycckbixs, Bb KieBckoms 1 BB Bosogumepckoms, ¥ Bb
unbixp” — Okruzhnaia gramota 1846, 36, no. 25.
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based on a real act. In this case, the note was meant to strengthen Danilo’s
claim to Halych.

The subsequent passage fits into the narrative about the Romanovichi’s terri-
torial expansion and strengthening of their political position in Volhynia: “And
then they both [the Romanovichi] released Yaroslav and gave him Peremyl
and later Medzhybizh”.283 Yaroslav received two centres that were distant from
each other, thus becoming a prince that was dependent on the Romanovichi.
Perhaps the editor, probably affiliated to the Vladimir court, wanted to empha-
size Vasilko’s role, since he was also in fact a dependent prince.28* The use of
the dual form was most probably meant to erase this fact.

“That year, Kirill was the metropolitan bishop, most blessed and holy, and
he came to introduce peace, but he could not”285 Kirill 1 was confirmed as the
metropolitan bishop of the whole of Rus’ in 1224 by Patriarch of Constantinople
(in exile at Nicaea) Germanus 11 Nauplius in Nice. Towards the end of the
year, he came to Kiev, where on January 6, 1225 he was made the metropolitan
bishop in Saint Sophia’s Cathedral following a four-year-long sede vacante.?86
This passage completely disrupts the chronological order. It was not included
in the module consisting of information introducing order into the narrative,
and which was taken from The Chronicle of the Rostislavichi (or — as is also pos-
sible — from another manuscript that ordered the events), after which one, two,
or more parallel stories were told, sometimes mutually referring to each other,
encompassing one, two, or more years. The chronicler provides information
about Kirill 1 in a way that raises suspicions that we are dealing with his first
attempt at ordering the available sources and gathered information. As a result,
he may have added the previously omitted information from The Chronicle of
the Rostislavichi with a slight delay. This shows indirectly that the source text
was never subjected to final editing. The fact that after an event from 1225 the
author goes on to describe the battles of 1228,287 presented from Danilo’s point
of view, provides food for thought. At that time, a coalition of Rus’ princes was
formed under the leadership of the Kievan Great Prince Vladimir Rurikovich,
supported by the Polovtsian Khan Kéten against Danilo’s usurpation of the

283 “U motwm[p] xe moycrucra flpociaBa m gacra emoy Ilepemmi(p] M mOTWM[B]
Mexuboxie” — Chronica 2017, 126.

284 Danilo finally granted him Lutsk and Peresopnytsia.

285 “B o x[e] abro 6b Kypris murpononur|s| npeb6i[a] xeH[b|HbId c[BA]TbIN Ipiexas|s]
MHpa CbTBOPUTHU U He Moxe” — Chronica 2017, 126-127.

286 See: Poppe 1996, 464.

287  Hrushevsky 1901, 22.



THE KIEVAN CHRONICLE OF THE ROSTISLAVICHI 77

rights to Czartorysk.288 Since nothing was achieved, the coalition was forced
to reach a peace agreement.?89

After these events, the following information is provided: “In those years,
the Lyakh great prince was killed. He was murdered during a council [meet-
ing] by Sviatopolk [and] Odovich Vladyslav upon the advice of the disloyal
boyars”.290 In the passage, the names of the Great Prince of Eastern Pomerania
Sviatopolk 11 — Prince of Pomerania and son of Mestwin 1, and of Wladystaw
Odonic, Prince of Greater Poland — are listed as those who had caused Leszek
the White’s death.2! This information was not included in any other chronicles.
In all probability, the Romanovichi received it from Konrad 1 of Mazovia, with
whom good relations were maintained, which was especially important when
he began his struggle for the throne of Cracow. It seems highly unlikely that the
informer (perhaps a witness of the arrival of an envoy from Konrad?) remem-
bered the names of Leszek the White’s murderers correctly. I would be more
inclined to assume that some sort of correspondence, perhaps a letter from
Konrad, had been preserved in the Romanovichi archive/chancellery. This is
indicated by the fact that in the Ipatiev manuscript we have the transcription
“WnoBnuems Bonoguciaasoms’, while in the Khlebnikov manuscript we have
been provided with the following: “Warosuuem[s] Borwauciaaswm|s]"292 The
16th-century copyist had problems with the correct re-writing of the patro-
nymic of the prince of Greater Poland (Wielkopolska), whom he had probably
associated with the Olegovichi. At Danilo’s court, a chancellery functioned
that exchanged correspondence with Pope Innocent 1v,293 which signifies that
its staff read and prepared documents and correspondence in Latin and in
Old Rus’ian. We can guess that these were the circles with which the author of
The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia was affiliated. This hypothesis indicates that
there was a specialized chancellery at the court in Vladimir as early as 1229.

288  See: Kotliar 2003b, 277. Oleg Kupchins’kii considers the passage “wr[b]4e usmaTu Bou-
HOY CI0O IPUMMHU MA B JH000Bb co0%” to be a trace of the correspondence conducted
between Danilo and Koten. The letter was supposed to have been delivered by Pawel. See:
Kupchins’kii 2004, 248-250.

289 Chronica 2017, 127-130.

290 “B Ta xe sbra Jlectbko oyGieHb OBIC[Tb], BEJIUKBIM KHA3[b| JAJ[b|CKBIM, Ha COHMb
oy6ienp Obrc[Th], C[BA]TOmOMKWMSB Wirosmdyem|s] u BorwauciaBwm(s], coBbrom|s]
60aps HeBbp[b] HBIX[B]” — Chronica 2017, 130.

291 For more literature on the Ggsawa massacre, see: Dabrowski 2009, 93-118.

292  See: Chronica 2017, 130, variants ‘0’ and ‘p.

293 For proof of such documents being written in Latin, see: Kupchins'kii 2004, 763-773.
Since Danilo received answers to his letters from Innocent 1v, this signifies that the earlier
questions must have had a written form and been delivered to Rome.
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Was some skeleton of the future chronicle already being created at that time?
This question must remain unanswered for now.

To summarize this part of our considerations, it should be stated that until
1228 a non-surviving source text written in circles linked to the Rostislavichi,
with the working name The Chronicle of the Rostislavichi, formed the skeleton
for what is referred to as The Danilo Chronicle, which in turn was used to create
The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia. The chronicler must have gathered informa-
tion about the history of the Romanovichi family from certain documents, but
also from Roman Mstislavich’s widow or her closest circles. To a certain extent,
the detailedness of the information found in the chronicle is dependent on the
itinerary of the princess and her court. It should be emphasized that Roman’s
wife last appears in the narrative of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia in relation
to events that took place in 1253 (she advised her son to accept the crown from
Pope Innocent 1v). At the time, she was close to the court. A certain suggestion
concerning the date of her death is related to the fact that Vladimir Vasilkovich
was the heir to the inheritance she left behind.294 This would suggest that the
princess outlived Danilo and that after his death she went to stay with her
younger son in Vladimir, where she was in fact later buried. Nonetheless, we
do not know exactly when this happened. It should also be emphasized that
The Rostislavichi Chronicle probably made its way to Halych through the medi-
ation of Mstislav Mstislavich. It could have been used in Danilo’s Chronicle.
This last source text, probably analogously to what we can observe for the
period between 1245-1259, was constructed around the contents (threads) of
the described events. It was re-edited by Vladimir Vasilkovich’s chronicler. As
a result, parallel stories and insertions were made, making it difficult to date
the events.

294 See: Chapter 5,173.



CHAPTER 3

The Hypothetical Danilo’s Chronicle

Mstislav Mstislavich’s death is the point in time when the chronicler ceased
to use The Rostislavichi Chronicle and substituted it with Danilo’s Chronicle.
The narrative began to take on a more personal character, indicating that
the author was making use not only of the princely archives, but also delv-
ing into the memories of his informants, and perhaps also his own memory. It
was written mainly from Danilo’s perspective, and focuses on describing the
stages by which he took control of Halych, and on the territorial expansion
of the Romanovichi domain. In this part of the text, Danilo’s Chronicle con-
stitutes the chronological skeleton, later supplemented by insertions — short
stories spanning from a year to a few years — and extensive commentaries of
Vasilko Romanovich’s role in his brother’s political activities. These insertions
sometimes have equivalents within the chronicle. This manner of narrating
the events in the source text functions until 1245 (the moment of its writing
probably falls to 1246/47). From this perspective, it should be stated that The
Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia we know was created after the death of the king
of Rus’, probably during Vladimir Vasilkovich'’s reign, while the last information
included in the text comes from the beginning of the 14th century.

Upon Mstislav Mstislavich’s death, immediately following the information
about Kirill 1 being appointed as the Kievan metropolitan bishop, the chron-
icle’s narrative becomes chronological and begins to focus on Danilo. This
arrangement, to the exclusion of the insertions added by the later bookman,
is maintained until 1244, when a change in the narrative and chronological
strategy ensues. This observation is confirmed by the almost memoir-like
description of the expedition to Kalisz in 1229,! which contains a story that
had occurred at that same time involving Vladimir of Pinsk, who as a prince
dependent on Danilo was to defend the northern border of the Romanovichi
domain from Lithuania.? The story about the expedition to Kalisz contains a
very detailed description of the battle, of the negotiations between the defend-
ers of the town and its besiegers, and it includes humorous elements, as well as

1 Hrushevsky 1903, 22; Wtodarski 1966, 101-102.
2 Chronica 2017, 131-132.

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2022 DOI:10.1163/9789004509306_005
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alist of all the princes and noblemen participating in the battle.? This fact sug-
gests that for this period the memories of informers were used to a significantly
higher extent. We also learn of the first Polish-Rus'ian treaty: “The Rus’ians
and the Lyakhs pledged each other that if there were ever a feud between
them, the Lyakhs would not plunder Rus'ian subjects nor would the Rus’ plun-
der that of the Lyakhs”.# We can assume that, as in the case of Rus-Greek trea-
ties, the contents of the agreement were written down. The agreement was
observed, as can be attested by a note from Vladimir Vasilkovich’s times.® It is
also worth noting the following passage: “IloTom[b] ke BB3BpaTHCTaCA WT[b|
Konzpara B zwm[B] cBoii ¢b u[b]cTito: B[or]oy nocrrbpatonito uma, cerBopu-
CTa eMOoy IOMOIIb BeJHKOY. M BHHJOCTA Cb C/IaBOIO B 3€MJIIO CBOIO, HHBIM OW
KHASBH He BpxogmwIb 0% ...”6 [ “Later, they [Danilo and Vasilko] both returned
from Konrad to their homes with honor, because God had favoured them both
and aided him greatly. And both of them entered their lands in glory. As no
other prince had ever entered ...". The editors of the Polish translation of The
Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia indicate that “in [this] passage, it would seem we
have [...] clear traces of a quite inept re-editing of the text, probably done dur-
ing the times of Vasilko or Vladimir Vasilkovich. It can be observed that the
singular and the dual forms are used alternately to refer to the main character/
characters of the events”.” The passage goes on to discuss Vladimir the Great
and the issue referred to as the Cherven Towns (i.e., the capture of Przemysl,
Cherven, and other strongholds in 981).8 Thus, the chronicler refers to a motif
from The Tale of Bygone Years in order to emphasize Danilo’s greatness.

The chronological arrangement of the text enables monitoring the follow-
ing passage: “Later, after [some] time had passed, Vasilko travelled to the Great
Prince Yuri in Suzdal for the wedding of his shurin [brother-in-law],® taking

3 Chronica 2017,130-142.

4 “CerBOpHIIA MEXH COGOIO0 KJIATBOY POYC[b| U JIAXOBE, allle 10 ceM|[b], KOMu ORIeT[b] MK
HMMH OyCOOULIa, He BOEBATULIAXWM[B] POYCKOe YesNALH, HU pOycH JAL[b|ckoe” — Chronica
2017, 141.

5 “Among the Lyakhs, the law was as follows: take not the retinue, do not fight, but plunder” /

“3akoH[b| e OAllle B JAXOX[b| TaKOBb: denazuaf He uMaTH, HU GUTH HO-ai JIOyIAXOy” —

Chronica 2017, 505.

Chronica 2017, 141.

Kronika 2017, 138 with n. 150.

See: Jusupovi¢ 2019b; 20173, 31-105.

Vasilko was married to Yuri Vsevolod’s daughter. Vsevolod Yurevich was his brother. See:

Dabrowski 2002, 82.

© o3
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Miroslav and others with him".1° This information was written down before
6738 (1230) in The Laurentian Chronicle (“That year, the Great Prince Yuri mar-
ried off his elder son Vsevolod to the daughter of Vladimir Rurikovich; the
wedding took place in the grand katholikon of the Holy Mother of God, the
ceremony was conducted by Bishop Mitrofan, on 14th April”),!! in The Moscow
Chronicle from the end of the 15th century (“the Great Prince Yuri will marry
his elder son Vsevolod to the daughter of Vladimir Rurikovich and the wed-
ding took place in the orthodox church of the Holy Mother of God in Vladimir
[on the Klyazma river] on 14th April”),!? and in The Tver Chronicles (“Then
the Great Prince Yuri will marry his son Vsevolod to Vladimir Rurikovich’s
daughter”).13 These mentions make clear that Yuri’s son Vsevolod and Vladimir
Rurikovich’s daughter were married in Vladimir on the Klyazma river. As we
can see, the event was noted in many source texts and it might be expected
that the year would have been indicated, but — in fact — this was not the case. It
is passages such as these that make it possible for us to consider The Chronicle
of Halych-Volhynia to have never been subjected to a final editing process. It is
significant that the information about the marriage was either copied from The
Great Prince’s Kievan Chronicle (nomenclature used by Vladimir Pashuto) or it
constitutes the original text of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia. Comparing
the above-quoted passages, I would be inclined to favour the second solu-
tion as the excerpt shows traces (e.g., in listing the accompanying guests) of
an individualized and personal approach. The issue remains open of whether
the mention was created in the 1230s and survived within chancellery notes
(or in some form of the chronicle) or whether it was later introduced into the
source text.

During Vasilko’s journey to Vladimir on the Klyazma river, Danilo travelled
to Halych. According to the passage in the chronicle, the Vladimiran prince
had previously received news from the Halych elites supporting his aspirations
to take control of the city: “Sudyslav had travelled to Ponizie, while the prince

10  ‘Tlorom[s]| e, Bpemenu MuHOYB[B|um, exa Bacui[s|ko k Coyxpamo Ha Becei|s)
IIIOPUHA CBOETO K BEJIMKOMOY KHASIO [10pbrbio, moeM|s| Mupociasa ¢b 06010 ¥ MHbI" —
Chronica 2017, 142-143.

11 “Toro ke seTa BeJMKM KHA3b IOpru oxxeHu cbiHa cBoero crapeiinraro Bcesonoga Bomozgu-
MepHOI0 PlopukoBuYa; 1 BeHYaH'b B BEJIMKOH IIePKBU 300pHe#i cBaAThIA boropoauia, cBs-
IeHbHBIMD ENTUCKOIIOMb MuTpoaHOMb, MecsIa anpesis Bb 14 fieHs ..." — Lavrent'evskaia
letopis’ 2001, 453—454.

12 “Kuasp Benuku Opou sxenu coiHa cBoero BeeBosoga crapeiima Borogumepnoro Propu-

KOBMYa U BEHYaH OBICTh Bb LIePKBH CBATHIA Boropoauiia B Bosogumepu anpuis Bb 14” —

Moskovskit letopisnyi svod 2004, 124.

« co b »
13 Torga e kHA3b Besukii FOpiii sxenu ceina Beesosoga y Bonogumepa Pypukosuya” —

Tverskaia letopis’ 2000, 354.



82 CHAPTER 3

remained in Halych. Go forth quickly”.!* The entire campaign is written from
Danilo’s perspective. We learn the details of the march, about the battle fields,
the names of certain members of the Halych elites who supported Danilo, the
equipage of Sudyslav’s manor, the course of the siege of Halych, and many
other such particulars.’® Following the information about the taking of Halych,
the chronicler did not hesitate to emphasize Sudyslav’s negative role, as he
had stood in the way of the city being taken by Roman Mstislavich’s son: “Only
Sudyslav left with him [Prince Andrew]. They hurled stones at him, saying,
‘Leave the city, you instigator [of rebellions] in the land’”!'6 An unfavourable
opinion about this nobleman also appeared in the next story about the unsuc-
cessful seizure of Halych by Andrew 11, who was to have decided to embark
on the expedition after being prompted by Sudyslav. With great erudition, the
chronicler described the campaign, especially emphasizing “the Pharaoh’s
plagues” that struck the Arpad forces.'” He also embellished the text with
numerous other references to the Holy Bible!® and book xv11 of John Malasas’
Chronographia.®

Following this story, there is a phrase bringing order to the text that reveals
the author’s narrative intentions, “Next, we will tell of the great unrest, numer-
ous intrigues, and countless wars”2? The way in which it is formulated (espe-
cially Tlo cem[b] craxxem[B]’) suggests that the sentence was written for the
chronicler himself in order to later construct the final version (fair copy) of the
text, rather than for the reader’s benefit.2! It also seems to constitutes a chrono-
logical determinant of the events. It is followed by a description containing

14  “Cagucnasb mensd ec[ts| B IloHu3be, a KoposneBud[b] B Tammunm wcranrb — a MOUAK
6op:ke” — Chronica 2017, 143. Oleg Kupchins’kii (2004, 250—251) sees this passage as a let-
ter to Danilo from the Halych elites favourably inclined towards the Romanovichi.

15 Chronica 2017, 143-148.

16 “Useige x[e] c HuM[B] exuas CRAMCIaBE, HAHB Xe MeTa KaMeHiea, pexoyme: ‘U3bian us
rpaza, MaTex|b|auue 3emn!” — Chronica 2017, 147-148.

17  Chronica 2017,148-153.

18  See: Chronica 2017,148-153; Dan 3, 15; 10, 13; 12, 1; Rev 9, 13-16; Gen 7, 11; Ps 42(41), 8; Mal 3,
10; Ps 18(17), 18; 1; Jer 47, 3; Jer 18, 13; Jer 15, 21; 31, 11; Mic 4, 10; 2 Kgs 18, 25-30, 35; Isa 36,
13-15, 18—20; 1 Sam 13, 5; 1 Sam 19, 8; 2 Sam 3, Ezra 10, 3; Amos 1, 11; 1 Cor 3, 9; Rom 16,
3 Exod 7-12; Hag 2, 22; Josh 9, 5; 9, 11; Litopis rus’kii za Ipats’kim spiskom 1989, 387 with n. 12
& 21; Gens'ors’kii 1961, 179.

19 See: Orlov 1926, gg9—101.

20  “Ilo cem[b] cKaxeM[b] MHWIbIA MATEXH, U BEJHUKBI JIbCTH U OeCYHC/IeH|b|Hbla paTH” —
Chronica 2017, 153-154.

21 This is more indirect proof that the Chronicle should be treated as a rough draft version
of a text that was never completed.
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references to Book vII of Malasas’ chronicle?2 and The Tale of Bygone Years.2?
In 1230 or at the beginning of 1231,24 a group of Halych noblemen led by Philip,
who opposed Roman Mstislavich’s elder son being in power, along with the
silent participation of Sudyslav and Alexander Vsevolodovich of Belz, decided
to lure Prince Danilo to Wisznia and kill him. The monarch was warned by his
tysiatsky Demian. As a result, the conspirators escaped to Przemysl along with
Alexander Vsevolodovich.2> At this point, I would like to conduct a separate
analysis of the beginning and ending of the passage, as they contain elements
attesting to the fact that they were re-edited at some later point in time, prob-
ably after 1253:

It was a conspiracy of the godless Halych boyars. They were in collusion
with his [Danilo’s] bratuchad? [ cousin] Alexander to kill him [Danilo]
and deliver his land [emphasis by A.J.]. When they [the Romanovichi]
were at home, they wanted to set fire [to the building]. [However,] the
merciful Lord placed [the thought] inside Vasilko’s heart to leave. And
he unsheathed his sword to fence with a royal servant, [while] another
grabbed his shield in feigned battle. When the disloyal Molibogovichi
saw this, fear was [sent down] onto them by God, and they said, ‘Our
plot has been thwarted, and they fled like the accursed Sviatopolk. They
fled [even though] Prince Danilo and Vasilko had not yet learned of this.
Vasilko went to Vladimir, while the godless ones invited Prince Danilo
to Wisznia. [For] they had entered into another conspiracy with his
bratuchad Alexander to kill him [emphasis by A]J.].2”

22 In the critical literature, the use of the phrase “urpaa na cioyroy” |/ “fence with a ser-
vant” (Chronica 2017, 154) in the description of a small tournament provoked by Vasilko
Romanovich is considered to be a lexical borrowing from translations. See: Orlov 1926,
112-113.

23 The chronicle is referring to the accursed Sviatopolk (“okanubm C[BA]TOmonxs” —
Chronica 2017, 155), son of Vladimir the Great — who had killed his brothers Boris and
Gleb.

24  Hrushevsky 1901, 23. See: Jusupovi¢ 2013b, 140.

25 Chronica 2017, 154-158.

26 Bratuchad — cousin; the father’s brother’s son; a relative of the second degree, i.e., related
through having common grandparents.

27  “Kpamonb ke ObiBmm BBH 0e300:kHBIX[B] Goapex[s| rammn[s|ksix[sn], cHBbI[B]
cbTBOp[B|IIE B Oparousziem[s] ero One3anapwm|s] Ha oybieHie u mpezHee 3eMan
ero. Chaamum|s] xxe uM[b| B fomb u XoTAIMM|B | OrHeM[b| 3axkemu u, M[u|71[0]cTHBO-
Moy B[or]oy BroxuB[b]uno BB c[b]pa[b]|te Bacua[b|Kkoy U3bITH BOHD, M 0GHAKMUB[B ¥
Med[b] CBOIf Mrpaa Ha CJIOyroy KOpojieBa MHOMOY IIOXBaTUB|'b |10 INUT|’b] HUrparouy —
HeBbp[b|HbIM[B] MosmGorosuaems oysphbaum ce, crpax[s] um[s| 6bic[Ts] Wr[B] Bor]
a, pexkmmM([s], axo ‘cBbr(®] Ham(b]| pasgpoyumca. ¥ mo6br(s] wum[s] um[s], sxo
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The fragments of the chronicle that were probably created at Danilo
Romanovich’s court have been highlighted in bold, while the remaining text
was added by a chronicler from Vasilko or his son’s circles after Danilo’s death
in1264. This can be attested by the twice repeated information?8 about the plot
to assassinate the prince. In the insertion, the chronicler uses the dual form
or lists only Vasilko in the aim of including Vladimir Vasilkovich’s tutor into
his father’s narrative. The editors of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia rightly
noted that — contrary to popular opinion in critical literature?® — the use of
the phrase “ciioyroy xoposeBa” / “royal servant” does not apply to Andrew 11’s
servant, but to Danilo as the king of Rus. In short, Vasilko drew his sword
along with an unspecified knight of his brother’s. This, in turn, signifies that
the post quem date of the source’s edition was 1253, when the coronation of
Roman Mstaslavich’s elder son took place in Drohiczyn. This is one of the most
important passages in the whole of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia, making
it possible to better understand the history of how it was created. It shows that
Vasilko Romanovich’s role in his brother’s life came to be highlighted — as I
assume — following Danilo’s death.3° The next assumption results from the
previous one: initially, the text that served as a basis for creating The Chronicle
of Halych-Volhynia was linked to Danilo.

The final sentence of the description discussing the plot against the Halych
ruler should be noted. Upon learning of the planned assassination, Danilo
sent his Sedelniczy® Ivan Mikhailovich to capture the Molibogovichi clan and
Voldrys for being part of the plot.32 The prince’s servant performed the task,
but “they were not surrendered onto death, but were shown mercy. Another
time, when [Danilo] was making merry during a feast, one of these godless
boyars threw [drink] from his goblet onto him, and he bore [even] this [insult].

u oxkaHHbM C[BA|Tomonke. WHbM[B]| Gbratomum|s| u eme He oyBbzaB[®|mrIo KHASIO
Janmnoy n Bacu[s|koy. Bacui[b]ko ke moexa kb Borwanmepio, a umuris 6e3603k[b]
HbIi 3Ba KHASA Jlanuia B[b] Bum[s]Hio, azpoyrimke csBbr[s] chrBopuma Ha oyGienie
ero cb Ane3angapwm|b] 6patroyuazom[s] ero” [emphasis by A J.] — Chronica 2017, 154-156.

28  Thisis a deliberate technique used so that the appropriate description, created at Danilo
Romanovich’s court, did not cease to make sense.

29 See: Aleksandrovich, Voitovich 2013, 98; Jusupovié 2013b, 222.

30 It seems improbable that such interference with the text would have taken place while
Danilo Romanovich was still alive.

31 This term is used only on the pages of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia. We should per-
haps associate the term with the word “saddle” (“ceao”). Such an analogy would make it
possible to presume that this office was something like a “cavalry commander” or “master
of the horses”. See Jusupovi¢ 2013b, 56.

32 See: Jusupovi¢ 2013b, 165-166.
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God will retaliate against them some day [emphasis by AJ.]"33 The passage
is written from the perspective of the elder Romanovichi and was probably
an integral part of his biography. The last sentence indicates that it was cre-
ated from a certain temporal distance. Perhaps this retaliation took place after
the Battle of Yaroslav on August 17, 1245, when many Halych boyars and Filia
were killed.34

The rebellion of part of the Halych elites against Danilo evoked a strong
response from the ruler. The monarch convened a meeting and asked 18 faith-
ful otroks35 and his tysiatsky Demian for advice.36 The setnik3” Mikuta gave him
the following counsel: “Master, without first crushing the bees, you will not eat
the honey”.3® As the publishers of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia noted,?®
this sententia had already been registered in Master Wincenty Kadlubek’s text
(“melle securius uti apum non posse”)*? as Roman Mstislavich’s favourite say-
ing. We can only assume that the chronicler put the words in the setnik’s mouth
to in some way commemorate Roman in The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia. As
the author of the chronicle mentions, many of the great boyars of Mstislav
Mstislavich’s son remained true to Roman’s widowed wife. It cannot be
excluded that they were thus introducing efforts to ensure their father’'s mem-
ory remained alive among their prince’s children.*! The chronicler’s quoting
of this adage indicates that he may have been linked to the Romanovichi and
known the family history. This fragment of the chronicle also exhibits a certain
artificiality of the dialogues it includes. This leads us to approach with greater

33 “UTid CMPBTH He Ipiaina, Hw M[u ][ o]cTs mosoyunina. M Hbkorga emoy B mupoy Becesa-
upsc[A], oguH[b]| Wr[b] Thx[B] 6€360:KHBIX[b] GOADD JIHIIE 3a/IK €MOY YALIEI0, K TO EMOY
creprrbB[b]to, mHOrAa % [e] ma B[or]s um[s| Be3Mesaie” [emphasis by A J.] — Chronica

2017,158.
34  Seep.98.
35  “Otrok” is not an office, but rather — similarly to “boyar” — it refers to a social position.

This term is a homonym and could be used to describe: a child, a youth, a member of the
prince’s retinue, a servant, etc. See Jusupovié 2013b, 51-54.

36 Chronica 2017, 158-160. For a description of these events, see: Jusupovi¢ 2013b, 205—206;
Belikova 1990, 103-104; Kuchkin 2008, 412.

37  The office of Setnik office (similar to that of tysiatsky) was part of the decimal Rus’ orga-
nization. Researchers believe that this office existed in the smaller administrative centres
and carried out administrative-fiscal duties. In addition, Setniks had, similar as tysiatsky,
troops at their disposal. They were also, as the example of Mikula shows, advisers to the
prince and fulfilled diplomatic tasks. See Jusupovié¢ 2013b, 54, 205-206.

38  ‘T[o]c[mo]a[u]ne! He noruer[s|mu muens, mess He actu ” — Chronica 2017, 160.

39  Kronika 2017, 142 with n. 505; Chronica 2017, 459.

40 Magistri Vincentii dicti Kadtubek 1994, 186.

41 Itwould also be possible to look for a topos that cannot be located with greater precision,
but it seems that we are dealing with a saying characteristic for specific circles.
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skepticism Oleg Kupchins'kii’s reconstruction of some documents based on the
dialogues included in The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia.*? Let us return to the
previously described events. Danilo gathered the army and attacked Przemysl
in 123143 As a result, a year later Andrew 1144 organized a successful expedi-
tion to Halych and Vladimir.*> The chronicler did not hesitate to emphasize
the deceitfulness of the Halych elites. Describing the defenders of Vladimir, he
made use of the chronicle written by Hamartolos,*¢ thus also highlighting his
erudition.*” Nonetheless, it should be emphasized that the passage is written
from Danilo’s perspective, except for the last sentence:

From there, King [Andrew] advanced towards Vladimir. Upon arriving
in Vladimir, he was amazed and said: ‘T have never seen such a city even
in German lands. The shields and armor of the armed men standing on
the ramparts glistened like the sun. Miroslav was inside the city. At other
times, he had been dauntless — God knows — [but] this time his mind was
muddled and he made peace with the king. Without seeking the counsel
of Prince Danilo and his brother Vasilko, in accordance with [the peace
treaty], he gave Belz and Cherven to Alexander. The king placed his son
Andrew [on the throne] in Halych following the advice of the disloyal
Halychans. Miroslav denied it, [saying], ‘I did not hand over Cherven in
accordance [with the agreement]. He was strongly reprimanded by both
brothers, who stated, ‘Why did you make peace when you had so many
warriors [at your disposal]?” While the king stayed at Vladimir, Prince
Danilo took great bounties as he battled near Busk.#®

42 See: Kupchins’kii 2004, 229-353.

43  Hrushevsky 1901, 23.

44  Hrushevsky 1901, 23.

45 Chronica 2017, 158-167.

46 George Hamartolos (“the sinner”) or George the Monk, author of a universal chroni-
cle encompassing history from Adam to 842. For salient literature and discussion see:
Kazhdan, Cutler. 1991, 826.

47  “BIMCTaXACA LIUTH, ¥ OPOYXKII[b|HUIM NWAOGHM c[b]1H[b|15t0” — Chronica 2017, 166. See:
Istrin” 1920, 203—204; Matveenko 2006, 340.

48  “Wr[s]|TAza kopoa[p] mouze k Borwaumepro. Ipuures|s|uro xe emoy k Borwaumepio,
JVBUBIIIOCA €MOY, K|’ |10, IKO ‘TaKa rpaja He u300pbrox(s), Hu B HbMel[b ] KbIxX[B)
crpaHax[b| Tako Cal0y’ OpOyKHHUKWM|B| CTOAIMM|B| Ha HEM[b|, GIMCTAXACA LIUTH,
M OpOYXI[b|HUIM MTwA06HM c[b]1H[b]1i0. Mupocas[s] ke 65 B» rpagb; nnorza e
xpabpoy emoy cauito, B[or|s Bbgaer[s], Torga x[e] cMATHCA OyMWM[B], CBTBOPU MUPD
¢ xoposeM[b| 6e3 copbra kHAsA /lanuia u Gpara ero Bacwi[b|ka. Pazwm[s] xe gacts
Ben[n]3p u UepBens Ane3anzpoy. Koposnesu sxe mocagus|[s|um ceiHa cBoero Auzpba
B lNamman, ceebrwm(p] HeBbp[b| HBIX[B] ramumyan|s|. MupociaBoy x|[e]| sanpbsuroca,
AKO ‘pAAWM|[b | YpBB[b|HAHE He TpeaTs ecMb. [IopwK[b| 1e NMAILE €MOY BETHKb WT['b |
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During this time, Danilo continued to be the superior prince, most prob-
ably returning to Vladimir after losing Halych. However, at the time of the
described battles Vladimir still formally belonged to Vasilko. For these reasons,
it is difficult to say whether this is a sentence rewritten after Danilo’s death or
one that was in place earlier.

It is worth noting that in this part of the source text there are practically
no parallel stories, ones analogous to the 1205-1228 period. The chronicler
then goes on to tell of the battles between Danilo and the Arpads which
took place between 1232-1233*° and culminated in the unresolved battle of
Torchesk-Szumsk.5° Describing the event, the author used a quotation from
The Alexander Romance,! introducing them as Danilo’s words: “He who hesi-
tates to do battle has a cowardly soul”52 Analyzing the description of the bat-
tle, one can find interjections emphasizing Vasilko’s role in it:

Danilo struck a soldier with his spear [and] having broken it, he
unsheathed his sword. After looking this way and that and seeing
Vasilko’s flag upright, fighting well and pursuing the Hungarians, he
drew his sword and came to his brother’s aid [and] wounded many
[emphasis by AJ.]. And others died from his sword.>3

The highlighted fragment was probably an addition made by a later chroni-
cle editor who wanted to emphasize Vasilko’s role in the reported events. He
seems to have inadvertently broken up a sentence that probably initially had
something like the following form: “Tanun[s] sxe B6oze Komie cBOe B paTHOTO,
M3JIOMHB[ B 1110 K[ €] CA KOMiI0 1 0OHAXKK MeY[b| CBOH, M MHIH e WT[b | Meva
ero oymporua” (“Danilo struck a soldier with his spear [and] having broken it,

o6oto Gpary: TIouTO MHUPB CHTBODPH, CRILLO TH Cb BeJUKUMH Bou?. Kopoio croaupo
BB Boswzgumepa, kHA3[b] ke JlaHmao mpia Bequk[s| bH[B], wkono Boskoy BoroA” —
Chronica 2017,165-167. At the end, he changed Belz to Busk on purpose. In the Khlebnikov
manuscript, the form “Ben[s]3a” is used, while in the older Ipatiev chronicle we have
“Boskoy’. Earlier, we have the information that Vasilko was fighting near Belz. In turn,
Busk indicates that Danilo was retreating in the direction of Volhynia.

49  Hrushevsky 1901, 23.

50  Chronica 2017, 167-179. The battle took place in April 1233. See: Hrushevsky 1901, 23.

51 Istrin” 1893, 61, 174. See: Kronika, 145 with n. 528; Chronica 2017, 172 with n. 480.

52 “Mepanau Ha 6paH[b] crpauruBoy g[y|uo umar|[s]” — Chronica 2017, 147.

53  “/laHun(s] xe BOOAE Komie CBOe B PaTHOTO, M3JOMUB['B |10 k[€] CA KONl 1 OGHaMKK
Mmed[b] cBou. Ilo3phe[b] ke cbm[o] u cbm[o] 1 Buab crars Bacui[b]|koBp cToame u
A06p} Gopoyms, 1 OyrpeI TOHAIO, WOHAKKUBE Me4[b| CBOM, HAOYII0 eMOy Opary, Ha
nomMomp. MHWrEIA x[e] A3BM, U MHIM ke WT[B] Meya ero oympoma’ — Chronica 2017,
173-174.
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he unsheathed his sword and others died from his sword”]; thus, the subject
of the described events was switched from Danilo to Vasilko. As a result of
this procedure, the reader has the impression that it was Vasilko who met with
Miroslav and that it was he who chased off the Hungarians. The authors of the
translation almost automatically resolved the issue of Danilo being the default
subject of the sentence following the words “seeing ...”, and not Vasilko, despite
the above modification involving Roman Mstislavich’s younger son taking on
the role of the subject of the sentence. The context of the narrative leaves no
doubt that it was written from Danilo’s perspective. A few lines later, there is
another interjection that describes Vasilko chasing the Hungarian regiment to
their tents:

Upon reaching them [his soldiers], Danilo urged his men to go against
them [the Hungarians]. Vasilko’s regiment chased the Hungarians
to their tents and the prince’s banners were cut down. Many other
Hungarians fled, stopping only in Halych. One group stood at the top
[of a hill], while the other at the bottom. Danilo and Vasilko both urged
their people to descend upon them [emphasis by AJ.]. And by God’s
will, Danilo’s retinue was made to flee because of their sins.>*

The highlighted passage was clearly introduced by a later editor. First, Danilo
addressed his men. Next, for the sake of the text’s continuity, Vasilko’s editor
twice used the phrase about urging his men to attack the Hungarians: “noso-
yxuBauie cBoe exaty Ha HA” (“Danilo urged his men to go against them”) and
“IIOHOYKAIOIIMMA JIIOAIN cBOMX[B| chexatu Ha HA” (“both urged their men to
descend upon them”). In the first case, the subject of the sentence is Danilo,
while the second - it is Danilo and Vasilko. Thirdly, despite the joint attack, it
was Danilo’s regiment that took flight because of its sins. Finally, the events in
question are followed by the sentence, “Next morning, Danilo assembled [his
soldiers], not knowing with whom or where his brother was”5> Presumably,
this statement was meant to explain to the reader why Vasilko was not present
in this part of the narrative. Therefore, it confirms that we are dealing with an

54  “IlpiexaB[®] ke K HUM[B|, IOHOyXHUBalle CBOE eXaTH Ha HA, Bacui[b]koBb MOJIKB
raan[s] 65 OyrpsI 40 CTAaHOBB, M CTATH KOPOJEBHYA MWA[B|TAMN GAX%. Jpoysin ixe
MHWSsH oyrpe Oexaite amu B lamman cranosumac[a]. Croamum[s] ke cum|s]| Ha roph
¥ cuM[B| Ha oyzoxs, Janunosu sl e] u Bacua[v|koeu nonoyscarouuma arodiu ceoux|s]
csexamu Ha HA [both emphases by AJ. B[or]oy e Tako n3BouB[b|uto 3a rpbxsl, HaBo-
poTtuca apoyxuHa Jlanunosa Ha 65re.” — Chronica 2017, 176-177.

55  ‘JlanmnoBu x[e] HayTpia chOpaBImIocA , He Bbgame o 6parh, cb KbIM[b] Taet ec[Ts]” —
Chronica 2017,177.
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insertion created during Vladimir Vasilkovich'’s time in power. This means that
the author of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia used Danilo’s Chronicle as one
of many elements of Romanovichi history. It is worth noting that, based on his
analysis of the account of the Battle of Torchesk-Szumsk, Dariusz Dabrowski
believed that Danilo Romanovich could read.>® This is, of course, a supposi-
tion, but one that allows for an attempt at reconstructing the process of the
writing of the chronicle to form a logical whole.

In the next part of the source text, the events from 1233-1235, arranged in
chronological order, are described from Danilo Romanovich’s perspective.5”
Thus, in connection to the events from 1233,°% we learn of Danilo, Vasilko,
and Alexander Vsevolodovich’s expedition to Plesnesk,>® Prince Andrew’s
most recent march to Volhynia,5° the Romanovichi expedition to Halych®!
and Prince Andrew’s death — which probably occurred at the turn of 1233 and
1234.52 Under the entry for 1234,%2 we are provided with an account of Danilo’s
capture of Alexander Vsevolodovich,%* after which the chronicler reports on
Danilo’s expedition to Kievan lands in 1234 and early 1235,55 the ravaging of the
Chernigov lands®® between January 6 and May 17, 1235,57 Danilo’s defeat in the
battle against the Polovtsians at Torchesk,%® and his departure from Halych at
the advice of Sudyslav Ilich.69 Finally, the chronicler notes that Danilo fled to
Hungary, where — according to local sources — he participated in the corona-
tion of Bela 1v on October 14, 1235.7°

56  See: Dabrowski 20124, 261. See: Kronika 2017, 145 with n. 528.

57  The references to Vasilko Romanovich in the passage do not allow tabling the hypoth-
esis that we are dealing with interjections by a later editor, nor does the single textual
awkwardness (perhaps the passage was corrupted) discussed by the publishers of The
Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia. See: Kronika 2017, 148 with n. 537.

58  Hrushevsky 1901, 23-24.

59  Chronica 2017,179.

60  Chronica 2017,179-182.

61 Chronica 2017,182-18s5.

62 Hrushevsky 1901, 24.

63  Hrushevskyigos, 25.

64  Chronica 2017,185.

65  Hrushevsky 1oy, 25.

66  Chronica 2017,185-189.

67  See: Dabrowski 20124, 183.

68  Chronica 2017,189-194. See: M. Hrushevsky 1901, 25.

69  Jusupovi¢ 2013b, 262—263.

70 Chronici hungarici composition 1937, 467. See: Hrushevsky 1901, 25; Dabrowski 2012a,
187—-188.
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These descriptions present events from Danilo’s perspective,” followed by
an account of the victorious expedition within which Vasilko is the main char-
acter: “When winter came, Vasilko went to Halych, taking the Lyakhs [with
him]. At that time, Danilo came to join his brother from Hungary and they
ravaged [Halych]. Not having reached Halych, they returned home”.”2 The pas-
sage allows only for a cautious assumption that the order of the sentences was
changed. As a result, it was possible to place emphasis on the significant diplo-
matic and military contribution made by Roman Mstislavich’s younger son to
the growth of Romanovichi power.

This passage, difficult to evaluate, is followed by an account of the expedi-
tion of the Halychians and Bolokhiv princes to Kamyenyets and the expedition
of the Lyakhs, Rus’ians, and Polovtsians to the Romanovichi domain.”® Danilo
is the main character of this part of the source text. In subsequent informa-
tion provided about the Romanovichi looting expedition to the Halych region,
which ended with the signing of a peace treaty, the chronicler consistently uses
the dual form to refer to Roman Mstislavich’s sons.”* Comparing the account
with the earlier ones and the analyses presented below, one can be sure that
we are dealing with editorial interference that occurred after Danilo’s death.
Let us move on to an analysis of this account and the content that follows it.

The Romanovich expedition to Halych took place in 1236,75 after which the
chronological continuity is disrupted. We read the following in the chronicle:

And when spring came, they both marched against the Yotvingians, and
arrived in Brest. Because the rivers had become flooded, they were not
able to attack the Yotvingians. Danilo [then] said, ‘It is not right to let
our fatherland be in the hands of the Crusaders, the Templars, known
as Solomonites.! And they both marched against them in great force.

71 During this period, Danilo Romanovich participated in many intense, not always victori-
ous battles. The prince had to save himself by escaping from Halych; he also lost the battle
of Torchesk. Not surprisingly in this case, Vasilko’s editor did not want to introduce his
tutor into the text.

72 “Sumb x[e] mpucrb|B[s]my, nge Bacui[s|ko k Fanudio, mouMA JAXbI. JaHuI[b] ke B TO
BPeMA ITpinzie Kb 6paTy cu U3b 0yrops, ¥ BOeBalla, He joures| | ura lamrda, Bopotucraca
nomMoBb” — Chronica 2017, 194.

73 Chronica 2017,194-198.

74 Chronica 2017, 198-199.

75  Mikhailo Hrushevsky (1901, 26) dates this event to the autumn of 1237. However, one
should agree with Dariusz Dgbrowski’s opinion that this took place in the autumn of 1236.
See: Dabrowski 20124, 195.
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And they took the city in the month of March. They captured their elder
Bruno and his warriors, and returned to Vladimir.”6

Specialists discussing this passage agree that we are dealing here with a later
insertion.”” The date of the events is assumed to be 1238,”® more rarely 1237.7°
Dariusz Dabrowski argues that — on the one hand — the mention is part of a
cause-and-effect sequence, with the reservation that chronologically it would
be correct to state that the information concerning the Templars should have
been included after the following sentences: “That summer/year,8° Danilo
[had] marched against Mikhail in Halych. Upon asking him for peace, they gave
him Przemysl. After that year, Danilo sent the Lithuanians [under] Mindaugas
and Iziaslav of Novgorod against Konrad.”®! The first sentence would suppos-
edly refer to the year 1237, the next to the summer of that year (in my opin-
ion, the word “J/Thro” (summer/year) is incorrectly used by Dariusz Dabrowski
to refer to the season), after which the capture of Drohiczyn took place in
March 1238. However, the above hypothesis has some serious loopholes. If
we assume that we are dealing with an insertion mistakenly introduced here,
then the starting point for conclusions should be the preceding insertion, the
already-mentioned chronological sentence:

76 “Becub x[e] GbIBIIY, MOMZOCTA HA ATBASD U mpingocTa k Bepectsio PhkaM|b| HaBogHUB[B]
mUM[b]cA, He BOSMOTOCTa UTU Ha ATBASb. JlaHmnosu pex[s|uo: ‘He srb|mo ec[Ts] zep-
xaTh Hamee WT|[b|uuHbl KprokeB[b|HHKOM[B]| Te[m]mindem[s]|, pexombM[b] Coso-
monunyeM|s]. Y nougocra Ha b BB cunb Taxih, u mpiacra rpag[s] m[b]c[a]ua mapra,
crapbumnoy ux[s] BpoyHa Amra u Bou usonMaiia, ¥ Bb3BpaTicA B[s] Borwaumeps” —
Chronica 2017,199-200.

77  Hrushevsky 1901, 26; Dabrowski 2012a, 201-202; Poppe 2003, 47; Jusupovi¢ 2006, 7-18
(therein for a discussion of the relevant literature).

78  See: Dgbrowski 2012a, 202—203; Polkowska — Markowska 1926, 145-210; Kotliar 1994, 24.
Kotliar dates this text to 1238, as he claims that in 1237-1238 such an expedition would not
have been possible, because Danilo was leading an expedition against the Yotvingians
aimed at securing his borders. See Starnawska 1999, 62—3.

79  OM. Masan (1996, 54) conducts an analysis of this text and notes that in the chronicle
there is mention that Danilo returns to Vladmir, which had been the previous capital,
while as of 1238 Chelm became Danilo’s “capital” city. In addition, he considers the year
1238 to not be very credible, also due to the Mongolian incursion into Rus..

80  “BTom[b]:k[e] rbrb” can be translated as both “that year” and “that summer” since “rbrb”
has a double meaning.

81  ‘Janwunosu xk[e] B ToM[b] x[e] abrb momea[s|urro Ha Muxamna Ha lamnd[b]. OHbM[B]
e Mupa npocamuM|s], gama emoy Ilepempiuuie. ITo Twm([b] x[e] abrb Janua[s] xe
BB3BeZle Ha Kongpara smrBoy MuH[b|gora, MzaciaBa HOBropwa[s|ckoro” — Chronica
2017, 201
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When summer came, upon gathering [their forces], they both [empha-
sis by A/J.] advanced upon Halych, against Mikhail and Rostislav. They
had barricaded themselves in the city, and there were many Hungarians
there with him. They [Danilo and Vasilko] turned back and waged war
near Zvenyhorod. [Though] they both wanted the city, they could not
take it. For there was the holy Mother of God, a miraculous icon. That
autumn, they both made peace [emphasis by AJ.].82

This passage is the beginning of an insertion introduced by the editor working
on the text during Vladimir Vasilkovich’s times, while the information about
the capture of Drohiczyn is its continuation. It is also a further development

of the sentence (which was part of Danilo’s Chronicle) written during the life-

time of Roman Mstislavich’s elder son. Therefore, let us compare the passages
(on the left-hand side — the insertion, on the right — the chronological Danilo’s

Chronicle):

[AJ. — 1236] JIbroy :x[e] HacTaBmIIO,
csOpamac[a], upocra Ha lammy[s]
Ha Mmuxaumna um mHa Pocrucnasa,
3arBopuia 060 ca Oacra Bb rpagh,
u Oyropp MHWX[b|cTBO OaAlle Oy
Hero, ¥ BB3BPATHBIINCA, BOEBACTa
OKOJIO 3BHMHUTOpOZa, ropoza x[e]
XOTAIlA, He B3ACTa, 0b Ow c[BA]
taa B[oropozgu|ua B HeM[b| utof[b]
Haa ukoHa. Toe x[e] wcenn oymu-
pucraca. /| When summer came,
upon gathering [their forces], they
both advanced upon Halych, against
Mikhail and Rostislav. They had bar-
ricaded themselves in the city, and
there were many Hungarians there

[AJ.—1236] JlannnoBu x[e] B ToM[B|
x[e] sbrb momex[s|uro Ha Muxa-
wna Ha [ammd[s]. Oubm[B] :xe Mupa
npocamum|[s|, mama emoy Ilepe-
mbpmib. /| That summer, Danilo
[had] marched against Mikhail in
Halych. Upon asking him for peace,
they gave him Przemysl [emphasis
by AJ.].

[AJ. — 1237] Ilo TwMm[b] x[e] abrb
Janmn[b] sxe Bb3Bese Ha Konppara
sutBoy  MuH[p|gora, HsacnaBa
| After that
summer/year, Danilo sent the Lithu-
[under] Mindaugas
Iziaslav of Novgorod against Konrad.

HOBBIOPW/[b|CKOTO.

anians and

82  “JIbroy xk[e] macraBmio, cpGpamac[a], ugocra Ha Tammu[p] [emphasis by AJ.] Ha
Muxauna u Ha Pocruciasa, sarBopuia 6o ca 6acra Bb rpagb, u Oyrops MHW[b]CTBO

GAlTe Oy HEro, ¥ BH3BPATHBIINCA, BOEBACTA OKOJIO 3BUHUIOPO/A, TOPOJaA [e] XOTAIa,

He B3ACTa, 0B 6w c[Ba]raa B[oropozsu|ua B HeM[b] utoz[b|Haa ukoHa. Toe x[e] wcenn

oymupucraca” — Chronica 2017, 198-199.
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with him. They [Danilo and Vasilko]
turned back and waged war near
Zvenyhorod. [Though] they both
wanted the city, they could not take
it. For there was the holy Mother
of God, a miraculous icon. That
autumn, they both made peace
[emphasis by AJ.].

[A]. — after 1236, probably between
1236 and 1247] Becub x[e] ObBIIN,
IIOMJI0CTAa Ha ATBASH M mpinzocra K
Bepecrsio Phrkam[b] HaBogHUB[®B]
wuM[b|cA, HE BO3MOroCTa HTH
Ha ATBASh. [laHmwioBu pek[s] wmio:
‘He nbmo ec[Te| mepxaru Hamee
WT[b|4UHBI KPMKeB| b |HUKOM|B]
Te[mM] manyem[B], pexoMbIM[B]
Comomonnuem|[s]|. Y momgocra Ha
ub BB curh TAXILB, ¥ IpiacTa rpag[s|
M[b]c[a]ua mapra, crapbunmnoy
ux[p]| BpoyHa Ala 1 Bou n3ouMalia,
u Bb3BparucA B[b]| Boawgumeps. /
And when spring came, they both
marched against the Yotvingians,
and arrived in Brest. Because the riv-
ers had become flooded, they were
not able to attack the Yotvingians.
Danilo [then] said, ‘It is not right to
let our fatherland be in the hands of
the Crusaders, the Templars, known
as Solomonites! And they both
marched against them in great force.
And they took the city in the month
of March. They captured their elder
Bruno and his warriors, and returned
to Vladimir.
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We can observe here the “classical” narrative and chronological strategy used

by the author of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia, applied to the description

of the events in 1228-1244 (earlier for parallel stories). The insertion as a whole
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is in no way unique. The editor who worked on the text after Danilo’s death
included fragments emphasizing Vasilko’s role in the battle to improve the
Romanovichi’s position in Volhynia and Halych. To this end, he used the dual
form, indicating both Romanovichi brothers. At the same time, he expanded
the account significantly. The insertion as a whole is a short story, characteristic
of letopis’ writing techniques from The Tale of Bygone Years onwards. It consists
of a description of an event from 1236 and an account of Danilo’s seizure of
Drohiczyn at an unspecified time, which we can pinpoint as having occurred
after 1236. Immediately following an insertion covering a longer period (more
than one year), the chronicler returns to the interrupted narrative repeating
after Danilo’s Chronicle the events described at the beginning of the insertion,
that is: “Tarwrtosu x[e] B Tom[b] x[e] abrb momex[s|urro Ha Muxamna Ha
Tann4[p]. Oubm[b] ke Mupa npocamum|s], saura emoy Iepemsinuis” [ “That
summer, Danilo [had] marched against Mikhail in Halych. Upon asking him
for peace, they gave him Przemysl” (cf. the fragment in bold in the table). This
rhetorical device restores the chronological framework of events. From this
perspective, Danilo’s Chronicle replaces the Rostislavichi Chronicle in this part
of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia. The chronicler returns once again to the
battle for Halych in 1236, after which he presents a chronological account of the
alliance between Roman Mstislavich’s elder son and Mindaugas (“ITo Twm([b]
x([e] nbrb Janun|[s] xe pp3Bese Ha Konzppara intBoy MuH[b|gora, U3aciaBa
HOBBropwz[b] ckoro” / “After that summer/year, Danilo sent the Lithuanians
[under] Mindaugas and Iziaslav of Novgorod against Konrad”). This reasoning
is also confirmed by the fact that after the description of Mindaugas’ incur-
sion against the Lyakhs, in accordance with the ordering by year applied by the
author of Danilo’s Chronicle, the chronicler moves on to an account of 1238 by
stating that “at that time, Frederick the Emperor had gone to war against the
[Austrian] Archduke”.83 Therefore, we have a situation in which the insertion
refers in the first part to well-dated events from 1236 and then to events linked
to the capture of Drohiczyn, much more difficult to pinpoint in time. This also
indicates that the editor worked on the text long after the events described
had taken place and did not know when exactly the Templars had been cap-
tured. However, he did associate the capture of the town with the battles of the
Hungarian-Polish-Rus’ coalition.

At this point it should be emphasized that a short account of the incorpora-
tion of Drohiczyn into the Romanovichi domain has survived on further pages
of the sources. For greater clarity, below I have provided a comparison of both
passages about the conquest of Drohiczyn:

83  “BTox[e] Bpema nomesns Gaure Ppuzpux|s] u[sca]psb Ha repumka” — Chronica 2017, 202.
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[AJ. — between 1241 and 1247] Jauu-
jgoBu pek[s|uro: “He sb|mo ec[Ts]
JepxKaTH Hamee WT[b|YMHBI KpH-
:keB[p|Hukom[b] Te[mmmmuem|s],
pexombemM[b| Comomonmuem[s|”. U
nougocta Ha HB BB cwrb Taxknh, n
npiacra rpag[s| m[b]c[a] ma mapra,
crapbummnoy ux|s] Bpoyna ama u
BOU HM30HMMAIIA, U BH3BPATUCA B[B]
Bosmwaumeps. / Danilo [then] said,
‘It is not right to let our fatherland
be in the hands of the Crusaders, the
Templars, known as Solomonites.
And they both marched against
them in great force. And they took
the city in the month of March. They
captured their elder Bruno and his
warriors, and returned to Vladimir.
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[AJ. — 1241] 1 BB3BpATHCA BB 3€MJIIO
csor. U mpinge kb rpagoy Jloporsr-
YHHOY, U BbCXOTH BHUTH BB I'Pafi[b],
u Bbc[Tb|HO OBIC[TH] eMOY, KO “He
BHUZemN BbTrpaz[b]|”. OHoMOy pek[b|
1[I0, SIKO “ChU ObLI[b] rpaj[s ]| HalIb 1
WT[b]1'b HAIMX|'B|, B HEXE He U3BO-
JIICTe BHUTH BO H[b|’, WTHZE, MBICIA
cy, wxe B[or]|s nocrbau x[e] wr[b]
MecTie CHTBOPH APHKATEIIO Ipasa
toro. / And he [Danilo] returned to
his own land. And he came to the city
of Drohiczyn. And he wished to enter
the city, but he was told that he could
not enter. And he said, ‘This was our
city and our forefathers’ city, and you
have not let us enter, and he went
away thinking that God would later
retaliate against the ruler of the city.
[A]J. — between 1241 and 1247] m
BAacte ¥ B pxuu [Janmwioy. /| And
[indeed God] returned it into
Danilo’s hands.

[AJ. — after Drohiczyn was captured]
N o6HOBuUBBI H, CB3za L[b|pK[b]
Bb mnpekpacHY Bb uMa C[BA]ThIa
B[oropozau| ua u peu|e]: “Ce rpag[s]
Mo, Impexe 6w npiax[s] er[o] xomu-
em[p]"8* |/ And he restored it and
built a beautiful church dedicated to
the Holy Mother of God. And he said:
‘This is my city; for I have conquered
it by the sword..

On the left, we can see the second part of the later editor’s interjection dis-
cussed earlier. Probably because of the considerable time difference between
the events and the writing of the source — the editor put the event in the

wrong place. There may be various reasons behind this mistake. Perhaps

84 Chronica 2017, 238—239.
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the informant’s memory of the events was faulty, or perhaps the author of
the source text wrote the information in a blank space with the intention of
introducing changes later, or maybe he did not realize that the information
had already been included in Danilo’s Chronicle. It should be emphasized that
the passage on the right, consistently rejected by supporters of the thesis that
Drohiczyn was captured in 1238, is a story spanning over a dozen, if not more,
years.85 First, the bookman describes the return of Prince Danilo and his fam-
ily to Vladimir after the Mongols retreated in 1241. At that time, a commander
of Drohiczyn, unspecified by name, did not let him into the city. Next, we learn
that this very brave heart fell into Danilo’s hands, and we can only guess that
this occurred as a result of the use of force. The next information refers to the
development of Drohiczyn. The sentence “this is my city; for I have conquered
it by the sword”, which appears after the construction of the church of Holy
Mother of God, indicates that it was a form of thanksgiving for aid provided in
expanding his dominion.

The next question we should ask refers to when the conquest of Drohiczyn
took place. Andrzej Poppe established the post quem date as 1241, while the
ante quem date as 1247.86 Adrian Jusupovi¢ limited this period to 1241-1244%7
as during this last year Danilo and Vasilko besieged Lublin, fighting on Konrad
of Mazovia’s side,®8 whom they later continued to support until his death.
Therefore, in the source text we have three possible dates for the capture of
Drohiczyn: March 1241, March 1242, and March 1243, but 1242 seems doubtful
since the land of Halych-Volhynia was at that time invaded by the Tatars.8° In
addition, following the Mongol invasion, for a long time Danilo was strength-
ening his position in Halych lands, fighting against Gregory Vasylevich,
Dobroslav Sudych,®® as well as against the incursion organized by Rostislav
Mikhailovich and the Bolokhiv princes. It should be remembered that follow-
ing the Mongol invasion, the earlier alliance between Mikhail Vsevolodovich
and his son Rostislav on one side and Konrad of Mazovia on the other was

85  See:Jusupovi¢ 20173, 45—46, 73—74; Jusupovi¢ 2016¢, 55-57.

86 Poppe 2003, 43—47.

87  Jusupovié 2006, 9-17.

88  See p.106 with n. 146.

89  See Hrushevsky 1901, 29—30. In this author’s words, “according to the [Hypation] Letopis)
the Tartars were in Hungary for 3 years; with chroniclers usually taking into account the
year in which an event began and the year in which it ended. Thus, in fact, the Tatars
stayed in Hungary for a little over two years and around April 1242 Batu began his return.”
Aside from the Tatars returning, the expeditions of Rostislav Mikhialovich to Halych and
of Danilo against Rostislav took place in the spring of 1242. It seems that Danilo had quite
a busy spring and would probably not have had time to take Drohiczyn.

90  Jusupovié 2013b, 128-134, 157-163.



THE SO-CALLED DANILO CHRONICLE 97

revived. It is possible that Danilo, during this period of intense activity, decided
to seize Drohiczyn in March 1243. He would thus have been taking advantage
of Konrad’s weakened position following his defeat at Suchodoty in May of that
year.9! Konrad needed help after the battle and obtained it from the princes
of Halych and Vladimir, who supported him in his efforts to gain the Cracow
throne. These circumstances fully explain why the ruler of Mazovia did not
later try to regain Drohiczyn. In all probability, the relinquishment of the rights
to this town was the precondition for the Romanovichi providing him with aid.

It is also worth noting that we indirectly find out from The Chronicle of
Halych-Volhynia about the Romanovichi’s involvement in the struggle against
the Mazovian princes. Around 1241, Danilo organized an expedition to Bakota.®?
This event is followed by a description of the elder Romanovichi’s expedition
against the Bolokhiv princes — in the original version and as edited later.%3 The
second insertion contains a mysterious story:

For the Tartars had left them [the Bolokhivians in peace] to grow wheat
and millet for them. Danilo held a great grudge against them because
they had placed their hopes in the Tartars. He had [in fact previously] res-
cued them from the hands of Boleslaw, Prince of Mazovia. Bolestaw said,
‘Why did they enter my land, when I gave them no reason?’ He said [fur-
ther], ‘And they are not your warriors, but independent princes’ And he
wanted to plunder them. They [the Bolokhiv princes] then promised to
serve [the Romanovichi]. They then asked [for help]. Danilo and Vasilko
were willing to wage war with him [Bolestaw]. Vasilko, having gone there,
persuaded and begged him, and gave him many gifts [so that he would]
save them ...%%

This insertion disrupts the chronological continuity of the passage wherein it
appears. As late as 1236, the Bolokhiv princes were still fighting on the side of
Mikhail Vsevolodovich. Their conversion to Danilo’s side must have occurred

91  See Whodarski 1971, 56-57; Gieysztor 2006, 155-156.

92 Chronica 2017, 247—251.

93 See pp. 103-104.

94  “wcraBuwim 60 MX[B] TaTapoBe, a UMb WPOYT[b| MIIEHHIOY ¥ Mpoca. Janui[s| xe Ha
HA. 6o1[b]moy Bpax[b]a¥ sepxa, iko wr TaTapb Hagexy uMbax¥. Ku[a]sa sxe nx[s] nsa
wr[s] p¥k¥ Borociasimo, KH[A]sA Mo3ABCKoro, pekuia Bosrecnasy: Tlouro c¥T[b] BouI[s]
JIM B 3€MJII0 MO0, KO He Bzax[b] umb?’ pexu: ‘U | He c¥T[b] Bou TBOM, HO c¥T[B] WCOG-
HIM KH[A|sW), U XoTAIle pa36paHuTu ux|b ). WHbI xke woemaca pa6oTHbI 6bITH. WHBIM|B]
JKe MOJIAIMM|B], Aa HyoKe M Bacuuiko, 3aHe xoth ¢ HpiM[u] OpaH[b] ...” — Chronica 2017,
251-252.
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later, but certainly before the end of 1241. The most logical time seems to be
1239-1241. In 1239, Mikhail and Rostislav lost their lands, becoming unattract-
ive allies. The situation was probably exploited by Roman Mstislavich’s elder
son, who reached an agreement with the Bolokhiv princes after they, as the
cited account indicates, had submitted to the Mongol invaders. It is worth
noting that the description confirms the conflict between these princes and
Bolestaw 1, son of Konrad of Mazovia. The fact that Vasilko bought out the
Bolokhiv princes suggests that the Romanovichi were at war with Mazovia.

Let us return to the second part of the above insertion describing the con-
quest of Drohiczyn. Chronological errors in The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia
are also confirmed by Latin sources. Based on a privilege from March 8, 1237,%°
Konrad of Mazovia,

Prince of Mazovia and Kuyavia, with the general consent and unani-
mous approval of my sons, namely Bolestaw, Prince of Mazovia, Casimir,
Prince of Kuyavia, and also the remaining two, the youngest Siemowit
and Ziemomysl, [...] we give Master Bruno and his brothers, of the Order
of the Knights of Christ of the House formerly of Dobrzyn, the town of

95  This document has been interpreted as a bestowal granted to the Dobrzyn brothers. This
is indirectly contradicted by Pope Gregory 1x’s bull of 1235, which approved the dissolu-
tion and incorporation of the Order of Dobrzyn into the Teutonic Order with the con-
sent of the Bishop of Plock (“Eapropter, dilectj in domino filij, uestris precibus inclinati
incorporationem de Magistro et fratribus de Dubrin, Venerabilis fratris nostrj. Plocensis
Episcopi, diocesanj eorum, accedente consensu, ordini uestro factam prout in eiusdem
Episcopi litteris plene perspeximus continerj. sicut pie ac prouinde facta est, auc toritate
apostolica confirmamus, et presentis scripti patrocinio communimus’, Zbidr 1919, 402,
v.1-7.), as well as by the phrase used in the privilege itself ‘domus quondam Dobrinensis’
(“of the House formerly of Dobrzyn”). It should also be remembered that the Order of
Dobrzyn was founded as a new one, with its monastic rule of St. Bernard modeled on the
rule of the Order of the Brothers of the Sword in Livonia. These in turn based theirs on
the rule of the order officially called “the Poor Fellow-Soldiers of Christ and of the Temple
of Solomon’, i.e., the Templars (see: Polkowska — Markowska 1926, 208; Masan 1996, 46).
The presence of the Templars in Drohiczyn has ultimately been specified by A. Jusupovié¢
(2006, 7-18). In addition to the arguments presented above, the researcher has noted
that an important indication, thus far overlooked, that the privilege of 1237 mentions the
Templars is the fact that the original document granting Drohiczyn to the Templars was
found in the archives of the Order of St. John in Sonnenberg. It was not until 1865 that
it was identified as the granting of the privilege to the Dobrzyn brothers, sidelining the
once meaningful quoundam, and it was transported to Konigsberg, where other docu-
ments of the order were being kept. This privilege could only have found its path into the
archives of the Knights Hospitallers by way of the Templars. In 1312, after the dissolution
of the Knights Templar, both their property and their archives were given to the Knights
of St. John.
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Drohiczyn, as well as the entire territory stretching to this side of the town,
between the Bug and Nur rivers as far as the border with the Rus’ians.%¢

The capture of Drohiczyn is placed between events that took place in 1236;
meanwhile, the prince of Mazovia’s bestowal occurred in 1237. There can be
no doubt that at that time the town belonged to Mazovia as in the document
we read the following: “usque ad metas Ruthenorum / as far as the border
with the Rus’ians”. In addition, the bestowal of Drohiczyn to the Templars
was supplemented by other such acts. In 1239, Prince Bolestaw 1 additionally
gave them? the villages of Skuszew, Dreszew, and Orzechowo.%8 This privilege
confirms that the occupation of Drohiczyn by Danilo Romanovich could not
have taken place in 1239. On the other hand, on August 26, 1247, we read the
following in Pope Innocent 1v’s bull: “In response to your humble requests,
we agree that no crusader or other order should interfere in any matters in
the lands you have already obtained and those to be obtained in future, and
that they should not be able to meddle in anything or take possession of lands
without your permission”®® Danilo requested this document from the Pope
during talks about the royal crown as a method of strengthening his author-
ity in the newly incorporated territories and at the same time of silencing the
protests of the Knights Templar, who as late as in 1249 or 1250 continued to ask
the Holy See for a privilege confirming their “watchtowers on the Bug river”.190

96 “dux Masouie et Cuiauie cum communi consensu et unanimi uoluntate filiorum meorum.
videlicet B. ducis Mazovie. K. ducis Quyauie. nec non aliorum duorum. S. et Z. juniorum,
pro nostrarum remedio animarum conferimus et donamus magistro B. et fratribus suis,
ordinis militum christi. Domus quondam Dobrinensis, castrum Drochicin et totum
territorium. quod ex eadem parte castri continetur a medietate fluminum Bug et Nur.
usque ad metas Ruthenorum” Zbidr 1919, 421, v. 14—22; Kotliar 1994, 23. Kotliar considers
Konrad of Mazovia to have bestowed land that did not belong to him, which is also reiter-
ated in: Kotliar 2003b, 320.

97  Another possibility exists that the three villages were given in exchange for Drohiczyn,
which they had lost. This hypothesis should be verified by tracing the history of the vil-
lages. The above analysis of the account in The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia seems to con-
tradict such a supposition.

98  Zbiérigug, no. 392.

99  “Vestris itaque supplicationibus inclinati, ut nullus Cruceferorum, vel aliorum Religio-
sorum in vestris terris acquisitis, et acquirendis, de aliquo se intromittere, vel posses-
sionem aliquam acquirere absque beneplacito vestro valeat, auctoritate vobis predicta
indulgemus”. Documenta Pontificum Romanorum 1951, 36, no. 21. V.I. Matuzova and E.
Nazarova (2002, 356) associate the papal bull with the events in Drohiczyn.

100 “.. super castris apud fluvium Buch” Urkunden und Regesten zur Geschichte des
Templerordens 1987, 38, no. 37. In the translation, I have used the word “watchtowers”
on purpose, even though the word “castris” appears in the document. While Drohiczyn
can be referred to as a castle or stronghold, there were probably only small wooden
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The document has not survived in its entirety; it is known only from a regest,
but it can be assumed that it referred to Drohiczyn, where the commandery
and the estates administered by the Templars were located, i.e., Skuszew,
Dreszew, and Orzechowo. Therefore, based only on Latin sources, the con-
quest of Drohiczyn should be specified as having occurred between 1239
and 1247. This period is also indicated by the passage from The Chronicle of
Halych-Volhynia. 1t is the combination of these two types of sources, the Latin
and the Cyrillic ones, that provides a fuller picture of the events that took place
on the Polish-Rus’ border and confirms the observations made regarding the
narrative and chronological strategy applied by the chronicle’s author.

Let us now return to our analysis of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia. As
already mentioned, the information about the conflict of the last of the House
of Babenberg, Frederick 11 the Quarrelsome, who was supported by Bela 1v,
with Frederick 11 the Hohenstaufen fits into the chronological sequence of
the source text as can be observed in the records pertaining to 1228, excluding
later interjections which, as I have attempted to prove, fundamentally disrupt
the order of events. The message about the Romanovichi’s willingness to join
the conflict on the Babenberg’s side was again written using the dual form.10!
Following this event, we can once again observe the narrative from Danilo’s
perspective. The chronicler moves on chronologically to the year 1238,1°2 in
which Yaroslav Vsevolodovich of Suzdal took Kiev; however, he probably
decided to leave the city upon learning of his brother Yuri’s defeat against the
Mongols in the Battle of the Sit River on March 4, 1238. Mikhail Vsevolodovich
took advantage of the situation to capture Kiev.!93 As we are informed in the
source text, at that time Rostislav made his way to Lithuania,'%* leaving Halych
without sufficient defense. Danilo probably took advantage of the situation,
capturing the contentious city. Through referencing the Holy Bible, the chron-
icle attempted to show that the elder Romanovichi had regained Halych with

watchtowers in the remaining villages to defend the nearby lands and provide support for
the parish organization that was in the process of forming there.

101 Chronica 2017, 201-203.

102  Hrushevsky 1901, 27.

103  Chronica 2017, 203.

104 This reference is yet another that contradicts the fact that the Romanovichi were at war
with Lithuania in 1238. It was probably due to this war that Danilo was able to take Halych.
For Mikhail’s son was probably providing assistance to his ally Konrad, who was plagued
by Lithuanian incursions.
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God’s aid.1%5 Rostislav was left with only the option of escaping to Hungary.106
At this point, an insertion ensues,'%7 telling of the Mongol invasion, encom-
passing the period from the end of 1237 to 1239.19% As rightly noted by the
publishers of the Polish translation of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia,'99 it
is difficult to determine where this note was created. However, it was written
from the perspective of southern Rus’'0 Taking into account all the insertions
that have appeared so far in the chronicle, I am inclined to think that the pas-
sage discussed was included after Danilo’s death and I would not link it to The
Rostislavichi Chronicle. As precise analysis of the passages shows, this chronicle
was used until Mstislav Mstislavich’s death.!'! After this period, as I have indi-
cated above, the narrative is chronological upon removing all the insertions.
After the insertion describing the Mongol invasion, the chronicler indirectly
returns to the information about Rostislav Mikhailovich escaping to Hungary
with the following words: “Then Mikhail fled from the Tartars following his
son to Hungary, and Rostislav Mstislavich of Smolensk took the throne in
Kiev”112 Next, the author of the source text informs us about Danilo’s capture
of Kiev and the installation of a garrison under Dmitry’s command,® which

105 Luke 11, 26 (see Aprakos 1983, 124, k. 836-B); Matt 12, 45 (see Aprakos 1983, 72, k. 37.5);
Matt 27, 63 (see Aprakos 1983, 210, k. 156.3; 218, k. 162.13); Matt 22, 26 (see Aprakos 1983,
100, k. 61.13); 2 Pet 2, 20. See Gens'ors’kii 1961, 180. See: Chronica 2017, 206, 208 with n. 565
& 570; Jusupovié 2017d, 505-506.

106 See: Chronica 2017, 203—208.

107 Itis significant that after the interjection the narrative continues as if there had been no
interruption whatsoever. Thus, immediately after the insertion concerning the Mongol
invasion the chronicler writes that Mikhail also fled to Hungary soon after his son had
done so. See Chronica 2017, 221.

108  Chronica 2017, 208—221.

109 See: Chronica 2017, LXXXIX-XC.

110 For the relevant literature and its discussion, see: Fennell 1977, 67-68, 78; Prokhorov 1987,
363-365.

111 N.I Miliutenko (2008, 23-45) considers the chain of southern Rus’ information that has
survived in the group of chronicles she refers to as the Laurentian-Troitian-Radziwilt
chronicles to have been written up until Mstislav Mstislavich’s death. As indicated by the
publishers of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia (Kronika 2017, 74): “Earlier this dependence
was explained by A.A. Shakhmatov (2011, 21-3, 25-9, 78-5, 129—32) through the existence
of an unpreserved early 14th-century Polychrone, which was supposedly reflected in the
Pereyaslav Suzdal Letopis’, ending in 1216. As one can see, this is a multi-layered hypothe-
sis. According to M.D. Priselkov (1996, 95-04), it came from the Pereyaslav Suzdal Letopis’,
which as we already know ended in 1216. Meanwhile, such a chronological order and
nature of the information is in fact reflected in the source text”.

112 “IlorwMm[b] sxe Muxaun[s| 6bxa mo c[s1]HOy cBoeM[b| mepes[s] TaTapsl Bb Oyrpsl, a
Poctucnas[b] Mbcrucnasud[b| cmoseH[s|ckoro cbae B[] Keies” — Chronica 2017, 221.

113  Chronica 2017, 222.
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took place in the winter of 1239/1240.1** This passage also became the point of
departure for various side stories, e.g., about Yaroslav Vsevolodovich captur-
ing Mikhail Vsevolodovich’s wife.l> The end of this story is also the beginning
of an intervention in the text introduced by the editor working after Danilo
Romanovich’s death, who added a dual form to the description. We learn, for
example, of the Romanovichi’s agreement with Mikhail and Rostislav and the
latter two’s escape at the turn of 1240/1241 to Wroctaw after they had found out
about the capture of Kiev.116

It is difficult to determine precisely the original text from Danilo’s time and
what was added by a later editor, who again made a minor infringement into
the description’s chronology, moving onward to events taking place after the
capture of Kiev by the Mongols. He attempted to remedy this temporal antici-
pation of events with the words: “But let us return to the previous [narration]”!”

Following this phrase, a description ensues of the seizure of Kiev on
December 6, 1240 and the capture of Dmitry, while Danilo’s journey to Hungary
was described in parallel to these events.!!8 Next, the author of the source text
discusses Batu Khan's expedition against Volhynia and his later attack on the
Arpad Kingdom."® The description itself focuses on the losses sustained by
Vasilko as a result of Mongol activities, to the complete disregard of the dam-
ages incurred by the Halych lands. As a result, I am inclined to think that we
are dealing with an insertion, as also evidenced by the following two sentences:
1) “At that time, Danilo was travelling to Hungary [to visit] the king, for he had
not yet heard of the coming of the heathen Tartars to Kiev”;!20 2) “Before [what
is here described], Prince Danilo had travelled to the king in Hungary, as he
had wanted to establish [good] relations with him through marriage”.!?! Both
accounts refer to the same event. The first was an introduction to the descrip-
tion of the damages incurred in Volhynia, while the second was the beginning
of a description (probably from Danilo’s Chronicle) of Danilo’s escape from the
Mongols, including his stay with the Mazovian princes, and then his return
and not being granted access to enter Drohiczyn with his entourage in 124122

114 Hrushevsky 1901, 28.

115 Chronica 2017, 222—223.

116  Chronica 2017, 223—227.

117 “MBbI ke Ha npef[b|Hee Bb3BpaTuMcA” — Chronica 2017, 227.

118  Chronica 2017, 227—231.

119 Chronica 2017, 231-234.

120 “BTw x[e] BpeMA exans Gale JlaHWIB BB OYTPbI Kb KOPOJIEBH U elile 60 OAlle He CJIbI-
IIaTb IpUXofa HoraHsix[b| TaTaps Ha KeieBs” — Chronica 2017, 231.

121 “Ilpex[e] Toro exans 6b Januno kHAsh Kb KoposieBu BB Oyrpel, xotA uMbTH ¢ HUM[B)
10608k cBar|b|cTBa” — Chronica 2017, 234—235.

122 Chronica 2017, 235—239.
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(an event described earlier).!?3 At this point, the description is consistently
written from the perspective of the elder Romanovichi, in the singular form.
It is not until directly after the discussion of these events that the phrasing
“the Romanovichi” returns, along with a description of the Volhynian losses
sustained.1?4

After recounting the return of Danilo and his family to theirlands, the chron-
icler presents the story of Mikhail Vsevolodovich, Rostislav Mikhailovich, and
Rostislav Vladimirovich.125 The account appears to be the result of later edit-
ing from after Danilo’s death. What followed was a very detailed description of
the elder Romanovichi’s struggle to subjugate the Halych lands and its elites,
who refused to recognize him.1?6 It ends with Danilo and Vasilko arriving in
Halych for a meeting with Dobroslav Sudych and Gregory Vasylevich, which
ended with the two noblemen being captured. What is striking in this passage
is the transition of the narrative from the perspective of the elder prince to a
description presented through the eyes of both Romanovichi brothers, and the
return to the singular form at the very end: “he [Danilo] commanded that they
both be seized”.!?” This passage shows that sometimes the later changes were
symbolic, intended only to emphasize Vasilko’s participation in his brother’s
successful endeavors.

We encounter a similar situation in the case of Rostislav’s expedition to
Bakota. I surmise that the original passage in Danilo’s Chronicle was as follows:

Then Rostislav gathered the Bolokhiv princes and the rest of the
Halychians and came to Bakota. [...] When Danilo heard that Rostislav
and the Bolokhiv princes were invading Bakota, he immediately rushed to
attack them, set their cities afire, and dug up their ramparts. And Vasilko,
the prince, [who] had stayed to guard the land from Lithuania, sent his
troops with his brother. Danilo returned, having taken great spoils, and
occupied their towns: Dereviche, Gubin and Kobud, Kudyn, Gorodiec,
Bozskij, Diadkov.128

123 See pp. 83-88.

124  Chronica 2017, 239—240.

125 Chronica 2017, 240-241.

126  Chronica 2017, 241-247. See: Jusupovié¢ 2013b, 128-134, 157-163, 169170, 171-173, 198-199;
Dabrowski 20124, 297-313.

127 “TloBenb A ussimaru” — Chronica 2017, 247.

128 ‘“Tlotwm|p] xe Poctrciass cbGpas(s] KHASH 60I0XOB[b]|CKbIE M OCTAHOK[ ] raiuyaH|s],
npiuge ko bakors. [...] Crpnuas[s] xe Janwi[s]| npuxwz[s] PoctuciaBib ¢b KHASH
60s10x0B[ b |cKbIMU Ha BakoToy, abie oycTpe6rcA Ha HA, TPaZibl UX[b| OTHEBU IIPEAACTD U
rpe6sia ux[b| pockona. Bacui[b]ko e kHA3[b] ocTans 65 crepeun 3emab wr(b] IUTBBL,
nociaxs GAIe BOA CBOA Cb 6patwM|[b]. lasui[s ] xe Bb3eMb IUIBH|b| MHWIB, BOPOTHCA U
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In fact, the entire description between and after both passages!?? should be
seen as an insertion introduced by the editor working on the text after Danilo’s
death. It should be noted that Kirill was sent by the elder Romanovich, while
when addressing Rostislav, the bookman used a dual form, indicating both of
Prince Roman’s sons.!3°

Editorial amendments are also visible in the story of Rostislav’s failed expedi-
tion to Halych!®! in 1242.132 In turn, the subjugation of the Halych and Przemysl
lands was definitely described from Danilo’s perspective (with one mention of
Vasilko). In the process, we learn many details about the ruler of PrzemysI'33
and people abiding there.’3* In the subsequent parts of the source text, we
can read the following: “At that time, Rostislav was dispersed by the Tatars in
Bork and he fled to Hungary and the Hungarian king gave him his daughter [in
marriage]”.13% This is the beginning of yet another of the inserts introduced by
the editor working on the text after Danilo’s death, which discusses the period
from 1242 to 1245/1246. The beginning of this short story comes in the form
of a sentence referencing an earlier passage about Rostislav’s Halych expe-
dition: “News arrived that the Tatars had left Hungary [and] were marching
into Halych lands. [Thanks to] this news, [Rostislav] was saved, [but] some
of his boyars were captured”.®¢ As we can see, the editor’s strategy involved
supplementing the text with new facts by referring to already existing informa-
tion and developing them into short stories, requiring separate dating. In this
case, we hear once again about Rostislav saving himself following the skirmish
in Bork. Next comes the theme of his escape to Hungary, where he married
Bela 1v’s daughter. The first part of the sentence refers to events in 1242, while
the second may refer to a later event. Dariusz Dabrowski believes that the

nouma rpazsl ux[s|: Jlepesuus, loy6uns u Koboyza[s |, Koymuns, Topogers Box|b|ckbrii,
Jaz[p]kwB[B]" — Chronica 2017, 247, 249—251.

129 An analysis of this passage has been conducted on pp. 97-98.

130 Chronica 2017, 247-249.

131 Chronica 2017, 253-255.

132  Hrushevsky 1901, 30.

133 This refers to Constantine of Ryazan. For more on Constantine, see: Nosenko 2015, 161—
164, 166-171.

134 Chronica 2017, 255—256.

135 “BTo e Bpema PocTuciaBa pasrHama rarapose B Bopks, u 6exa B[b] oyrpu, 1 Bgacr(b)
uM|[b] 3a H[b| aKu KOpoJI[b]| OYyropcKiu Ameps cBor” — Chronica 2017, 256—257.

136 “Bbcr[b] npuiize mo HeM[b), iKO TaTapoBe CYT[b]| BRIMILIN U3 3eMIH STOPCKOE, HAST[b]
B['b] 3emuti0 rasuy| b] k%10, 1 TOIO BbCT(b 10 cri[a]ceca, M HUKOJI[b|KO WT[B]| GOAPD €ro ATh
6burD” — Chronica 2017, 254—255.
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marriage took place before the spring of 1244.137 Next in this insertion, we have
events that probably occurred towards the end of 1245 or the beginning of 1246:

And when Danilo was in Chelm, his half-brother [...] from Hungary has-
tened to [see] him, informing him that Batu had returned from Hungary
and dispatched two bogatyrs, Manman and Balay, against you. Next,
Danilo barricaded Chetm [and] went to his brother Vasilko, taking the
metropolitan bishop Kirill with him. And the Tartars warred [in the coun-
try] as far as Wlodawa and the lakes and back, and committed much evil
against the Christians.!38

Thus far, these events have been dated to 1243 in the critical literature.!3° This
was due to the conviction that the source maintained chronological conti-
nuity, and furthermore, researchers have suggested that Aktai came from
Hungary, automatically linking him to the retreating Hungarians. Historians
have long been aware of various interjections in the chronicle, but no one has
tried to isolate them precisely. The account analyzed here is chaotic, but it fits
in with Vladimir Vasilkovich’s editor’s working strategy, according to which
events within the short stories are presented in chronological order. Therefore,
the post quem date of the described events is Rostislav’s marriage to Bela 1v’s
daughter. In my opinion, this passage refers to Danilo’s expedition to the Orda
for ayarliq (a decree issued by a Mongol khan).1*® We know that the prince was
accompanied by Kirill during the trip, who was referred to as the metropolitan
bishop by the editor who had written the passage later in time.!*! There is one
other possibility. Based on the phrase “/Tait Taanu[p]” / “Give Halych’,1? used
in connection to Danilo’s journey to the Orda in 1245/1246, Witalij Nagirnyj
stated that the Romanovichi had recognized Mongol sovereignty over Volhynia

137 At that time, an expedition to Przemy$l took place during which Bela 1v was referred to
as Rostislav’s father-in-law. See: Dabrowski 2012a, 240 with n. 615. Mikhailo Hrushevsky
dates this marriage to 1243. See: Hrushevsky 1901, 31. Similarly, see Khrustalev 2004, 239.

138 “MlaHuioBu xe 6¥afmem¥ Bb Xoumu, npudbxe k[b] Hem¥ IOIWYMHD €r0 U3B OYTOPD,
Y WHD Paj¥Ib €CTh Ha TA Ba OaratbIpA B[b|3bickaTi Tebe: ManmaHna u Banaa. JJanurs
JKe 3aTBOPMIB X0JIMB, exa Ko Opar¥ cu BacwikoBu u mouma co co60X0 MUTPOIOIHMTA
K¥pua. U tarapoBe BoeBara o BosogaBst # 10 w3epoMb, 1 BOPOTHUIIACA, MHOTO 314
corBopuiua xp[u|crianom[s]” — Chronica 2017, 257-258.

139 Khrustalev 2004, 240.

140 Seep.99.

141 See: Uzhankov 2009, 326—329, 335—-337; Jusupovié 2017¢, 630—631.

142 Chronica 2017, 287.
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as early as in 1242.143 The chronology of the analyzed insertion would allow for
such a possibility.

After these events, in the next insertion, the editor working on the text
after Danilo’s death includes another story, this time the history of Mikhail
Vsevolodovich, parallel to the previously described one, covering the period
from Rostislav Mikhailovich’s marriage to Bela 1v’s daughter until 1246, i.e., to
Mikhail Vsevolodovich’s death while at the Orda.!44

After this insertion, the narrative returns to its main chronological track.
Danilo’s Chronicle bears traces of having been rewritten and it uses the dual
form. We read of Danilo and Vasilko’s expedition!4> against Bolestaw the
Chaste in 1243.146 Probably at the end of that year or the beginning of the next
one, a retaliatory expedition led by the prince of Cracow took place, which,

143 Nagirnii 2009, 9-12.

144 “CiblmaBb ke KOpoiaa Muxawi[s], B[b|gars Amepd 3a c[bI|Ha ero u 6bxe oy oyrpsL
Koposb e oyropckin u c[bi|ub ero Pocrucnass uectd em¥ He coTBopuuia. WH[Bb]
ke posrHbBaz[b]|ca Ha c[bl]|Ha, BoBpartuca K[b| Uepubross. Wr[s|r¥a¥ exa Bartiessl,
npoca oy Her|[o] BosocTu cBoen. Bariessl ke pekm¥: TIOKJTOHHCA WTELh HALTMXD 3aKOHY'.
Muxaui[s] sxe wr[b] bia: ‘Anite 6bI cA HbI eCT[b] TpesanTs U BAacTh Hauty, rpbx[s] pagu
Haumx|[b]. To6b KIaHAEMBCA M Y€CTH NPUHOCHMbB TH; a 3aKOHY WT[b]Lb TBOUX[B] U
TBOEro 0:i[a]royecTHBOMY TOBEJIEHII0 He KIaHAEMBCA. BaTin e siko cBepbmbin 385psb
BO3[B|ApHCA, OBeah M 3aK/IaTH, U 3aKJaHb ObICTh 0€33aKOHHBIKOMD II¥THUBJIHLEMD
HEJeCTUBBIMB, ¥ C KUMb 3aKJIaHDb ObICTh GOAPHHB ero Pewzsops, MY IEHNYECKH TTOCTpPa-
pama Bocrpuacta BbHia wr[s] Xp[u]cra B[o]ra” — Chronica 2017, 258-259.

145 Ini241, Konrad of Mazovia took advantage of the fact that Bolestaw the Horned was reluc-
tant to take the Cracow seat, which had been vacant since the death of Henry the Pious
during the battle of Legnica, and that same year captured it himself. In 1243, the Cracow
elites appointed Bolestaw the Chaste, son of Leszek the White and Grzymistawa, as prince
of Cracow. In this situation, Konrad asked Danilo and Vasilko for help. See T'oroBko 2006,
242-247.

146  Chronica 2017, 259—260. In the Polish chronicles, we can find the following mentions:
“Cladem suam aput Suchdol acceptam Conradus Mazovie dux ulturus, Lithwanos,
Pruthenos et Jaczwingos contra nepotem suum Boleslaum Pudicum Cracoviensem”.
IToannis Dlugossii, Annales 1975, liber 7, 46. We know that this was not Konrad, but Danilo
Romanovich. This event is confirmed by four other accounts: the Annals of the Cracow
Chapter (Rocznik Kapituty Krakowskiej 1978, 80): “Pruteni per diversos insultus Lublin
devastant et ecclesias succedunt. Kylcia per milites ducis Cunradi devastator”; the so-
called short Annal (Rocznik Kapituty Krakowskiej 1978, 241): “Rutheni per diversos insultus
in suburbio Lublin vastant et succedunt”; the Matopolska Annual (Rocznik matopolski
1878, 167): “Rutheni per frequentes insultus Lublin, Lucov et Seczechov vastaverunt”; the
Swietokrzyski Annual (Rocznik Swigtokrzyski 1878, 72): “Rutheni per diversos insultus
Lublin et totum territorium devastant et succedunt et castrum pro se aedificare ceperunt
et turrim muratam fecerunt”. The events are analyzed in more detail in: Myslinski 2000,
229-236. M. Hrushevsky (1901, 31) dates these events to ca. 1243. Jan Dtugosz describes
them under the entry for 1244. B. Wiodarski dates the episode to the spring of 1244, which
he deduced based on a mention of it in The Halychan-Volhynian Chronicle (Chronica 2017,
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according to the author of the chronicle, was stopped by both Romanovichi.!#7
The subsequent passage, referring to the expeditions of the Hungarians and
Rostislav to Halych in 1244,!48 creates the impression of not having been fully
edited. The chronicler writes about Danilo and Vasilko, but the ending indi-
cates that the information was originally written from the perspective of the
elder Romanovichi. This is evidenced by the final part of the passage: “And
when Danilo received news [of this], he moved out, [after] gathering numer-
ous warriors and infantrymen. And he drove [Rostislav] out of the land, who
fled to Hungary”1#9 Included within this same chronological sequence of
Danilo’s Chronicle is yet another piece of information, one pertaining to the
expedition of the Lithuanians to Peresopnytsia.l>° It seems that the same story
was described a dozen or so lines later. Both parts of the story are separated
by two interludes devoted to the Lithuanian invasions. The first discusses the
Lithuanian invasion of Mielnik!®! a few years later, though generally unspeci-
fied in time; the second recalls the Yotvingian invasion, which took place
“before Danilo’s Chernigov campaign, when he reigned in Halych and
Vasilko in Vladimir [emphasis by AJ.]. The Yotvingians warred near Ochoza
and Buséwno and pillaged the entire area. Chelm had not yet been erected by
Danilo”!52 The highlighted fragment points to late 1234 or early 1235. This is not
the first time that the editor working on the text after Danilo’s death resumes
the narrative from where he had left off after the inserted fragment. Let us
compare the two passages separated by such interjections:

That year, the Lithuanians, led by
Ayshvno Rushkovich, came and rav-
aged [the area] around Peresopnyt-
sia. Danilo and Vasilko both went
to Pinsk before he came, and they
arrived before him. They were cross-
ing the fields [of Pinsk] and came

So Vasilko gave chase from Vladimir
and caught up with them, and on the
third day after [leaving] Vladimir he
was near Drohiczyn. And when they
were fighting at the gates of Drohic-
zyn, Vasilko joined them. And they
went out to meet them. And when

260: “He mMoroura 60 mepeuxaTy pekH, MoHexe 60 HaBoA (b |HuIIacA Game” — These were
already spring river floods), Wlodarski 1966, 125. See Jusupovi¢ 2006, 13; 2008, 167-168.

147 Chronica 2017, 260—262.

148 Hrushevsky 1901, 31; Chronica 2017, 262—263.
149 ‘/laHntoBu xe ObIB[® |me BhcTH, molize co6pa Bon MHOTH U IrhCIiy, ¥ IIPOTHA U3 3€MJIH, 1

uze Bo oyrpst” — Chronica 2017, 263.
150 Chronica 2017, 262—265.
151  Chronica 2017, 265-267.

152 “Ilpexe Boitnel JJanunossl Yepubros[s| ckoe chaamu emoy B l'ammun, a Bacui[s] koy BB
Bonmwaumepoy. Boesama arsash okono Wxosxb u BoycosHa, Bcio cTpany Toy mrbHuIna, 1
emte 6w Xosmoy He 1ocrasieH0y 6b1B[ b |urto Janmwrwm([s]” — Chronica 2017, 267-68.
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out onto them from the stronghold.
And they drove away the heathens,
with their hearts filled with pride.
And they [the Lithuanians] could
not endure it, and fled. When they
fled, they fell from their horses.
And Vasilko brought the first saigat
[spoils] to his brother. All his [Aysh-
vno’s] warriors were killed. Rush-
kovich himself escaped with only a
few people and there was great joy
in the town of Pinsk over Danilo and
Vasilko’s victory. They took all the
spoils. God had helped [them].153
[emphasis by AJ].]

CHAPTER 3

they could not stand before Vasilko,
with God’s help the evil heathens
were forced to flee. And they were
slaughtered mercilessly, and they
pursued them many poprishche'>*
[a large distance], and 40 princes
were killed, and so were many oth-
ers, and they could not withstand it.
And he sent them to Halych to his
brother. And there was great joy in
Halych that day.!®> [emphasis by AJ.]

As can be observed, the first story presents the Volhynian point of view, while

the second — that of Halych. The first seems a little disjointed and careless, with
the theme of God’s aid highlighted. On the one hand, we read that both broth-
ers went to Pinsk and fought against the invaders, and — on the other — that
Vasilko brought his brother saigat, i.e., trophies, spoils.156 The Halych perspec-
tive comes later, but there is no contradiction between the two. Danilo ruled
in Halych and Vasilko ruled in Vladimir; thus, the latter was responsible for

153 “BToex[e]rbro mpiiinoma ursa n BoeBaia wkosto Ilepechmauuy, AfmBHO PSkoBrds.

Janunosu e u Bacunk® exacra B[®] ITuHCKs U pes[s]Bapucra ero, foH[b|aexe mpu-
X0z®B ero 6p1cTh. WHBIMB e MASIMMD 110 MOJII0 MUHCKOMSY, M3BIH0CTa Ha HU 3 TPaja.
IToranbM[B] ke wAaHAKO ropgoct[b| umblomum|s| Bo c[b|pA[b]un cBOeM®b, HOrHaIIA
Y, WHBIMB K€ He CTepIBBIIMMS, moberoma, 6ex¥ M| b | e UMb, mazaxy UC KOHeWH.
Bacwui[b|ko ke mpuBese mpeBbIlIa rpaga Kb Gpary ke, BCh jxe Bou ero us6buTH ObIia.

Camom$ e P¥mkosnu¥ B Marh oyrexury. U 6bicTh pagoct(b] Bearka Bo rpagb ITun(s)

ck¥ w no6bxb anmia u Bacuika, Beck 60 mrbub wr[s]acta, B[o]r¥ momormums [sic!]” —

Chronica 2017, 262—265.

154 Poprishche — a unit of measurement used in Rus’, amounting to ca. 1 mile.
155 “I'Haxe mo Hux[B| Bacui[s|ko 3 BorwayuMepa ¥ OyTOHH A, U OBIBIIIO eMOY TPeTiH [ b)
Hb 13 Borwzgumepa oy lopormanub. Wabm[ b ] jke Giromumca 0y BOPOT['B] FOPO IbIYUH[b |

ckbIx[b], npinge Ha Hb Bacua[p]ko. Oubm[B] ke Bb3beXaBUINM[B] UMb IPOTHBOY, U HE

cerepmbBumM[b] wr[s] suna Bacui[p]koBa, Blor]oy momor[s|m¥, moGbroma siiu
noraHiy, u 6bic[Th| Ha Hb cbhya Jr0Ta, ¥ rHaIIA A 32 MHWrA. IOIPUII, ¥ 0yOUTO ObIC[Th]
KHASEH M, U MHIM MHWSHK U30ieHu ObIlIa, 1 He BorcToalna. M mocsa v 86 l'anuy[b] kb Gpa-

o

TOy cH, ¥ ObIc[Th| pagwc|Th] Besmka B lammun BB geH[s| Thit” — Chronica 2017, 267—-268.
156  For the meaning of the term, see: Tolochko P. 2007, 356-359.
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defending the northern borders. It should come as no surprise that he wanted
to highlight his accomplishments in fighting the pagans. Hence, the next entry
begins with a brief encomium presenting Vasilko and his military successes.!>”
This is probably a re-edited fragment of Danilo’s Chronicle, which is suggested
by the phrase indicating the strategy taken by the editor of the chronicle: “We
did not want to list them because there were too many of them.”58

The chronicler then returns to the chronologically arranged Danilo’s Chronicle.
However, Vasilko’s encomium begins a portion of text with a slightly differ-
ent narrative and chronological strategy resulting, it seems, from the author’s
knowledge of events. It is worth recalling that in this part of The Chronicle of
Halych-Volhynia, covering the period from 1228 to 1244, there is not a single
account that can be unambiguously associated with The Rostislavichi letopis’.
The inclusion of information that also appeared in other Russian codices can
be relatively easily explained. For example, the information cited above regard-
ing the wedding between Vsevolod Yurevich and Vladimir Rurikovich’s daugh-
ter may have been included since Vasilko Romanovich attended the ceremony.
To summarize this part of our considerations, it should be stated that for
the period 1228-1244 Danilo’s Chronicle constitutes the chronological skeleton
of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia, taking the role of the earlier Rostislavichi
letopis’. The contents of Danilo’s Chronicle were supplemented by the editor
working on the text after Danilo Romanovich’s death (probably in the 1280s),
who wanted to emphasize Vasilko’s participation in the Romanovichi’s efforts
to establish their position. He also developed the existing account by adding
previously unknown details. His insertions take on the form of short stories
describing a span of one to a few years. Frequently, the dating of these descrip-
tions requires finding analogous accounts — if any such exist — in the fully
chronological Danilo’s Chronicle. Unfortunately, this does not always allow
for precise dating, but rather provides a range encompassing post and ante
quem dates.
157 “Bacun[p]ko 60 6% BB3pacTwMm[b]| cepeaHiu, oymMwM[b| BeJUK[B] U ApPB3OCTiIO, HKE
HUHOTZIA MHWIaMX/1bl H06e)}<ame mmoraHsie, WJIK MHOTZAa MHWIaXXJbI ITOChUIAOIINUMA UMa
Ha moraHsle, exe Cxkomouz[s] [sic] u Bopoyr[s], snaa BoiiHuKa, ke oybieHa GbicTa
nocnaniemb. Ckomonz[s] [sic] 6w 6b B1BXBb 1 KOGHUKL HAPOUHT(B |, 60p3[b] xe 6b aK0
sBbpb, mbib 6o x0714, TOBOEBA CTPaHOY MUH([b | CKOYIO 1 MHBI cTpaHsbL. U 0y6Giens ObIc[Th]
He4yeCTUBbIH, ¥ IVIaBa ero B30T[b|KHeHa Ha KoJb. M Bb MHa BpeMmeHa B[o]xkieto m[u]a[o]

cTito n36ieHu Oblma moraxiu ...” — Chronica 2017, 269—270.
158 “ux[b]ie He xoThxoM[B ]| mucaru wr[s] MHOMK([B|cTBa pasu” — Chronica 2017, 270.



CHAPTER 4

Inspired Chronicling

The title of this chapter is somewhat subversive. It was taken from Mikhailo
Hrushevsky, who believed that the impulse to begin historical work on the
first Halych part of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia was the battle of Yaroslav,
which took place on August 17, 1245.! This was the moment of the consoli-
dation of Danilo Romanovich’s power in Halych-Volhynian Rus' The critical
literature assumes that around 1246/1247 the first editing of the source text
was done,? with some researchers identifying the author as the Metropolitan
Bishop Kirill.3 That literature also incorrectly assumes* that the “prophetic
insertions” disappear ca. 1247.5 However, it seems impossible to identify the
author of Danilo’s Chronicle. Nor does it seem correct in my opinion to identify
him as Kirill, who at that point was strongly supported by Danilo for the seat of
metropolitan bishop of Kiev. Such an elaborate text should be linked to a book-
man who may or may not have been associated with the princely chancellery.
The number of references to the Holy Scripture and a range of translated litera-
ture makes it possible only to generally indicate the circles from which he may
have originated.® However, let us return to Mikhailo Hrushevsky’s statement.
In fact, from 1245 onwards the content of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia
becomes more detailed. The closer we get to the 1260s, the more the fragments
we find blended into the narrative of the Danilo’s Chronicle by the editor work-
ing on the text after Danilo’s death (during Vladimir Vasilkovich’s reign), who
probably gave the Chronicle its final form. Hence, it is extremely difficult to
isolate them from the text written by the bookman working at the court of the
elder Romanovichi. There are minor editorial shortcomings, such as the use
of the singular when both brothers are the protagonists of the given passage.

See: Hrushevsky 1993b, 142, 165-179, 201.

Uzhankov 2009, 318.

See Introduction, pp. 9-10.

It should be remembered that during the feast with the Molibogovichi Danilo was named

king. This indicates that this “prophetic insertion” was drafted after 1253; see: pp. 83-8s.

5 Uzhankov 2009, 317-318. In earlier publications, Uzhankov delimited the period during
which the first edition was supposedly created much more broadly: between the end of the
1240s and the beginning of the 1250s; Uzhankov 1 989, 265-273; Uzhankov 1992, 149-180. See
n. 66.

6 On his system of working on the text, see especially pp. 152, 159, 162-163, 171-174, 190-191.
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These shortcomings show who was in fact the superior prince of Halych and
Volhynia, and who was the dependent ruler.

Let us return to analysis of the contents of the chronicle. As noted above,
Vasilko’s unexpected encomium was followed by a return to the chronologi-
cal order of Danilo’s Chronicle, in which, as a result of inaccurate editing,
the narrative referred once to Roman Mstislavich’s elder son, and in other
places to both of his descendants. The account was resumed in 1245, when
Rostislav Mikhailovich marched on Halych aided by the Hungarians. We learn
the details of the expedition including the configuration of the alliances and
may read a precise description of the climactic moment of the expedition,
the Battle of Yaroslav, which took place on August 17, 1245. After this battle,
Danilo finally consolidated his position in the Halych lands, killing many of
the nobles reluctant towards him, along with the Hungarian commander Filia.
The account ends with information about Danilo’s return to Chelm, about
the Polish and Lithuanian allies who were late for the battle, and Rostislav’s
fate.” It is difficult to determine what constitutes the original text of Danilo’s
Chronicle and what was added later. After 1237, the incursions of the new edi-
tor into the text are so great that they almost blend together. The situation is
similar in the passage analyzed here, whereby only the beginning (or more pre-
cisely, the first sentence) and the information about Danilo’s return to Chetm
are presented from his perspective. The remainder of the text is dominated
by the two Romanovichi and their offspring taking part in battle. In the nar-
rative, the chronicler uses references to the Bible,8 as well as to various liter-
ary works in translation.® Petr Tolochko!© indicated that the following passage,
“He clashed with Danilo’s regiment, moving more hastily, he battled against
Rostislav’s regiment with great vigour. And the lances broke. There was a crash

7 Chronica 2017, 270—287.

8 See: Chronica 2017, 282—283, 285 with n. 755—756, 760; Mark 15, 38 (Aprakos 1983, k. 1168.,
V. 10, 163; ibidem, k. 172r., v. 8, 231); Luke 23, 45 (Aprakos 1983, k. 121r., v. 19, 170; ibidem,
k. 1558., v. 1, 209; ibidem, k. 1596., v. 9, 213); Matt 27, 51 (Aprakos 1983, k. 154r., V. 13-14, 208;
ibidem, k. 162a., v. 6-7, 217); 1 Sam 9, 21; 1 Sam 10, 19—21; Ps 18(17), 3; 28(27), 7; 30(29), 11;
40(39), 18; 52(51), 9; 119(118), 162; Exod 15, 9; Isa 8, 1; 9, 2(3); 53, 12; Prov 30, 6.

9 See: Chronica 2017, 275 with n. 748; Gens'ors’kii 1961, 176.

10  Tolochko P. 2009, 202—205.
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like thunder”,! alludes to The Tale of Bygone Years'? and The Kievan Chronicle,'3
whereby he situated the Chronicle within the group of southern Rus’ian manu-
scripts. However, as the editors of the critical edition and Polish translation of
The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia have rightly pointed out, the cited “evidence
as such is, nonetheless, based on too weak a foundation. Moreover, we still
cannot be sure that this is a case of using phraseologies and not of referring to
a specific monument of historical writing”# The extensive description of the
Battle of Yaroslav was followed by an account of Danilo’s journey to the Orda,
during which he was accompanied by Kirill, to obtain a yarliq for his lands. The
fact that Vasilko did not go indirectly indicates that the younger Romanovichi
was a dependent prince, so his presence in the Ulus was not necessary.
However, this did not prevent the editor from beginning the story by stating
that the envoy came to see both Danilo and Vasilko.!> The rest of the account
is presented from Danilo’s perspective. We learn about the prince’s march
and his negotiations with Batu Khan. This is followed by Roman Mstislavich’s
recollection.’ In a natural way, in order to make the reader aware of the danger
in which the elder Romanovich had found himself and how God had favoured
him, the chronicler quotes a story — very different from the interjection of the
above-discussed later editor!” — about Mikhail Vsevolodovich's death while at
the Orda, which took place a few months later.!® The entirety was closed off
with information of Danilo’s return to Halych!® in 1246.2° I believe that this is
one of the few accounts from Danilo’s Chronicle concerning the period after
1237 that was not significantly altered later in time, during the work done on
the text by the chronicler of Vladimir Vasilkovich.

11 “cpasuTca ¢ moiakwM[b] JaHWI0BBIM[b], OYCKOPUB[B]| cbpasuca ¢ moakoM[s] Poctuc-
saBuM[b| kpbi[s|ko. Komiem|s] xe u310MuB| b |mumMca, ko wr[s] rpoma TphcHOBeHie
6bic[Tb]” — Chronica 2017, 278-279.

12 “U momsub Pyceerbu u 3pasuimaca mepsoe C IIOJKOM® . U TphCHY aku rpOMb Cpas3uB-
mMMa Jesoma u Gpab 6b1(c)[Th] JH0TA MEKM UMU U Tazaxy woon” — Ipatevskaia letopis’
1908, 267.

13 Petr Tolochko indicates Ipatevskaia letopis’, 437, as the source from which the author of
The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia drew inspiration. However, aside from the mention of
the broken lance it is difficult to find an analogy. See: Tolochko P. 2009, 202—205.

14  Chronica 2017, 279 with n. 751.

15  Chronica 2017, 287.

16 Chronica 2017, 287-294.

17  Seep.o92.

18  Chronica 2017, 294; Hrushevsky 1901, 31.

19  Chronica 2017, 294—295.

20  Hrushevsky1goy, 33.
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It is impossible to determine whether the events written down after Danilo’s
return are an insertion by a later editor or whether they belonged to the origi-
nal source text: “That winter Konrad sent for Vasilko, he said, ‘We will go to
the Yotvingians’ As the snows had fallen and were frozen over, they could not
advance [and] turned back at the Nur river”.2! These events are chronologically
parallel to the description of the elder Romanovich’s expedition to the Orda —
in the winter of 1245/1246.22 On the other hand, the sentence “and news of
his [Danilo’s] return from the Tartars [and] that God had delivered him [back
safely] was known in all the lands”?? indicates that the chronicler wanted to
return to the chronological framework. This shows that either the informa-
tion was added later as an interjection (by Vladimir Vasilkovich’s chronicler) or
that the author of Danilo’s Chronicle used the same narrative and chronologi-
cal strategy as the late 13th-century bookman; however, this would be the only
such case. Thus, I am more inclined to support the first solution.

After information about Danilo’s safe return from the Orda is provided once
again, a sequence of chronologically continuous events follows, in which we
can see elements indicating the rewriting of Danilo’s Chronicle.?* These are:
1) the year 124625 — Bela 1v’s proposal of a peace treaty with Danilo by giv-
ing his daughter Constantine’s hand in marriage to Leo Danilovich;26 2) 1246
124727 — Kirill's journey to Nice in order to obtain consent for him assuming
the function of Kievan metropolitan bishop and for him to bring about peace
between Bela 1v and Danilo, and the marriage of the king’s daughter to the
prince’s son.28 This is followed by an extensive Mazovian motif, maintained in
chronological order: 1) on August 31, 1247,2° the death of Konrad of Mazovia;3°
2) on December 5, 1247,3! the death of Bolestaw 1, son of Konrad of Mazovia,

21 “Toe x[e] sumpr Kongpar[s] npucia mocors mo Bacuia[s|ka peu[e]: Tloiizem|[s] Ha
aTBA3b! Ilag[s|uro cubroy u cepenoy, He mMoroma uty, BepoTuinac(a] Ha Hoypd” —
Chronica 2017, 295—296.

22 Hrushevsky 9oy, 33.

23 “Bsic[Tb] ke BbgoMO crpanam|s]| mpuxwa[s] ero Bchm[s] ¢ TaTaps, siko B[or]s cu[a]crsp
ero” — Chronica 2017, 296.

24  E.g, the inclusion of Vasilko in the narrative in paragraphs indicating that the decision
rests with Roman Mstislavich’s elder son — e.g.: dynastic politics and the marriage of his
son Leo.

25  Hrushevsky1goy, 33.

26 Chronica 2017, 296—297.

27  Hrushevsky 9oz, 33.

28 Chronica 2017, 297-299.

29  See: Jasinski 2001, 33.

30  Kronika 2017,180; Chronica 2017, 299.

31 Grabowski 2012, 433—434.
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and the marriage of Anastasia Alexandrovna3? to the Hungarian boyazhyn
Dmitry;®3 3) the joint expedition of Siemowit I and the Romanovichi against
the Yotvingians,3* which probably took place in the winter of 1248/1249.35
The expedition was represented in detail, with references to Rus’ian proverbs36
and the Bible.3” What is striking about the description is that the narrative
began by relating that the Romanovichi had proposed to Siemowit I a joint
expedition, while the warfare and the end of the account are presented from
Danilo’s perspective.

The next section of the source text does not raise any doubts about the per-
spective of the presented events, for it is clearly Danilo’s. However, an issue
arises in relation to the dating of the events.3® The passage refers to Danilo’s
arrival in Hungary at the request of Bela 1v.3° The king had supposedly asked
the Halych ruler for aid in his efforts to obtain the Babenberg inheritance.*?
Thus begins a new factual thread. This section of the source, like the earlier
Mazovian thread, was introduced with the words: “B ta x[e] xbra” / “In those
years/summers”.*! The publishers of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia com-
mented on this phrase as follows:

This is another elaborate narrative in a row beginning with a vague
chronological statement (“in those years/summers”). In our opinion, this
is evidence of it having been written from a certain temporal perspec-
tive, which blurred a detailed memory of the chronological connections
between the events taking place, and — on the other hand - it was an

32 Dabrowski 2008, 394-399.

33  Chronica 2017, 299—-300.

34  Chronica 2017, 300-310.

35  Hrushevsky 1901, 33—-34. For an overview of the literature on the dating, see: Dagbrowski
20123, 295-296 with n. 774. On the issue of the dating, I lean towards the opinion of
Mikhailo Hrushevsky.

36  See: Gens'ors'kii 1961, 176-178; Kronika 2017, 181-182 with n. 931, 936, 943; Chronica 2017,
307, 309 with n. 805, 818.

37  See:Ps27(26),14; 31(30), 25; 107(106); Isa 5, 28; Ezek 39, 3; 39, 9; Sreznevskii 2003, 140-143;
Chronica 2017, 307-309 with n. 806, 813, 817.

38  For a discussion of the relevant literature, see Dgbrowski 2007, 56-59 (the author dates
the events to the summer of 1247); Martyniuk 2015, 149-160 (who dates the events to
1252). See: Hrushevsky 1901, 35.

39  The passage contains an extensive description of Danilo entering Bratislava, which
in Orlov’s opinion was modeled on Book xviI of Malalas’ Chronicle and Alexander’s
Romance. Orlov 1926, 105-106. See: Chronica 2017, 315 with n. 831.

40  Chronica 2017, 31-315.

41 Chronica 2017, 311.
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expression of the need to write the series of events occurring more or less
simultaneously in a certain order.#?

Let us begin our commentary to this paragraph from its ending. The chronicler
had extensive enough knowledge of events after 1245 that he had to change
the narrative strategy. He began to organize events occurring simultaneously
into parallel stories (a method more widely used by the bookman in the sec-
tion up to 1227), ones arranged according to a factual key. This is an important
hint when working on the chronology of the chronicle’s creation. The afore-
mentioned arrangement of content may indicate that it was written from a
certain temporal perspective, but in my opinion, no longer than 10-15 years.
This is evidenced by the detail of the descriptions indicating that the author
of Danilo’s Chronicle used eyewitness accounts, perhaps even those of the
prince himself. But let us return to the passage itself. It contains two impor-
tant pieces of information necessary for establishing the post quem and ante
quem dates of the events described: “For the emperor was already in posses-
sion of Vienna, Rakushskaia land, and Styria land, for the Herzog had already
been killed”#3 Therefore, the events must have taken place between the
death of Frederick 11 the Quarrelsome (June 15, 1246) and that of Frederick 11
Hohenstaufen (December 13, 1250), who is mentioned as still alive. Another
clue, this time concerning the time of year, is provided by the fragment stating
that “great was the tiring heat of that day”,** which would indicate summer.
Furthermore, the factual arrangement of the motifs is useful for dating. The
Hungarian (or rather Hungarian-Babenberg) theme, interrupted earlier, ends
with Danilo meeting with Bela 1v, probably in 1247. At that time, the Rus’ian
ruler handed the Hungarian nobles captured at Yaroslav over to the king, made
peace, and reached an agreement on Leo’s marriage to Constance.*> This
would mean that the post quem date can be moved to the summer of 1247.
This is also confirmed by the date of the capture of Vienna by Frederick 11
Hohenstaufen — before May 24, 1247.#6 After the Hungarian-Babenberg theme,
the chronicler returns to the Lithuanian-Yotvingian motif, which probably cov-
ers the period from the end of the previous account of the joint expedition
by the Lyakhs and Rus’ians to Yotvingia, i.e., from about 1249 to 1252, when

42 Chronica 2017, 311 with n. 821.

43  “Bb 6w u[a]ps o6aepxa[s] 0A4MH[B]| 3eMII0 PaKOyII[b]CKOY U IITHP|b|CKY repioKs 6w
oyxe oyGiens 6b1c[Tb|” — Chronica 2017, 311-312.

44  “3Hoii 65 Besuks A[b|He Toro” — Chronica 2017, 314.

45 See pp. 99-100.
46 Mika 2008, 22.
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the peace treaty between Mindaugas and the Romanovichi was concluded.4”
The following elements form this motif: 1) 1249-1250*® (account written
from the perspective of the Romanovichi) — the conflict between Mindaugas
and Tautvilas allied with Edivydas, into which the Romanovichi were drawn
on the side of the latter two; as part of the description, we learn of the negotia-
tions with the monastic knights and other princes, and of Danilo and Vasilko’s
war expedition;*? 2) 125150 (account described from the perspective of Danilo
Romanovich) — Mindaugas’ baptism at the hands of the pope; Mindaugas’ war
against Vykintas;®! 3) the winter of 1251/125252 (account described from the per-
spective of the Romanovichi) — the expedition to Novogrudok and the plunder
of the Novogrudok region;5 4) 125254 (account described from the perspec-
tive of Danilo Romanovich) — Grodno occupied by the army of the prince of
Halych;5% attempted peace talks between Mindaugas and Danilo.56 A narrative
conducted from two perspectives shines through in this voluminous tale, indi-
cating editorial intervention in Danilo’s Chronicle. Once again, the meticulous
account indicates that the chronicler likely gathered information from those
involved in these events.

The bookman comments on his strategy for this section of the chronicle
immediately after the above-discussed events:

In these years, [when] time passes, it is the chronographer’s duty to write
about everything and anything that has occurred. Sometimes running for-
ward [in time], sometimes going backwards. The wise reader will under-
stand. We have not written down the yearly dates here, but will add them
later, following the Antiochian method, [according to] the Olympiads -
the Greek system of counting, [according to] the Roman leap years, as

47  See: Hrushevsky 1901, 35.

48  Hrushevsky 1901, 35.

49  Chronica 2017, 315—-321.

50  See: Hrushevsky 1901, 35.

51 Chronica 2017, 321-326.

52 See: Hrushevsky 1901, 35; Latkowski 1892, 47-48; Zajaczkowski 1925, 61-62; Paszkiewicz
1933, 67; Dabrowski 20124, 301.

53  Chronica 2017, 326-329.

54  See: Hrushevsky 1901, 35.

55  The paragraph begins with the account: “Ilorwm[s] e mocia cb GpaTwM[b] u c[bI]
HWM[b]| PomanwM|[b] Jrogu cBoa, u B3acTa f'opogeH|[s)...” — Chronica 2017, 329. The sub-
ject of this sentence is implicit, but it is clearly Danilo.

56  Chronica 2017, 329—330.
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Eusebius Pamphilius and other chronographers did, [recording events]
from [the times of ] Adam to Christ; we will write down all the years after
we have calculated them.57

This account shows that the author did not regard the chronicle as a com-
pleted work since he had not yet included the dating. Why did he decide to
locate such remarks at precisely this point in the text? In my opinion, this was
because the next thread combines several themes: the Babenberg-Hungarian
motif, the Polish motif, and the Yotvingian-Lithuanian motif. The author
wanted to explain his reasons for departing from the chronological arrange-
ment of the text.

With the Lithuanian thread complete, the chronicler moved on again to the
Hungarian-Babenberg thread, using the aforementioned strategy of repeating
the already discussed events in a summarized form:

After the killing of the herzog called Frederick, [who] fought and defeated
the Hungarian king, but was killed by his boyars in battle, dissension set
in amongst the powerful men over the title [and] domain of the slain her-
zog, over the lands of Rakushskaia and Styria. And the king of Hungary,
rex [sic!8], and the king of Bohemia fought over it.59

This passage is followed by an account written from Danilo Romanovich’s
perspective, including: 1) the year 12526° — the marriage of Roman Danilovich

57  “Brax[e]rbra, BpemeHu MUHOYB[ b 11110, PpoHOTpadoy 3e HOyKa eC[ Th] IIMCATH BCE U BCA
6bIB[ B |18, OBOIAA K| €] mucaTH Bb IIPeJHA], OBOTAA X[ €| BECTAIIATU Bb 3a7HAAaf, uThIii
MAJpBII pasymber|s]. Uncaw sx[e] 1broM[b] 34€e He MucaxwMm|b| B 3ajHAA BIULIEM|B],
10 aHTHOXIUCKBIM|B] cbOOpWM[b], anwmniazam|s], rpel[b|KbIMU k[ €] YUCIPHULIAMY,
pyM[Bb|CKBI e BRICUKOCTOM(b], Akox[e] EBbcenin, u [lamduioBo, 1 uHiu rpoHOrpadu
cnincama, wr[ ] Agama go Xp[u]croca. Bea xx[e] srbra ciumem|s], pocder|s|ure, B 3a4[5]
Haa” — Chronica 2017, 330—331.

58  In the original text we have “KoposieBu x[e] oyrop[s]ckoy pu3oy u xoposesu”. The word
“pu3oy” is a Latin transliteration of rex (king). To preserve the character of original text
I translated the word ‘korol’ (kopous) as king and leave the Latin word rex.

59  “A o oyGieHin repunkoBb, pekomaro Ppuzgprixa: 6uBcA, 040EBb KOpOIEBH OYTOP[B|CKO-
Moy 1 0y6ieH[ 5] 6bIC[Th| WT[B]| CBOMX[] GOAPH BB GpaHu. MATEIKIO e ObIB['b |10 MEIKIO
CHJIHBIMH JIFOA[ b |MH O 4[b]|CTh, W BOJOCTb I€pPLIUKOBOY 0yOieHar[0], 0 3eM/II0 paKoyLI[s]
CKOy U 0 3eMro WTup(b|ckoy KoposeBu sk[e] oyrop[b]|ckoy pu30y 1 KOpOIeBH YeCKOY
GiromuMaca w Hio” — Chronica 2017, 331-332.

60  See: Hrushevsky 1901, 36; Meier 1927, 5-38. D. Dabrowski considers the marriage to have
taken place at the turn of 1251/1252. See: Dgbrowski 20124, 323.
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to Gertrude, niece of Frederick 11 the Quarrelsome;®' 2) 125352 — Danilo
Romanovich’s expedition to Moravia together with his son Leo, Vladislaus 1 —
the prince of Opole-Racibdrz, Bolestaw v the Chaste, Tautvilas, and Edivydas.6?
The description of the expedition includes: reminiscences of Sviatoslav and
Vladimir the Great®* (which might be evidence of using The Tale of Bygone
Years), a meeting of the Polish-Rus’ian-Lithuanian coalition in Kozle,%5 the
battles near Opava,%6 a description of Danilo’s eye disease,%? the capture of
the Nasiedle stronghold,%® and the siege of Glubczyce;®® 3) the year 1253 —
Danilo and Bolestaw v the Chaste’s return from the expedition via Cracow and
a meeting there with Pope Innocent 1v’s envoys, who urged Danilo to accept
the royal crown, and finally the return of the elder Romanovichi to Chetm.”
In a sense, the description of the circumstances of Danilo’s acceptance of the
royal crown from Pope Innocent 1v’s legate, Opizo of Mezzano, is an extension
of this narrative.” The account was written from the perspective of the elder
Romanovichi. The coronation was to take place in Drohiczyn.”? The choice was
of practical importance, since the town also became a rallying point for the
Polish-Rus’ian coalition that was about to march into Lithuania. The corona-
tion also brought together two other plotlines: the Lithuanian-Yotvingian and
the Polish. Earlier in the text, the theme of the Romanovichi’s northern neigh-
bour had ended in 1252, while the western one was a continuation of the Opava
expedition. After the ceremonies, presented from King Danilo’s perspective,
the victorious campaign against the Stekint that took place in late 1253 and
early 1254 was described.”

Asalready mentioned, not all of the motifs are continuous. These include, for
example, the Mongol theme, which appears after the Lithuanian expedition.

61 Chronica 2017, 332—333.

62  See: Hrushevsky 1901, 37-38. D. Dabrowski (2012a, 344—345) specifies that this refers to
June1253.

63  Chronica 2017, 333—346. On the expedition, including the relevant literature, see: Hosak
1960, 279—284; Komendova 2014, 185-192.

64  Chronica 2017, 335.

65  Chronica 2017, 336.

66 Chronica 2017, 336—341.

67 Chronica 2017, 341-343.

68  Chronica 2017, 343—345.

69 Chronica 2017, 345-346.

70 Chronica 2017, 346—349.

71 Chronica 2017, 349—351.

72 For more on the topic, see: Poppe 2003, 43—47; Jusupovi¢ 2008, 159-170; Dabrowski 2021a,
349-366.

73 Chronica 2017, 351-355. See: Hrushevsky 1901, 37.
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This motif was taken up in Rus’ian chronicles only with some reluctance.”
Similarly, in The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynian, it appears only in the case of
significant events. As a result, the chronology of the Mongol theme is pre-
served, but with significant time gaps.”® Thus, six years (1246—1252) pass from
Danilo’s expedition to Batu Khan's court to the next Orda thread.”® The chroni-

cler resolved this situation as follows:

74

75

76

J.Ch. Halperin wrote that:

Russian writing from the Mongol period clearly show a rejection of the fact of con-
quest [by the Tartars]”. He bases his assessment of the situation on the vocabulary
used in Rus’ chronicles, remarking that only a comprehensive analysis of all narra-
tive texts from the Mongol period of Rus’ian history could present all the texture and
nuances of the Rus’ian perception of the Rus’-Mongol relations (Halperin 1987, 64).
However, despite this confident declaration, his analysis remains selective. It concen-
trates on the words used, only sometimes conducting an analysis of the source texts. J. Ch.
Halperin concludes that when:
the Rus’ian chronicles record that the Mongols captured a city or principality, the verbs
they usually use are ‘vziali’ and ‘plenili’. The former is clearly a generic term meaning
‘to take’ in the military sense but nothing more. It does not connote that a city that was
captured was held afterwards. Consequently, this verb is ambiguous, and just what it
describes must be determined on a case-by-case basis. ‘Pleniti’ is far more complex.
It invariably translates as to ‘conquer, but Sreznevskii (more recently we have also
another medieval dictionary of Old Rus’ian, e.g,, Dictionary of Old Rus’ian 1988—2019,
Dictionary Rus'ian 1975—2015), our only medieval dictionary of the Old Rus’ian lan-
guage, actually gives a variety of meanings. The root ‘plen’ means either ‘capture’ or
‘captive’. Thus, ‘plenniki’ are the prisoners of war. The city which had been ‘captured;
like the one that had been ‘taken’, could still either be held or abandoned. For the lat-
ter, a better translation of ‘plenil’ would be ‘they plundered'. Rus'ian chroniclers also
left out any explanations in the narrative of subsequent Mongol administration — for
instance, why must the Rus’ princes travel to Sarai or to Karakorum to obtain yarligs
(Mongol patents) to confirm their own rule? In fact, we may say that the verbs Rus’ians
used to describe the Mongol conquest contain no hint of a change of overlordship.
(Halperin 1987, 64)
If we look closer, J. Ch. Halperin’s hypothesis is not obvious. I agree with Charles Halperin
that in Rus’ian chronicles we find words like ‘npimgoma, ‘Bp3aTu (BB3BMOY), and
‘wiensure xomiem. The first term means ‘to attack, show up, set in (during an episode),
spread;, the second means ‘to come up with, take something by storm, take over’; the
third means to ‘to plunder with a lance’, but with the meaning of taking prisoners-of-war,
livestock, simple movable goods. The first and third of these terms cannot be used as a
foundation based on which one could establish whether the Rus’ principalities changed
their overlordship. The second term can be understood in two ways: either the Rus’ians
changed their overlordship or the Mongol impact was incidental on their rule. In the old-
est chronicles (e.g., The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia), we find some scraps of the authen-
tic accounts of the situation in Rus’. See: Rudakov 2014.
This principle also applies to plotlines abandoned for a longer time; however, it is most
easily observable in the case of the Mongol theme.
Hrushevsky 1901, 37; Dabrowski 20124, 372—376; Voitovich 2011, 272—273.
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FIGURE 4  Page from the Khlebnikov manuscript (NLR, ref. FIV.230: Khlebnikovskii spisok,
k. 341v-342)
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In those years, [perhaps somewhat] earlier or later, the Tartars came to
Bakota, and Miley joined them. After Danilo had gone to war in Lithuania,
to Novogrudok, there was a thaw, and he sent his son Leo to Bakota. Leo
sent a courtier ahead of him. When they arrived, they captured Miley,
the basqaq. And Leo brought Miley back to his father. And Bakota once
again belonged to the king, his father. And he conferred with his son, and
set him free, and his guarantor was Leo, who said that he [Miley] would
be loyal. And when the Tartars came again, he committed treason, and
delivered Bakota again unto the Tartars.””

At this point, the chronicler made use of the chronological layout (events
occurring one after the other) of the Lithuanian story thread, especially the
1252 expedition to Novogrudok,”® to highlight the moment from which the
Mongolian motif would be resumed. The previous Mongolian thread had ended
with events in 1246, as a result of which the chronicler could not pick it up here,
as this would suggest that what was being described referred to 1247. The new
story thread had to first be located on the timeline. Such an approach enables
maintaining a consistent factual arrangement of the thematic threads, and — in
the case of the lack of a chronological layout, typical for the letopis’ — allows
both the bookman and the potential reader to grasp the chronology of the
events. The text itself is also very interesting because Miley — Danilo’s subject,”
but also a Tartar one (as a basqaq)8° — is accused of treason. The Mongol theme

77  “B ra xk[e] nbra — wm npexe, win norom[s| — npiexasie Tatape kb bakorh, u mpu-
snoxucA Muneit k HuM[B]. JaHunoBu x[e| momeA[s|mo Ha BOMHOY Ha JUTBOY Ha
HoBbropogok[s] 6s1B[®|mio pockaiio, moca c[pr|Ha cu JI[p|Ba Ha Bakoroy. ITocasb
JleBs gBOpP[B] CcKOTO MpeA[s] coboro. Msbexas[sb|ure, sia Munrba u 6ackaka u nmpusege
Jless Muwrba wr[b]uoy cu, u 6s1c|Th] maxsl Bakora koposeBa, w[Th|ua ero. [Totom[s] xe
3[,0yMaBb Cb C[bI|[HWM[b] CH U WT[’b]IIOyCTH, & TOPOYYHUKB GbIC[Th ] JIeBs, K0 Bbp[b|HOY
emoy 6bITH. M maksl mpiexaBIMM|'b| TaTapoM[s|, ¥ CBTBOPH JIECTB, U TIPEAACTH 0 MAKbI
tarapom|s|, Bakoroy” — Chronica 2017, 355-357.

78  See p.116.

79  On the subject of recruitment of clerical staff by the Tartars from among the elites of the
conquered land, see Jusupovi¢ 2012b, 81-86.

80  Inthe Golden Horde, there were two terms describing officials who represented the Khan
in the conquered territories: ‘daruga’ (a term of Mongolian origin) and ‘basqaq’ (a Turkic
term). Both prefixes (bas- and daru-) are formed from the same verb meaning ‘to press’
(see Vasary 1978b, 203;1978a, 187—8). The office of ta-lu-hua-ch’ih is a Chinese transcription
of the Mongolian word daruyazi. This office was created by the Mongols with the express
purpose of controlling conquered territories. The office evolved from a military-conquest
institution into a civilian bureaucratic institution (see Endicott-West 1988, 6, 18). Istvan
Vasary believes that basqags existed as a bureaucratic office already in the 11th century
in the Khanate of the Qara Khitai (which had formerly belonged to the Qarakhanids).
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is continued in the next section, discussing 1253-1254 (maintaining chronol-
ogy within the threads), in which the Temnik Kuremsa arrived in Krzemieniec.
The continuation of these events shows the agreement reached between
Iziaslav Vladimirovich, son of Vladimir Igorevich, and the Tartars to capture
Halych. The plan was successful, but the town was soon retaken by Roman.8!
During the battle for Halych, an important motif was recalled: “He [Iziaslav],
unable to flee anywhere, ran up to the church galleries, where the heathen
Hungarians had [once] fled”82 This is an obvious reference to Coloman, who
in 1221 had done the same. The passage was written from Danilo’s perspective
and one cannot observe any traces of later modifications. The reference itself
was woven into the description of events very casually. To my mind, this is
also indirect evidence that Danilo’s Chronicle in its entirety was written after
1245 — probably in the 1260s, which excludes Kirill, later metropolitan bishop,
from being one of its authors. Contrary to the majority of researchers, I believe

These basqaqs were the representatives of the sovereign, acting as a sort of ‘supervisor’, in
charge of tax control (Vasary 1978b, 204-5).
During the great western campaign between 1219—25, the Mongols came into contact
with more civilized [sic] territories, especially in Transoxiana for the first time in their
history. Here they have probably taken over the Turkic institution of basqaqs and cre-
ated a loan, [a term] which translated into Mongolian was ‘daruga’. This became the
general Mongol term for governors in the subjugated lands, as later in Yiian-China.
The existence of these administrative chiefs or governors became an urgent need only
when the Mongol Empire extended beyond its “natural” boundaries (the nomadic pri-
mordial habitat of the Mongolian plateau), and, through conquest, foreign civilized
territories and towns had to be attached to the Empire and organized” (Vasary 1978b,
205. See also Vasary 1978a, 187-8).
This office was fully integrated into the regular bureaucracy of nations conquered by the
Mongols. Nevertheless, it has for a long time been disputed in critical literature when
precisely the basqaqs’ system was introduced in Rus’ We know the duties of the daruga
(basqaq) in the Ulus of Jochi were established in 1243 (Endicott-West 1988, 18). Thus,
the basqaqgs most likely also represented the Khan’s authority in the Rus’ principalities.
From the Novgorod First Chronicle we know that in Vladimir-on-the-Klyazma, there was
a great basqaq called Amgaran (Novgorodskaia pervaia letopis’ 2000, 88, 319). From other
chronicles, we know about, e.g., a basqaq called Ahmat (Simeonovskaia letopis’ 2007, 79),
Kutlubug (Lavrent’evskaia letopis’ 2001, 528). According to the Franciscan friar John of
Plano Carpini (11827 — 1st August 1252), who describes his journey to the Tartars, the sys-
tem existed on Rus’ territory in 1245. We also have two references to basqags in Carpini’s
text: in the first, he is called a praefectus (we cannot associate him with an official from
Rus’ territory) and the second one describes, in general, the functioning of the basqags’
system in the Mongol Empire (without indicating a particular land (Giovanni di Plano
Carpini 1996, 80—81). For the salient literature and discussion see: Jusupovi¢ 2021, 235—248.
81 Chronica 2017, 357—361.
82  “Onomoy x[e] He Bb3MOTr| b 1110 KOYZA OyTeuH, Bb3Ghike Ha KOMapHI Ij b| pKOBHbIA, HIEKe
6e3akoH|b|Hble oyrpe Bp36bin 6AxR” — Chronica 2017, 360.
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that the location of the more elaborate and detailed stories in the source text is
testimony to the fact that the author drew much more on his own (or his infor-
mant’s) recollections than on the Romanovichi chancellery, and also on the
information preserved in other chronicles, which the bookman had probably
learned during his “studies” and memorized, like he had the Holy Scriptures.
As a result, any recipient of the source text should be very careful, because it
is very easy to make a mistake and weave in the conveyed information in the
wrong place, as we can see, for example, in the description of the capture of
Drohiczyn by the Templars.82 Let us continue with the further analysis of the
chronicle. There is a return to the Yotvingian-Lithuanian plotline, interrupted
in1254. The opening phrase of the narrative — “then” — refers either to that same
year, or (more likely) to 1255.84 At that time, Vaigvilkas had come to see Danilo
to arrange a marriage between Shvarno and Mindaugas’ daughter, giving part
of his property to Roman, after which he went through the ritual hair-cutting
initiation ceremony to be accepted into a monastic order and readied himself
to embark to Mount Athos.5 After this information, we can read the following:

Then Danilo moved against the Yotvingians with his brother, his son Leo,
and Shvarno, who was still young. And he sent for Roman to Novogrudok,
and Roman came to him with all the people of Novogrudok, with his
father-in-law Gleb, and with Iziaslav of Svislach, and from the other side
came Siemowit with the Mazovian people and reinforcements from
Bolestaw [v the Chaste] and the people of Sandomierz and Cracow.8¢

As we can see, the chronicler uses the word “then”. It is clear that this refers to
events that occurred after Vaigvilkas had left for Athos. It seems logical that the
expedition took place in 1255 or 1256, according to the chronological scheme
adopted by the chronicle’s author.8? The campaign ended in victory and with

83  See pp. 82-88.

84  D.Dgbrowski (20124, 384) dates Vaisvilkas’ visit to Danilo Romanovich as having occurred
at the turn of 1254 and 1255.

85 Chronica 2017, 361-362.

86  “Ilorwm[p] Janmno noiize Ha ATBASH cb 6patwMm[b], ¥ c[bI|HWM[b] JI[b|BWM[B], U CB
IlleBapHOM|[B], MJIaZIOy CXINIO eMOY, ¥ Tocia mo Pomana B» HoBeropozgoks. M mpiiize
K HemOy PomaH[b]| cb Bchbmu HOBOropwa[s |1, cb urem[s] cBoum[b] Lrb6om[p] u co
HsacnaBwm[b]| b BuciouecksiM[b), 1 36 cee cropons! npinge Comosut[s] 3 Masos[s]
mans! 1 momMo4[b| wr[s] Borecnasa ¢b crmoMupsuy U KpaxkosiaaHsl” — Chronica 2017,
362—363.

87  H. Paszkiewicz (1935, 215—216) dated this event to 1255/1256, as did B. Wiodarski (1956
[1958], 44—46), G. Bialuniski (1999, 102) and D. Dabrowski (2012a, 377—378, 389—394). The
following researchers date it to 1254/1255: Hrushevsky 1901, 39; Nagirnyj 2011, 280—281.
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the Yotvingians being obligated to pay Danilo tribute.88 The end of the account
of the campaign is very interesting in terms of the references used:

After the great prince Roman, not a single Rus’ian prince had waged war
against them, except his son Danilo. Therefore, this tribute was given
to him by God, and [Danilo] made the Lyakh land witness [thereof, as]
he wanted his children to remember that he had shown his God-given
valour. And as the wise chronographer had written, behold, great deeds
are glorified throughout the ages.8?

The passage reveals the intentions of the chronicle’s author, who wrote it in
order to give testimony to posterity. At the same time, the bookman in men-
tioning Roman Mstislavich referred to The Kievan Chronicle, where we can read
the following: “That winter, Roman Mstislavich went to the Yotvingians to take
revenge because they had warred on his domain. And so Roman invaded their
land. And they could not stand up to his strength ...”9° Moreover, the passage
written by the author of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia is probably a para-
phrase of Chronicle v by John Malasas,®® which he had access to through a
Rus’ian chronograph containing Byzantine texts.%?

The subsequent passage is very important in preparing the reader for the
return to the Hungarian-Babenberg plotline: “As, behold, we have described
many wars, and now we have written of Roman. We [should] have written of
it a long time ago, but now here it has been inserted most recently”.?3 First of
all, this introduction suggests that the concluded Yotvingian motif precedes
the Babenberg-Hungarian thread by several years. Let us recall that the motif
ended in 1253: with the return from the Moravian expedition, Danilo’s coro-
nation and the battles against the Yotvingians. Thus, a certain illogicality is
formed. If Roman had married Gertrude of Babenberg, what was he doing in

88 See: Chronica 2017, 363-375.

89  “Tlo Benukom[p] 6w kHAsu Pomanb Hukroxk[e] He 6b BoeBan|[s| Ha HB B POyCKbIX[B]
KHAsex[Bb], pasBh c[bI]Ha ero [lannna. Blo]rwm[s] ke gan[b]Haa emoyq gaH[p] mocaoy
IIECTBO CHTBOPH JIAZ[b|CKOX0 3emiteto, cupby[p]| Bb maMAT[b] gbreM[B]| cBOMM[B], AKO
wTr[B] B[or]a M&sk[b] cTBO eMOy IOKa3aB[b 11110, IKO3KE TPEMAJPBIU TPOHOrpadb CIuCca,
ko[ e] zo6pogbania Bb BbKbI cBATATCA” — Chronica 2017, 375.

90 “Toe e 3uMbl X0#U PoMaHs MbCTHCIaBUYb . HA ATBAT'Bl . WTOMBILHMBATHCA . GAXOYTH 60
BOEBaIM . BOIOCTH ero M tako PoMaH® BHU/E B 3€MJTIO MX'b . WHH )K€ He MOTOYYH CTaTH
nporusoy cutk ero” — Ipat’evskaia letopis’ 1908, 702.

91 Orlov 1926, 108-109.

92  Tvorogov 1975, 19—20.

93  “fxox[e] ckazaxwMm[b| 0 paTex[b]| MHWIBIX[B |, ¥ CH 3Ke HanMcaxoM|b| w Pomanh, apesie
6w Ob nucaty cu v H[ b1 |Hb Ke 34€ mIcaHo 65IC[Th| B mocrbaHAa” — Chronica 2017, 376.
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Novogrudok? To explain this, the chronicler returns to 1253.9 He recalls that
Bela1v had made a promise to Roman and then betrayed him and forced him to
return to his father.%5 This whole thread was neatly attached to the Yotvingian
theme, making the latter fully logical and possible to date:?¢ “We reported ear-
lier that Vaisvilkas had given Novogrudok to Roman”.%”

Following this passage, there is a return to the Mongol motif, interrupted in
1254.98 We may read: “After Kuremsa'’s expedition to Krzemieniec, Danilo began
a campaign against the Tartars”.%° In my opinion, organizing the expedition
must have taken some time; thus, the resumption of the narrative applies to
the period 1255-1256.19° That year, Danilo’s army took Medzhybizh and fought
in the Bolokhiv and Pobozhe region.!?! Following this information, we read the
following: “When spring came, he sent his son Shvarno against Gorodek and
Siemocz and all the [other] towns”.192 The information about the beginning of
spring would indicate the year 1256.193 It was then that the king of Rus’ assem-
bled a coalition that included Mindaugas’ Lithuania. The chronicler described
in detail the course of the campaign probably aimed at capturing Kiev. We
also learn about the dissatisfaction of the Lithuanians, who did not share in
the spoils from Vozviakhl, as a result of which they began to loot Rus’ian land.
This was met with an immediate response from the army led by Danilo, who
defeated Mindaugas’ men.%4 Immediately after the description of these events
we read: “Then Kuremsa unexpectedly marched against Danilo and Vasilko”105
The wording is unclear. Does it refer to the same year or perhaps to the follow-
ing one? The matter is complicated by the fact that when describing the events
that took place near Lutsk, the chronicler again notes: “Then, [when] Kuremsa

94  See: Dabrowski 20124, 378; Dagbrowski 2008, 360—361; Mika 2008, 48-51.

95 Chronica 2017, 376—381.

96  Because it explains why Roman participated in the Yotvingian battles, instead of fighting
for the Babenberg inheritance.

97  “Ce xe mpexze ckazaxoM[b], siko Beimen[s]kp 65 gars HoBbropogoxs PomanoBn” —
Chronica 2017, 381.

98  See pp.106-107.

99  “Tlo paru x[e] xpemanun[s|koit Koypemcunb Janun|[s] Bb3gBIKe par[b] mpoTHBOY
tarapoM|[s|” — Chronica 2017, 381.

100 The narrative is most often resumed a year later.

101 Chronica 2017, 382.

102 “Becub [e] ObiBIIiN, MOCa c[bI|Ha cBoero IlIBapHa Ha Topogoxs, u Ha Cemous, 1 Ha BCh
ropogsl, 1 B3A Topozok[s], u Cemou[s], u Bca ropoasr” — Chronica 2017, 382—383.

103 Here, I am specifying the dating proposed by D. Dabrowski (20123, 388—404, and literature
therein).

104 Chronica 2017, 383-389.

105 “IlorwMm[s] xe Koypem[p]ca moiize Ha /lanmna u Bacun[b|ka, 6e3 Bbcru” — Chronica
2017, 389.
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was standing near Lutsk, God performed a great miracle”.1°6 It would be safest
to assume that Kuremsa's campaign would include the period 1256-1257.197
As part of the description of this campaign, we learn that:

Because of its sins, Chetm caught fire due to an accursed woman. And
we shall later write about the founding of the city and the adornment
of the church, and its great destruction, so that everyone may regret
[its loss]. There were such flames that the glow could be seen all across
the land, and when looking from Lviv to the fields of Belz, one could
see the high flames from the fire. When people saw [this, they thought]
that the Tartars had set the city on fire, and they fled to the forests, and
that is why they [the Romanovichi] could not assemble [in force].198

The chronicler reveals his narrative strategy by alerting the reader that the story
of the Chelm uprising would be placed in a separate insertion. He fulfilled
this obligation after he had finished his account of the battle against Kuremsa.
In order to avoid any misunderstandings or misleading of the reader, he again

repeats that he intends to disrupt the chronology by introducing the previ-

ously announced fragment: “As we wrote earlier in [the story of | the Kuremsa
war about the burning of the city of Chetm. The city of Chelm was built in the
following way at the Lord’s command”.!%® This insertion includes a brief his-

tory of Chetm from Danilo’s founding of Uhrusk!? until the 1250s. A discussion

106

107
108

109

110

“Tlorom[n] xe Koypem[s|ch croampo oy Jloyuxka, cerBopu Blor|s uromo Besmko” —
Chronica 2017, 393.

Chronica 2017, 389-394.

“Ilpuioy4un sxe cA cuue 3a rpbxsl — 3aropbruca Xonmosu, wr[s] okaH[b]Hoe 6a0bl. Cu
x[e] moToM[b] criumeM|s|: W co3AaHIM rpaja, ¥ OyKpalleHie Ii[ b | pKBe, 1 OHOIi moruéenu
MHOsb, K0 BchbM[B] chxanmnTrcu. Cuiyo x| e] mirameHu ObIB[ b 1110, IKOXKeE Cb Bcee 3eMTh
3apio Bugbry, sixox|e] n b JI[p]|BoBa 3pAmm BugbTH 1Mo mosem|s| Genb3[b]ckbM|[B),
wr[®] ropex[sla cua[p|Haro mramene. Jiogem|s] ke BUAALMM|B], AKO WT[B] TaTaph
3ax[p]en[s] 6b rpaz[s], B[p]0bxamra B mbcra sbcHa, u ThMm[b] He Morocra cv6pa-
tuca” — Chronica 2017, 391-392.

“fIxox[e] npesie mucaxom|s], B Koypem[s|cuHOy path, 0 3a:k[b |:xeHiu ropoga Xonma.
Xosmb 60 ropwa[b| cuie 6bic[Th] cb3gaH[b]| B[o]xiumb noBeneHiems” — Chronica 2017,
394-395.

In the narrative, the chronicler mentions the period when Danilo Romanovich reigned
in Vladimir: “If one takes the source literally, and there is no reason not to, the following
time periods could formally come into play: early 1215-early Apr. 1230, after Sept. 1231/
early 1232—winter 1233/1234, late May 1235-after Mar./summer 1238, as Danilo reigned in
Vladimir at those times (Dgbrowski 2012a with n. 467). Undoubtedly, Uhrusk must have
been established soon after the recapture of the Zabozhe areas from Leszek the White,
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of the circumstances of the founding of the city is followed by a description of
the magnificence of its buildings and church furnishings.!!!

After the insertion about the construction of Chelm, the chronicler returns
to the Mongol theme: “After [some] time had passed, there came Burundai,
godless and evil, with a multitude of Tartar regiments powerful in force. And
he replaced Kuremsa”!'2 Once again we encounter a time reference, but in
this case the bookman emphasizes that a longer period is involved. The events
can be cautiously dated to around 1258-1259"8 (rather 1258), i.e., about a year
after the battles against Kuremsa. Burundai demanded that Danilo and Vasilko
declare their allegiance to the Khan. Next, the chronicler describes the bat-
tles fought jointly by the Romanovichi and Mongol armies in Lithuania and
Yotvingia.'* At this point, the bookman reveals himself. He mentions that
Danilo had prayed to the icon of God the Savior, “which is in the city of Mielnik,
in the church of Our Blessed Mother of God”.!'> This sentence is followed by
an insertion indicating that the passage was written from a certain temporal
perspective: “And which is now held in great reverence”!'¢ The sentence that
ends the story of the battles in Lithuania and Yotvingia is very important: “He
[Danilo] sent Leo and Shvarno away, and [also] Vladimir, and said to them,
‘I you are to be with me, [you must] go to their encampments. Unless I also
be ...”117 At this point, the sentence unexpectedly stops. In all codices up to the
mid-18th century in which The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia has survived (the
Ipatiev, Khlebnikov, Pogodin, Bundura/Iarotski, and Ermolaev), the text ends
abruptly.l!® This is probably where the page ended in the autograph, while the
interrupted thread was continued on a missing piece (or pieces) of paper. This
once again reveals the draft-like nature of the source text we are analyzing. The
narrative then moves on to focus on Vasilko. Despite the editor’s best efforts, at
times the leading role of Roman Mstislavich’s elder son shines through.

i.e., in 1218 at the earliest. Its construction in the 1220s is likely.” After Chronica 2017, 395
with n. 1047.

111 Chronica 2017, 395—404.

112 “Bpemenu x[e] MuHOYB[® im0, u npiuge Boyponzait 6e300KHBIN SAbIH Cb MHWK|b)
cTBWM[b| 1MOIKOBB TaTap[b|ckbix[b]| BB crurb Tax[b|ub, u cra Ha Mberbx[B] Koypem-
cunbx([b]” — Chronica 2017, 404—405.

113  Similarly Dgbrowski 2012a, 407—409.

114  Chronica 2017, 405-410.

115 “mke ec[Ts] B ropogs Mba[s|Huim, 86 11[b|prBu C[Ba]TeIa Bloropogu]na” — Chronica
2017, 406.

116 “u H[b1]|ub crout[b] BB Bestuuu 4[b|ctu” — Chronica 2017, 406.

117 “mocnamaJl[]Ba u IlIBapHa BoH® 1 Beawaumepa — ped[e] umb: ‘Alrie BbI O&JeTe 0y MeHa
€37IUTHU Oy CTaHBI K HUM[B], alle v a3k 6&40y’ ..." — Chronica 2017, 410.

118 See: Chronica 2017, 410.
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This part of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia clearly stands out from the others
in terms of the strategy employed for the 1205-1228 period. The interference
of the last editor with the source he used, probably Danilo’s Chronicle, seems
minimal. This may have been due to the fact that he himself found it difficult
to control the detailedness of the narrative and therefore chose to maintain,
albeit with minor changes, the threads of the narrative and chronological strat-
egy. It is also possible that, for unknown reasons, he did not manage to rewrite
Danilo’s Chronicle according to the pattern we see for the events of 1205-1244
and 1260-1290. The detailedness of the accounts allows us to assume that
the manuscript used to compile The Chronicle of Halych-Volynia was written
in the early 1260s. The chronicler writing in the 1260s probably relied on his
own memories and those of his informants from Danilo Romanovich’s circles.
Aware of the detailed nature of the account, the author decided to include a
warning, as it were, perhaps better an instruction, concerning how the work
he had prepared should be used.!!® It is this part of the source that best shows
that according to the typology proposed by Elisabeth Van Houts we are dealing
with a dynastic chronicle!?? — an account focused on presenting the history of
one family — the Romanovichi, linked to south-western Rus’1?! In addition, The
Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia is not written in the form of a gesta, but rather
a narratively structured story that sometimes loses its chronological order.!22
We are dealing with a monument of historical writing devoid of an annalistic
layout, consisting of various types of stories gathered under various themes:
the Mongol motif, the Yotvingian-Lithuanian, the Babenberg-Hungarian, the
Lyakh, and others. Another indicator used by Elisabeth Van Houts of a dynas-
tic chronicle is that the narrative begins with a description of an ancestor!'?3
and encompasses at least 3, 6, or more generations. In the case of the source
in question, the starting point of the narrative is Roman Mstislavich and his
praise. The memory of Roman as the progenitor of the dynasty is preserved
throughout the chronicle. The source itself describes the history of the dynasty
from the founder of the family to the fourth generation (1: Roman Mstislavich;
2:Danilo and Vasilko; 3: Vladimir Vasilkovich, Roman, Mstislav, Leo and Shvarno
Danilovich; 4: Yuri Lvovich). Other details that form a dynastic chronicle have

119 See: Chronica 2017, 330—331.
120 Van Houts 1995, 33—42.

121 Van Houts 1995, 34.

122 Van Houts 1995, 34—35.

123 Van Houts 1995, 35.



130 CHAPTER 4

also been maintained. We learn the names of those serving the dynasty,'2*
the history of the neighbouring countries (Lithuania and Yotvingia, Poland,
Hungary, Austria, and various Rus’ian principalities). The members of the fam-
ily are presented as the founders of monasteries and churches, and as defend-
ers of the faith.1?> In turn, at the time of writing the text, the chronicler had
access to information from a period of about 60 years, that is, he obtained it
both from eyewitnesses!?6 and from the princely archives.!??

124 See: Jusupovi¢ 2013b.

125 Van Houts 1995, 36.

126 Van Houts 1995, 37, 41.
127 For more on this, see Preface.
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The Chronicler of Vladimir Vasilkovich

Along with the end of the entries for 1259, the chronicler abandoned the plot-
based/factual description of events and returned to the narrative strategy used
for the 1228-1244 period. The closer we get to the 1280s, the more detailed the
account becomes, and the chronicler is more open about his work, revealing
the sources he used to create the chronicle. There was also a final change in the
writing perspective — from that of Halych to that of Vladimir: the domain of
Vasilko and his son became the focal point of the events described. As a result,
we can learn quite a bit about the history of the Yotvingians, Lithuania, and,
above all, Mazovia, which bordered the Volhynian lands. The chronicler made
sure that neither Vasilko Romanovich nor Vladimir Vasilkovich were presented
as dependent princes in this part of the source text. The two men appear as
equal partners of the remaining Romanovichi. It is only at the moment of
Vladimir’s death that his moral and learned superiority is emphasized. The
process of changing the central figure of the narrative begins with information
on the year 1205, but became more pronounced from 1260 onwards.

The change in the chronicle’s protagonist raises the question of whether
the source’s editor retained the narrative strategy of Danilo’s Chronicle. We
encounter this problem in the fragment following the unfinished sentence:
“And after that two years passed, during which there was quiet in all the land”!
For the first time in The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia, there is a precise desig-
nation of a period of quiet across the land. The question that remains is how
the bookman reckoned time. Was it from 1258, when Burundai first appeared,
to the turn of 1259/1260, when the second expedition of the Mongol temnik
took place? This would mean that the account following this sentence, con-
cerning the wedding of Olga, daughter of Vasilko Romanovich, to Prince
Andrew Vsevolodovich of Chernigov, which took place in Volhynian Vladimir,?
occurred during the period when “there was silence in all the land”. This means

1 “Ilocem[b]a xe mMuHOYB[B|ummma gBbMa abroma, u Obic[Th| THIIMHA IO Bced 3eMan” —
Chronica 2017, 411.

2 See: Chronica 2017, 41—-412. D. Dabrowski (2012a, 414) dates this event to 1259. See: Jusupovi¢
2016d, 63.
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that there was a modification of the text’s chronological strategy. In fact, the
wedding itself was a sign that the Romanovichi were looking for new allies
to fight the Mongols.3 It was this activity of Danilo and Vasilko’s that led to
Burundai once again organizing an expedition into their domain.* At the
same time, the editor introduced changes in the lexis. Foreign borrowings,
such as ‘piskup/muckyr’ / “bishop”, disappeared in the chronicle, and in their
place appeared typically Rus’ian terms, such as ‘wladyka/ragpika’ — this term
was used to refer to the bishop of Chelm, Ivan, in the story about Burundai’s
second expedition.’

The account that ensues of Burundai’s second expedition shows how deeply
the text was rewritten. The khan’s temnik demanded that Vasilko destroy the
grods of the Volhynian lands, including Danilov, Stozek, Krzemieniec, Lutsk,
and Vladimir.®6 At that time, “because he was frightened, Danilo fled to the
Lyakhs, and then from the Lyakhs to Hungary”,” probably in the aim of acquir-
ing military aid from his allies. The ruler first went to the court of Bolestaw v
the Chaste, and probably after the Mongols and Rus'ians entered the Cracow
prince’s district, he went to Hungary.® On July 12, 1260, the king of Rus’ partici-
pated on the side of Bela 1v in the Battle of Kressenbrunn (Groissenbrunn),
which is confirmed by numerous Hungarian sources.® As can be observed, the
bookman unceremoniously discredited Danilo. At this point, one might ask
whether the description reflects a dispute between two political approaches
to the Mongols: Danilo’s of armed independence and Vasilko’s of conciliatory
cooperation with the invaders.

Next, having mentioned the destruction of the fortifications of the city of
Vladimir, the chronicle’s author extensively describes the failed attempt to
destroy the walls of Chelm.1° In the account of these events we read the fol-
lowing: “This great prince Vasilko, sent as if by God to aid the inhabitants of
the city”!! This clearly shows who is the main protagonist of the narrative from
that point onwards. In addition, the bookman refers to Vasilko using the term

3 Jusupovi¢ 2016d, 63.

4 Chronica 2017, 412—414.

5 Chronica 2017, 412—414.

6 Chronica 2017, 414—416.

7 “Nlannio x[e] oy6oaBcA, mOObie B JIAXBI, a U3 JIAXOBb N0Gkxe BB oyrper” — Chronica

2017, 415.
8 Jusupovi¢ 2016d, 64.
9 E.g.: Annales Melicenses 1851, 509; Annales Frisacenses 1879, 66. For more detailed data,

see: Dabrowski 20124, 425 with n. 1138.

10 Chronica 2017, 416—420.

11 “Cu e BeqHuKbId KHA3[b] Bacui[p]ko aks!l wr[b] B[or]a mocians 6bic[Th| HA TOMOY|[b|
ropokanwM|s|” — Chronica 2017, 419.
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“ereat prince”!2 This phrase can designate the title of the ruler or it can be used
as an obituary formula,'® corresponding — simply put — to the Polish phrase
“Swietej pamieci wladca” [ or the English “the late great ruler”. If we assume the
second solution as correct, which seems appropriate due to it being applied
in reference to Danilo in relation to events in 1288,!# this would mean that the
editing of this part of the source text was done after Vasilko’s death, during the
reign of his son Vladimir. The fact that the bookman returned to a narrative
strategy similar to the one used in the description of the years 1228-1244 sup-
ports the second solution. This fact indicates that the above information was
added from a certain temporal perspective.

Following the description of destroying the fortifications of the towns and
cities of Volhynia, we read:

And after [all] that, Burundai hastened to Lublin, and from Lublin he
went to Zawichost, and they came to the Vistula river, and here they
found a ford across the Vistula, and went to the other side of the river,
and began ravaging the Lyakh lands. Then they came to Sandomierz and
encircled it from all sides, surrounding it with their fortifications, and set-
ting up siege machines.!>

In this account, the bookman uses two expressions of time, i.e., “and after [all]
that” and “then”. Both in this case signify a short period of time and refer to the
beginning of 1260. From the point of view of the description of the expedition
to Sandomierz and Lysiec, this is a continuation of the Mongol plotline;!¢ we
can even refer to them as thematic threads in the sense of descriptions discuss-
ing the period between 1245 and 1258/1259. The story seems to be based on
the account of an informant, perhaps a participant in the events, using motifs
from Flavius Josephus’ The Jewish War.' It should be emphasized that in his

12 On the title of great prince, see Poppe 1984, 423—439; Boron 2010, 81—99.

13 See e.g, The Tale of Bygone Years under the entry for the year 6562 (1054): “npecraBucs
BeMKbIH KHA3b Pychkbiiit fIpocnas” |/ “the Great Prince of Rus’ Yaroslav has passed
away” — Lavrent'evskaia letopis’ 2001, 161.

14  See pp. 23,162.

15  “mocem[s| mouze boyponzanac pp60p3b k Jro6auHOy, wr[b] Jro6amuHa x[e] monge Kb
3aBuxBocroy, 1 npingoma K pbib k Bucrb, n roy usnangoma co6b 6pwa[s] oy Bucrb, n
nepeunzolIa Ha OHOY CTOPOHOY phKbI, 1 HavalIa BoeBaTH 3eMJTI0 JIAZ[ b ckoyio. IToTwm[ ]
xe npiugoma kb CREOMHUPOY, U OCTRAIMIIA Cb BChbx[B] cTpaH[b]|, ¥ oropwzuiia 0KoIo
cBouM|[b| ropoawM|[b], 1 TOPOKSI octaBuia” — Chronica 2017, 420—421.

16 See: Chronica 2017, 421—428.

17 Such phrasemes as “they dropped [...] like ears of grain [...] walking over the corpses like
over a bridge” are borrowings from Flavius Josephus’ The Jewish War. See: Orlov 1926, 119;
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description of the expedition to Poland the author of the source text does not
even once mention Vasilko or the Rus’ian regiments accompanying Burundai.
The bookman took care not to tarnish the image of the Vladimiran prince in
any way. From the further part of the chronicle’s narrative, we know that the
campaign contributed to destabilizing the alliances meticulously constructed
by Danilo Romanovich, i.e., with the Polish princes and the Hungarians.

Then Lithuania went to war against the Lyakhs [sent] by Mindaugas,
accompanied by the lawless and accursed Eustace Konstantynovich,
who had fled from Ryazan. Thus, Lithuania captured Jazdéw on the eve of
St. John's Day. Here they also killed Prince Siemowit, and captured his son
Konrad, and after taking much loot, they returned to their own land.1®

This passage shows how much the narrative strategy changes in comparison
to the part referring to the period between 1245 and 1258/1259. From Polish
sources!® we know that Siemowit was killed on June 23, 1262. The date is con-
current with the account from the chronicle. What is even more significant,
the phrase “then” / “notoms” refers to a period of two years in this case.

The continuation of the thread referring to the early summer of 126220 is a
description of two expeditions of Mindaugas to the vicinity of Kamien, tak-
ing place over the course of a week: “That same week, another Lithuanian
army ravaged the outskirts of Mielnica”?! This wording might indicate that
the campaign was recounted by an informant familiar with the events who
remembered that both attacks occurred during the same week. The first expe-
dition managed to withdraw without any losses, while the second was crushed
at the grod of Nebel.22 Some attention should be drawn to that fact that the

Meshcherskii 1958, 100; Pautkin 1998, 132; losif Flavi 2004, 9. See; Chronica 2017, 424 with
n.1097.

18  “Ilorom[b] e MAOIIa JUTBA HA JIAXbI BoeBaTd WT[b| MuHnzosra u Ocradiu Koncran-
THHOBUYb C HUMH OAaKaaHHBI M NMPOKJIATHIH, 6B 60 3a6brap us Pesana. Jlutsa x[e]
nsornama E3zoBs Ha kKaHWH[B| pox[b]cTBa c[Ba]T[0]r0 loanna. Toy x[e] u CrMoBHTA
KHASA 0y6mma, a c[pr|Ha ero Kongpara sma, ¥ mojloHa MHWIO OMMAIIIa, ¥ TAKO BB3Bpa-
tumac[A] Bb cBoa cu” — Chronica 2017, 428—429.

19  E.g:Rocznik kapituty krakowskiej 1978, 89—90; see: Jasiniski 2001, 67.

20  Dabrowski 2012a, 432—433.

21 ‘Jlpoyraa e paT[b] BoeBa Toe x[e] Hex[e]nu, muTOB[b|cKaa xk[e], oko0 Me[b] HUIH" —
Chronica 2017, 430.

22 Chronica 2017, 229-434.
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noblemen listed in the account - e.g,, Zhelislav,?® Stefan Miedusznik,?* Boris,?3
and Izebolk26 — served Vasilko Romanovich. This indirectly attests that we are
dealing with a bookman writing from the perspective of Volhynia.

The next account, concerning the saigat (spoils of war) sent by Vasilko to
Danilo, is very important. It is very likely that this is a surviving, slightly edited
fragment of Danilo’s Chronicle. It consists of two passages:

Then [Vasilko] sent the saigat to his brother the king along with Boris and
Izebolk. At that time [in the summer of 1262 — AJ.],27 the king [Danilo]
had left for Hungary. And Boris caught up with him at Podtylicz [...]. Boris
arrived and brought the saigat to the king: saddled horses, shields, short
spears, helmets. The king then began to inquire after the health of his
brother and nephew. And Boris said, ‘They are both healthy’ And he told
him of all that had passed. And the king was greatly pleased because his
brother and nephew were in good health and because their enemies had
been destroyed. And he gave Boris some gifts, and sent him back to his
brother.28

Between these two accounts, which seem to have originally formed a single
narrative sequence, the bookman working on the text after the death of the
king of Rus’ inserted words of praise about Vasilko, which made use of much of
the relevant information included in Danilo’s Chronicle (e.g., about the king’s
sorrow and distress):

And the king was greatly concerned about his brother and his son-in-
law Vladimir, who was still young. One of his servants came in and said:
‘My lord, some people have arrived on horseback with shields and short
spears, and some pack horses. The king jumped for joy and raised his

23 Jusupovié 2013b, 293—298.

24  Jusupovi¢ 2013b, 242—243.

25  Jusupovié 2013b, 113-114.

26  Jusupovi¢ 2013b, 170-171.

27 See: Dgbrowski 2012a, 433—437.

28  “Tlocna x[e] caiirar[s] Gpary cBoemoy koposneBu cb Bopucom[s], cb HseGonkom[s].
Kopos[s] ke Game Torga moexa Bb oyrpsl, U oyroHu A Bopuc[s] oy ITog[s]|rennua |[...]
Bopucs e npiexa u mpuBese caiiraT[s] koposesu: U KOHb 1 B cezrbx[s], mnThI, CrIULH,
mosiombL. Kopos[s] sxe Hava BpCIIpauaTv o 3zpasiu 6para cBoer|o| u c[bI|HOBLa. Bopuch
xe nobaa 3zpasie 06010 ¥ BCA CHOBIB[ b |1aaca ckasa emoy. M 6bIc[Tb] pagwc|Th] Besnka
KOpOJIEBU O 3ApaBiu Gpara cBoero u c[bl|HWB[b|ua — a Boposu usburin. bopuca x[e]
o7apuBB, WT[b|moycTH Kb Gpaty cBoemoy” — Chronica 2017, 434—436.
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hands in praise to God and said: ‘Glory to thee, O Lord, [behold], Vasilko
has won against Lithuania.”?®

The next account confirms that the events were arranged chronologically even
within the years discussed. It refers to the convention in Tarnawa which took
place in August 1262. It was attended by: Bolestaw v the Chaste, Danilo with
his sons — Leo and Shvarno, and Vasilko with Vladimir. The chronicle provides
quite general information that an agreement was then reached, confirmed
with the “the True Cross”3° The account should be considered written from
the perspective of Danilo Romanovich, probably taken over in its entirety from
Danilo’s Chronicle.

The fact that this account was used, albeit with significant additions, by
an editor probably working at Vladimir Vasilkovich’s court, is also indicated
by another extensive account, one on the death of Mindaugas. It consists of
stories about Vaisvilkas, the death of Mindaugas’ wife, and Daumantas’ killing
of Mindaugas and his two sons Ruklys and Repeikis.3! The account referring
to 126332 was introduced into the chronological sequence by using the phrase
“after this council, when one year had passed, in the autumn the Great Prince
Mindaugas of Lithuania was killed”33 Next, the chronicler warns the reader
that he will insert a fragment pertaining to the genesis of the king of Lithuania’s
death: “We will [now] relate [the circumstances leading to] his death”.34 His

29  “Kopoxn[p] e Galle eqanoyA o Gpare IIOBEJIUKOY U W C[bI|HWBIH CBOEM[b]. 0 Borwzau-
MepH, 3aHe MoTwz[B] 6ame. Hbkro wr[®] cioyrs ero Boures[s], Haya mosbaaru cure:
T'[o]c[mo]a[u]ne! Jropuei kamicu efoyT[b] 3a MUTHI Ch CAIUIAMH, a KOHU Cb HUMH
noBoz|b|uin. Kopos[s] sxe wr[b] pagocTtu BECKOUX U U, BB3ABB[B] PALM, XBalIOy Bb3-
Aasb Blor]oy, peu[e]: ‘CnaBa Te6b, I'[ocnog|u! Tots Bacun[s|ko mo6bann(s] mursoy” —
Chronica 2017, 434-435.

30  See: Chronica 2017, 436—437. From the perspective of the narrative and chronological
strategy, what was discussed during the meeting is not very significant, which is why
I refer the reader to the appropriate literature, while emphasizing that I agree with the
conclusions reached by B. Wlodarski (1966, 148-149) and D. Dabrowski (2012a, 438—439;
therein see the discussion of the literature) that the council was not limited to brokering
peace between the Romanovichi and the prince of Cracow after Burundai’s incursion, but
primarily was held in regards to Bela 1v’s conflict with Stephen. In addition, the issues of
the Lithuanian and Yotvingian invasions of Poland and Rus’ were discussed. The situation
of Halych-Volhynian Rus’ under Mongol rule should not be forgotten either. Therefore,
many different topics were brought up.

31 Chronica 2017, 437-445.

32 See: Hrushevsky 1901, 43.

33  “Ilo cem[p] xe cbH[b|Mb MMHOYyBIIIO TBTOY OZMHOMOY, Oy WceH[b]| oy6uT|®] GbIC[TH]
BEJIMIKbIH KHA3([b ] ITOB[b|CcKbIit MUH[B]80BrB” — Chronica 2017, 437.

34  “Oy6iucrso x[e] ero cuue ckaxeMm|[s]” — Chronica 2017, 438.
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account repeats, with the addition of minor details and in chronological order,
the theme described in the previous chapter. When analyzing the dynastic
chronicle of the Romanovichi, Volodimir Pashuto concluded that an editor
working at the court of Vladimir Vasilkovich around 1290 used a Lithuanian let-
opis’written in Novogrudok. This statement was based on the observation that
this source contains many references to 13th-century Lithuania and a descrip-
tion of the history of the princes of the area. Furthermore, in the story of
Vaisvilkas, we read: “Then the fear of God entered his heart. He thought to him-
self that he wanted to be baptized. And he was baptized here in Novogrudok.
And he began to abide in Christianity”.3% At this point, it should nonetheless be
noted that the basic meaning of the word “roy” in Old Rus’ian is “there, then,
at that time”, and only at the end “here”, but in the meaning of “near here”.36
In turn, the meaning “here” was rendered with “royrs; Toyr0”3” Early on,
LP. Eremin questioned the existence of what is referred to as the “Lithuanian
Letopis” (the Novogrudok chronicle). He concluded that the Volhynian part of
the chronicle was a uniform text, created at the court of Vladimir Vasilkovich,
in its narrative covering the period up to 1259-1260.38 In fact, together with
Dariusz Dabrowski, I expressed a similar view concerning the existence of the
“Lithuanian Letopis’”.39 At this point, it should be noted that historians dealing
with The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia consistently divide this monument of
historical writing into the Halych and Volhynia parts, drawing a line between
the two fragments at 1260; from a textological point of view, the line should
be moved to after the information about the comet.*® With this important
information in mind, we can proceed with the analysis of the insertion, which

35  “Tlocem[s] e BHuzge ctpax[®] B[o]xin BB c[b|pa[p]ue ero, momsican Bb co0b, x0TA
npiatu c[Ba|Toe Kp[b|menie, u Kp[b|crica Toy B Hombropwamb, u Haya GbITu BB
xp[»|crian[b]cTBb” — Chronica 2017, 439. See Pashuto 1950, 113, 120121, 129; this view was
adopted by Ulashchik 1985, 103; for a discussion of the literature, see Font 2005, 32—-34.

36  Sreznevskii, vol. 3,1030-1031.

37  Sreznevskil, vol. 3,1039.

38  Eremin 1966, 164-184.

39  Chronica 2017, LXXXIX—XC.

40  The Halych part ends with the phrase: ‘Ame BbI G&ZeTe Oy MeHa €3QUTH Oy CTaHBI K
HUM[B], ame su asb 6&70y’ (Chronica 2017, 410), while the Volhynian part begins with:
“Tlocem[s] xe MuHOYB[B|mmMa gBbma sbroma, u ObIC[TH]| THIIMHA MOBCeW 3eMJIH’
(Chronica 2017, 411). However, as A.S. Orlov noted (Orlov 1926, 103-111; also the research
done by Irina Juriewa; for the relevant literature, see Chronica 2017, xcvi1), from the per-
spective of the textology, the situation is more complex as the stylistics of the Halych
part, within which the last editor of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia intervened in the
text, disappears after the information about the comet: “B ta x[e] 1bra siBucA sBb3za Ha
BBCTOILb XBOCTaTaa 06paswM|b | CTpalIHbIM| b |, HCIOYIIAIOIH WT || ceGe T0yYa BETUKBL
Cu xe seb3za Hapunjameca ‘Bracaraa” (Chronica 2017, 452—453).
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begins with information about the murder of Mindaugas in 1263, in its further
part once again mentioning his killing in the course of the narration,*? finally
restoring the chronology of events to 1263, recalling the death of Mindaugas.*?
The entire narrative covers 2 pages of the Khlebnikov manuscript. The murder
of Mindaugas becomes a narrative element allowing the bookman to be well-
acquainted with the sequence of events described** and marking the begin-
ning and end of the insertion.

An additional element that should be taken into account when analyzing
the insertion is the fact of the repetition of an episode in the life of Prince
Vaisvilkas, described earlier. Tat'iana Vilkul distinguished two variants of the
description of these events in the text of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia: “A’
from the Halych part and “B” from the Volhynian.*5

Variant A Variant B

Then Vaisvilkas made peace with While he was reigning in the
Danilo and gave Mindaugas’ daugh-  Lithuanian land, he began murder-
ter, his own sister, to Shvarno [in ing his brothers and nephews, and
marriage].46 others he cast out of the land, and

he began to rule alone in the entire
Lithuanian land, and he became
immensely proud. And | he exalted
himself [above others], due to his

41 “Tlo cem[b] ke cbH[b]Mb MuHOYBUIIO SbTOY OAMIHOMOY, Oy WceH[b] OyGuUT[B] GbIC[TH]
BEJIMKBIH KHA3[b| JMTOB[b|CKbIH MuH|b|Z0Br, camozphiKkel[b| ObIB[B] Bceil 3emin
sutoB[b|ckoit. OyGiucTBo x[e] ero cuue ckaxeM|s|” — Chronica 2017, 437-438.

42  “/loBMOHTD GAlre ¢ HUMH 3k[e] moures[s| Ha BOifHOY, 1 oycMoTpu BpbMA Mwz06HO co6b,
U BOPOTHUCA Ha3aA[b], Tako p[e]ka: ‘Kob6b Mu He facTb ¢ BaMu moiTH'. BopoTus|b] ke ca
Hasaz[b] 1 no|rHa BeOOp3b , n msorna MunzoBra, Toy *k[e] u oy6u ero, u oba c[br|Ha
ero ¢ HUM([b| oy6wu, Poyxia x[e], Perbckea, u Tak[o] Gbic[Th| KOHeUb MUHZOBroBOy
oy6urito” — Chronica 2017, 444—445.

43  “Bw mpex[e]peu[e]uHwm[b] sxe sbre Munz0B roBa Oy6uTia GbIC[TH] e Beces[ble oy
PomaHa KHASA Oy ApBO€EH[b|CKOro: Hada WT[b|AaBaTH MIJIOYIO CBOIO AbILeph UMEHEM|b |
Osroy 3a Boswzaumepa KHAsA, c[bI]|Ha Bacui[b|koBa, BHOYKA BeJIMKOTO KH[A|sA PomaHa
ranuukor[o]” — Chronica 2017, 448-449.

44  The chronology, before introducing the insertion, i.e., from 1260 to 1263, had the correct
layout. The question is whether this was a clue for the bookman or for the reader. If the
former is true, it means that we are dealing with an unfinished edition of the Chronicle.

45  Vilkul 20074, 26-37.

46 “Tlorwm[s] sxe Boumrenks cyrBopu Mup|s| b JaHniwM|s|, 1 BbAa Ablieps MUHZ0TOBOY
3a llIBapHa, cectpoy cBor” — Chronica 2017, 361.
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Variant A

Variant B

glory and great pride, he consid-
ered no one his equal. He had a son
Vaigvilkas and a daughter, whom
he gave in marriage to Shvarno
Danilovich in Chelm.*”

Vaisvilkas began to reign in
Novogrudok while he was still a
heathen. And he shed much blood,
killing 3 or 4 people every day. If he
killed no one on a certain day, he
would feel bereft. If he did kill some-
one, then he would be happy. Then
the fear of God entered his heart. He
thought to himself that he wanted
to be baptized. And he was baptized
here in Novogrudok. And he began
to abide in Christianity.*®

He came to Chelm to Danilo,
leaving behind his principality. He
joined a monastic order and gave
Novogrudok to Roman, the king’s
son, from Mindaugas, and from
himself — Stonim and Vawkavysk,
and all the grods,*°

Next Vaisvilkas travelled to Halych,
to see Danilo and Vasilko, for he
wanted to join a monastic order.

At that time, Vai$vilkas had Yuri
Lvovich baptized. Afterwards he
went to Polonina to see Gregory in
the monastery there and he

47

48

49

BbIC[Th]| KHAXKAIII0O €MOy Bb 3eMJIM JIUTOB[b|CKOM, U Haya M30MBATU GpaTiio CBOIO U
c[BI|HWBLM CBOA, a ZpOyTia BbITHA U3b 3eM/Th, M HaYa KHAXXUTU OAMH|B] Bb BCeit 3eM/In
JIMTOB[b|CKO, ¥ Haya TPBAETH, BEJUKBINA Bh3HECECA CIABOI0 M IPBAOCTII0 BEHKOI0, U
HETBOPAIIIE IPOTHBOY cebe HUKOroik|e]. Bame ke B Hero chis|[b]| Bounrenks e u gpam.
Jswmep[b] :xe wr[b]aa 3a llIBapua 3a Janmwiosuaa go Xoama” — Chronica 2017, 438.
“Bouenk|s] xe Haua kHAXuUTYA B HoBbropwz[b|uu, B mora[s]creb 6oyza, u Haua mpo-
JIMBaTH KPOBHM MHWrO, oyOuBaieT[b| 60 Ha BCAK[B| fieH[b] o F , 1o fi, koToporo x[e]
A[p]HH He oyGiaure ToOro, mevyasoBaui|e] Torza, KOJIU e oybiale Koro, Torga Beces|s)
op1Baute. [locem[p] ke BHuzE cTpax[b| B[o]kiu BB c[b]pa[p]ue ero, momsicau BB co6b,
XOTA mpiatH c[BA|TOe Kp[b|uieHie, 1 kp[b]cTuca Toy B HoBbropwaub, n Haua 6biti BB
xp[»]crian[b]cTBh,” — Chronica 2017, 438—439.

“u npiuzge B Xo.ms Kb JJaHHIOBH, OCTaBUB[b] KHAKEHie CBO€, U BbCIPIeMb MHULIECKIN
4yuH[B], 1 BbAACT[b| PoMaHOBH, c[bI|HWBHU KOposeBoy, HoBoropozoks wr[s| MuH[b]g0ra
n wt[b] cebe,u Cronum|s), u BoaxoBblecks, u Bch ropogpt” — Chronica 2017, 362.
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Variant A

Variant B

and he asked permission to go to
the Holy Mountain, and the king
arranged a route for him with the
Hungarian king.5!

He could not reach the Holy
Mountain and turned back in
Bulgaria.53

was shorn a monk. And he remained
at the monastery with Gregory for
three years.50

From there, he travelled to the Holy
Mountain, after receiving Gregory’s
blessing, who was so holy a man as
there had never been before him nor
would there ever be after him.52
Vaisvilkas could not reach the Holy
Mountain as there was great unrest
at that time in these lands.5*

[Thus,] he returned to Novogrudok
and established a monastery by the
Neman river, between Lithuania and
Novogrudok, and there he lived.5
Hie father Mindaugas was angry at
him for leading such a life. He in turn
did not care much for his father.56

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

“n noceM[b] uze Bommesnxs g0 [aauua kb laHwi0BY KHASI U Bacua[b|Kxosu, xoTA mpiati
MHHUIIecKbIi ynHb. Torga sxe Boumesks kp[b]ctu FOpia JI[»|BoBHYA, TO 3Ke HOTWM[b ]| e
B[b] IlooHnHOY Kb I'puropieBr B MOHACTBIPH U TIOCTPIIKECA B YEPHBIM, U ObIC[TH] BB
MaHactsIpu oy Ipuropia tpu bra” — Chronica 2017, 439—440.

“a cam[b| pocuca utu b C[Ba]TOyI0 ropoy. U Hauzie emoy KOpoJi[b] OyT[b]| Oy KOPOIA
oyrop|[s]ckaro” — Chronica 2017, 362.

“wt[B]|T0ab %[ €] mouze By C[BA]|TOYIO rOpOY, Ipiems Gi[aro]c[s10]Benie wt[s]| ['puropia.
I'puropiu xe Game 4fe]n[oBb]kb c[BA|Tb, AKOxk[e] He ObIc[Th| mpea[s| HUM[B]| U 1O
HeM|[b] He O&zeT[b]” — Chronica 2017, 440—441.

“un He Moxxe foiTH C[BA]|TOE TOPBIL, M BOPOTHCA BB Orbrapex|s|” — Chronica 2017, 362.
“Bommenk[s) e He Moxe ot 0 C[BA|TbIa ropbl, 3aHe MATEX[b| ObIC[Th]| BEJHKD
torga B Thx[ ] 3emax[s]” — Chronica 2017, 441.

“U npinge wiaT[s] B HoBeropogwk|s], 1 oyunnu cb6b MoHacTeIps Ha pbub Ha Hemud,
mexu JlutBoro u HoBeM([b ] ropwz[ s |[kwM([b], 1 TOy skuBAme” — Chronica 2017, 441-442.
“Wrerp e ero MUHAOBrb OyKapHBallle ero Ipo ero KUTie, OH['b] e Ha WT[b]La CBOero
Hero6oBale Besi[b|mMu” — Chronica 2017, 442.
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Variant A realistically describes the backstage process of brokering the
peace treaty between the Romanovichi and Lithuania. It is this and the rel-
evant passages from the last Mongol plotline described in parts 1244-1259 of
the Chronicle that allow us to logically explain the killing of Vaisvilkas by Leo.
This fact was also described by the Polish Annals (“Dux Leo Danielis regis Rusie
occidit Woyslaum filium Mendogi ducis Lithwanorum / Prince Leo, son of King
Danilo, killed Vaisvilkas, son of Lithuanian Prince Mindaugas”).5” It was most
probably Vaisvilkas who captured and killed Roman Danilovich, while Leo only
avenged his death. I fully agree with Tat'iana Vilkul's observation®® that vari-
ant A linked to Danilo’s court was secondarily reused by Vladimir Vasilkovich’s
bookman to create an ideal hagiographic story.5° David Goldfrank®? has already
noted that the last editor of the Chronicle not only created an important didac-
tic story about how Vaisvilkas had become a champion of the Lord, capable
of identifying the true faith and converting, through Christian Rus, pagan
Lithuania, but above all he emphasized the dependence of the Lithuanian
prince on Vasilko. Such narrative methods were intended to emphasize the
role played by Vladimir Vasilkovich’s father. It was at the court of his son that
the work on editing The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia was initiated.

The question of whether the author of the Chronicle in fact made use of
some Lithuanian Letopis’ must be answered in the negative. In the further nar-
rative of variant B, we do read about events that were chronologically arranged,
describing in detail the situation in Lithuania, the death of Mindaugas, the
death of Tauvtilas in the winter of 1263/1264, and Treniota in 1264, and others
(more on this later), but — as D. Goldfrank rightly points out — foreign policy
concerning their northern neighbour’s internal struggles was of internal use
to the Romanovichi.®! The role of Lithuania in Danilo Romanovich'’s politics
is perfectly illustrated by the fact that his son Shvarno married Mindaugas’
daughter. Here I would like to draw the reader’s attention to a very impor-
tant fact. The description of the Lithuanian plotline in the part referring to
1244-1259 actually ends in 1255, ie., with Shvarno’s marriage to Mindaugas’
daughter and Vaigvilkas’ subsequent expeditions to Athos. It is followed by
the Yotvingian-Polish plotline that covers the period of 1255, with a reference

57  Rocznik Traski1872, 840.

58  Vilkul 2007a, 26-37.

59  On the functioning of the hagiographic story about Vaisvilkas, see Dabrowski 2007a,
31-66; Kibin' 2011, 11-28.

60  Goldfrank 1988, 44—76.

61 Goldfrank 1988, 47.
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to 1257,52 the Babenberg plotline from 1253,%2 and the Mongol one beginning in
1255/1256 and leading up to 1260. In the last of these, there are scattered men-
tions of Lithuania, but it should be stressed once again that they are woven
into the Mongol plotline, not the Lithuanian one, which was actually cut off
in 1255. In the Volhynian section (in the period 1260-1263 of interest to us),
there are also mentions of the Romanovichi’s northern neighbour, but they are
mainly written from Vasilko’s perspective. Danilo was in Hungary at the time,
while his brother was in charge of all domestic and foreign policy. He appears
as the undisputed leader only in the description of the council in Tarnawa
in August 1262,54 which in my opinion was in its entirety taken from Danilo’s
Chronicle, with observable alterations introduced by the bookman working on
the text towards the end of the 13th and beginning of the 14th century. These
interventions in the text are manifested by Danilo being referred to as prince
(“kuszems”) and not as king (“xoposnem”).%% It is unlikely that such an error
was made by Danilo’s chronicler. The narrative for 1260-1263 is therefore not
so much a supplement to the threadbare arrangement of 12441259 as it is a
description of Vasilko’s successes. Above all, it contains a gap for the 1255-
1264 period as regards the internal situation of Lithuania, which was always
an important element of the narrative, also when describing contacts with
other neighbours towards whom the Romanovichi pursued an equal policy
(the Mongols are an exception, with the dependence of Rus’ concealed from
the reader).

In fact, the continuation of the interrupted Lithuanian theme from Danilo’s
Chronicle comes in the form of the above-quoted variant B, with its original
shape strongly modified by Vladimir Vasilkovich’s bookman. In spite of this
intervention, elements typical for what we call Danilo’s Chronicle are readily
observable. The resumption of the interrupted motif is signalled by the infor-
mation: “He had a son Vaisvilkas and a daughter, whom he gave in marriage to
Shvarno Danilovich in Chetm” / “Bawre sxe B Hero cbIH[b | BpuiIesks e v AbUn.
Jwmep[b] ke wr[b]aa 3a [lIBapHa 3a [Jlanunosuya go Xonma” Thus, we have
a rather unusual situation in which an insertion intended to be a story about
the death of Mindaugas and the situation in Lithuania is in fact the result of a
rephrasing of Danilo’s Chronicle. After stripping it of its hagiographical wrap-
pings and raising the position of Vasilko Romanovich, we see a continuation

62  Chronica 2017, 362—376.

63 Chronica 2017, 376—381.

64 Bolestaw v the Chaste, Danilo with his sons Leo and Shvarno, and Vasilko with Vladimir
participated in the meeting.

65  Chronica 2017, 436.
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of the factual arrangement that was described in the fourth chapter. This
observation is important for showing how the last editor of the chronicle
worked. The hagiographic description and the subsequent killing of Vaisvilkas
by Leo Danilovich further strengthen and even predestine the line of Vasilko
Romanovich to rule as velikij Great Prince on a par with Danilo Romanovich.

After the story of Mindaugas’ death we read, in chronological order, of the
situation in Lithuania and the death of Tautvilas in the winter of 1263/126456
and of Treniota in 1264.57 The last date is confirmed by the Rocznik Kapituty
Krakowskiej (Annals of the Cracow Chapter). In addition, the bookman pro-
vides information that Daumantas (Timothy) and Vaisvilkas were behind the
killing.68 This information is indirectly confirmed by a passage introduced
immediately after the information about the murder:

When Vaisvilkas learned of this, he went with the men of Pinsk to
Novogrudok, and from there he took the men of Novogrudok with him
and went to Lithuania to rule. All of Lithuania welcomed its heir with
great joy. Thus, Vai$vilkas came to rule in his Lithuanian lands. And he
began to kill his enemies. And he slaughtered a countless multitude of
them, and the others fled, scattering to wherever they could. And he
killed Eustace the wretched, the heathen, the accursed. We have written
about him previously.69

In this fragment, the bookman openly admits to being the author of the
description of the Lithuanian expedition (that of Mindaugas and Eustace
Konstantynovich) of 1262 to Jazddw, during which prince Siemowit had died.”®

By including an extensive account of Mindaugas’ death and its sequel
describing Vaisvilkas’ capture of Lithuania, the chronicler had to disrupt the

66  See: Hrushevsky 1901, 43.

67 Chronica 2017, 445—447.

68  Rocznik kapituty krakowskiej 1978, 9o—91.

69  “Ce x[e] capimas|b] Boumesnks, mouze ¢ nuuaHsl kK HoBbropwa[s|koy, 1 wr(s] Torb
MOHA Ch COGO0 HOBBrOPW/[b|IjM U TIOHAE B JIUTBOY KHAXHUTH. JluTBa k[e] BcA mpiamma
U Cb PajoCTiI0 BEJIMKOI, CBOer[o] rocnwzandnya. Boumenk[s| e Haya KHAXKUTH Bb
CBOel 3eMJIM JINTOB[b|CKOIi, U I10Ya BOPOrbI CBOA M36HMBATH, M M36M UX[b| Gecuuc-
JIeH[b|HOe MHWK[b]CTBO, a Apoysiit pos6brourac[a] kamo KTo Buza, 1 oHoro Wceradia
oy0Ou okaH[b|HOr[0], 6e3aKOH[b|HOTO, IPOKJIATAr0, O HEM| b |3Ke HAalpeAx CIIUCaXWM|[b]” —
Chronica 2017, 447—448.

70 Chronica 2017, 428—429. See: p. 115.
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chronology of events. In order to make the events in the Lithuanian-Rus’ian
borderlands understandable to the reader, he wrote:™

In the previously mentioned year of Mandaugas’ murder, there was a
wedding at the house of Roman, prince of Bryansk. He was to give away
his lovely daughter named Olga to the prince of Vladimir, son of Vasilko,
grandson of great prince Roman of Halych.”?

As aresult, we know that the account refers to the year 1263: “And at that time, a
Lithuanian army attacked Roman”.”® The prince of Bryansk defeated the invad-
ers and gave his daughter in marriage to Vladimir.”* After this description, the
bookman provides information about returning to the events in Lithuania in
1264: “We will now return to our previous narration”.”>

I will take the liberty of quoting the following passage in full because it is
very important for understanding why — beginning with the events of 1260 —
the narrative was conducted from the perspective and according to the chron-
ological framework of the chronicler working on the text after Danilo’s death,
probably already at Vladimir Vasilkovich’s court. In my opinion, we are deal-
ing with the person referred to in the introduction as the bookman, who gave
The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia its final shape. The quotation of interest is as
follows:

[When] Vaisvilkas ruled in Lithuania, prince Shvarno and Vasilko
began aiding him. Vai$vilkas named Vasilko his father and liege, while
the king had contracted a serious illness at that time. It ended his life. And
they laid him [to rest] in the Church of the Holy Mother of God in Chetm that
he himself had built. This king Danilo was a good, brave and wise prince.
He constructed numerous grods, built churches, and decorated them with
various embellishments. For he was renowned for his brotherly love for
Vasilko. This Danilo was second only to Solomon. Then Shvarno went to
help Vaisvilkas, while prince Vasilko sent him aid [the words written

71 Frequently used in the narrative describing the 1245-1259 period. Are we dealing with a
trace of Danilo’s Chronicle with a plot-based/factual arrangement of events?

72 “Bb npex[e]peu[e]urwM(b] ke bre MunzZOB roBa OoyOuTia OBIC[TH] e Beces[b|e oy
PomaHa KHASA Oy ApBOeH[b]CKOro: Haua WT['b)4aBaTH MUJIOYIO CBOIO AbIeph UMEHEM|b |
Osroy 3a Borwzumepa kHASA, c[pr|Ha Bacui[b|KxoBa, BHOyKa BeJMKOro KH[A]sa Pomana
ranuukor[o]” — Chronica 2017, 448—-449.

73  “U B0 BpeMa par|b| npiuge Ha Pomana sutoB[b|ckoro” — Chronica 2017, 449.

74  Chronica 2017, 449—450.

75  “MBl ke npeg[b|rexanee Bp3Bparumca’ — Chronica 2017, 450.
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in italics come from the Ipatiev manuscript — AJ.] [in the form of] his
entire army. Vai$vilkas named Vasilko his father and liege.”®

The publishers of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia commented on the por-
tions of the text in bold as follows: “In essence, we have a repetition of a phrase
that has already appeared above. Could this be testimony to the rather inept
disruption of the narrative of Lithuanian matters by the later insertion of
Danilo’s obituary? One does have that impression”.”” Undoubtedly, these pas-
sages refer to the same issue. The chronicler followed the same chronological
strategy as in the description of the events for the 1228-1244 period. In this
account, however, Danilo’s Chronicle provided the chronological framework of
the source, while in the presentation of later events the core of the story is
the chronicler’s own text, probably written in the late 1280s, and the accounts
of his informants. The annalist took only relevant information from Danilo’s
Chronicle, e.g., the obituary of the king of Rus’ Therefore, he began the text
by informing about the sequence of events. He then added an insertion from
Danilo’s Chronicle, independent of the chronological framework, to alert the
reader to the fact that subsequent mentions may or may not refer to the same
year. After the story of the king’s death, in keeping with the observed strat-
egy he repeated the information about sending reinforcements for Vaisvilkas,
which was meant to give a clear signal that there was a return to the basic
dating structure. This observation leads to the conclusion that for later edi-
tors Danilo’s Chronicle, like The Chronicle of the Rostislavichi, was purely an
indispensable part of the description of how Vasilko and later his son Vladimir
gained their positions in Volhynia. Perhaps that is why the carrier and creator
of dynastic power in the chronicle (especially in descriptions of events after
1260) was not Danilo but Roman Mstislavich.

One would expect that after Danilo’s death the narrative would focus on
Vasilko and his son. However, Shvarno, who probably took over Chetm from his
father, becomes the main protagonist. It remains an open question whether he

76 “Kuaxamio xe BoummrenkoBu B yutBb, un moua emoy momaratu IlIBapHO KHA3[B] U
Bacu[b|xo, Hapexib 60 Gaure Bacui[b|ka wr[b]ua co6b u rocnwzanHa, a kKopos|s| Oale
TOrZa B[] B 60JECTh BEJIHMKOY, B HEMIKE M CKOH[b|4a 3KHBOT|B| CBOH, U IIOJOKHIIA
ero Bb 1i[b|pkBu C[Ba]|TbIa B[oropoau|ua B Xonmb, roxe 6b cam[b] cb3gan[s]. Cou xe
KOpoJib JJaHMIO0 KHA3[b| ZOOPBIN, 1 XOPOOPBIN, 1 MAZPBIN CH3/a 3K[€] TOPOABI MHWIBI,
U 1i[b]PKBH IIOCTaBU M OYKPACH A Pa3HOIMYHBIMU KpacoTamu. Baire 60 GparomobiemMs
cBeTACA Cb OpatwMm[b] cBouM[b] Bacun[p] xwm[b]. Cbu ke Januao GAlre BTOPBIHA MO
Conomons. ITocem[s] :xe IlIBapHO noiige B momMoub Boumresrkosu a Bacuiko KHA3 WT[B]
cebe 1ocsia eMOy IIOMOYb BCIO CBOIO par|b]. Bouuresnk[s| sxe Hapek s Oalne Bacua|b]ka
KO WT[b|ua co6b u rocioguna” — Chronica 2017, 450—452.

77  Kronika 2017, 219 with n. 1402.
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also assumed supreme rule. Vasilko is correlated with Shvarno as he had been
earlier (1205-1259) with Danilo, e.g.: “And Vaisvilkas was aided by Shvarno
and Vasilko ...””® (after this sentence, the author of the source text lists the
gains made by the Rus'ian-Lithuanian coalition).” The next three events refer-
ring to 1264 seem to have been copied from some chronicle. They include:
1) the appearance of a comet in the east,3° 2) the death in that year (before
February 29, 1265, according to the March/ultra-March style) of Helena,
Vasilko’s wife,8! and the civil war among the Tartars®? between Hulagu and
Berke in 1263-1264. All the information basically refers to the year 1264 and
is in chronological order. Therefore, the phrase that follows, i.e., “after this"33
should be treated as having occurred after a year had passed. In 1265, we learn
of the joint reign of Vaisvilkas and Shvarno in Lithuania and about the expedi-
tion of the Lithuanian forces against Bolestaw v the Chaste. This resulted in a
conflict between Bolestaw and Halych-Volhynian Rus’, which culminated with
the Battle of Wrota on June 19, 1266.84 The whole story was presented from
Shvarno’s perspective. The listed noblemen, Andrew and Lavrenti,?> were also
connected with the prince of Chelm. Is this a trace of Danilo’s Chronicle being
continued after the death of this ruler in Chetm? Did something like Shvarno’s
Chronicle exist? This cannot be excluded. The content of The Chronicle of
Halych-Volhynia, which was shaped in large part through the modification of
other sources, allows us to table such a supposition.

After the description of the Polish-Rus’ian battles, the bookman — wanting
to retain chronological continuity — once again uses the phrase “and then” /
“mocemp”. Next, we learn that Bolestaw the Chaste made peace with Vasilko and
Shvarno.86 Mikhailo Hrushevsky conservatively dates this event to 1266/1267.87
It is worth noting that the princes of Volhynia and Halych participated in

78  “U Buab Boumesnxs nomou[s] IlIBapHOBOYy 1 Bacui[b|koBoy” — Chronica 2017, 452.

79  Chronica 2017, 452.

80  Chronica 2017, 452—453. “This refers to a comet marked with the symbol C/1264 N1, which
was visible from the second half of July to October 2, 1264” (according to A. Guillemin
[1877,146] the comet became visible in France in mid-July); Sviatskii 2007, 190-191 (pery-
helium 19 v11); Seargent 2009, 96—99 — after Chronica 2017, 453 with n. 1171.

81 Chronica 2017, 453—-454-

82  Chronica 2017, 454.

83  “Ilocem[n] :xe” — Chronica 2017, 454.

84  Chronica 2017, 454—463. The precise dating of these events is confirmed by such source
texts as: Rocznik kapituty krakowskiej 1978, 91—-92; Kronika Dzierzwy 2013, 79; Kronika wiel-
kopolska 1970, 121.

85  See: Jusupovi¢ 2013b, 111-112; 197-198.

86 Chronica 2017, 463—464.

87 Hrushevsky 1901, 46.
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the conclusion of the peace treaty. This would indicate that the division into
Danilo’s domain and Vasilko’s dependent principality was also maintained in
the later period. Did Roman Mstislavich’s younger son remain a dependent
prince after the death of his older brother? According to the author of The
Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia, he was equal in standing to Shvarno. However,
it should be remembered that the sources used during the final editing of the
chronicle were most likely modified. Moreover, everything indicates that these
final modifications took place at the court of Vladimir Vasilkovich. Efforts were
made there to highlight Vasilko’s role in the politics of Halych-Volhynian Rus.
As aresult, it is unclear who took over after Danilo’s death and whether there
was one or several decision-making centres at the time.

“Next, Vaisvilkas gave the principality to his son-in-law Shvarno, while he
himself wished again to join a monastery”.8® Once again, we are unable to pin-
point the exact date. Observation of the narrative strategy points tentatively to
1266/1267. It is only after the recounting of Shvarno’s ascension to the throne
in Lithuania and Vai$vilkas once again being shorn3® that the chronicler
writes of Leo’s desire to meet with the Lithuanian prince. He asked his uncle
to arrange the meeting. “Vasilko sent for Vai$vilkas during Holy Week”,%0
i.e.,, between April 11 and 17, 1267. Ultimately, the meeting took place at the
residence of Markolt the German, who was host to the princes and treated
them to a meal.9! Following the feast, Vaisvilkas and Leo returned to the
Monastery of Michael the Great in Vladimir, where they stayed. There, after
drinking from some goblets of wine, “the Devil, [who] from the very begin-
ning has wished mankind ill, put [an evil thought] into Leo’s heart, and he
killed Vaisvilkas out of envy that he was giving the Lithuanian land to Shvarno.
And this was how he met his end. After preparing his body for burial, they
laid it in the Church of Michael the Great”?? The date of Vaisvilkas’ death
is also known from other sources. In Rocznik Traski [Traska’s Annuals]
under the entry for 1267, we read: “Prince Leo, son of Danilo the king of
Rus), killed Vaisvilkas, son of Mindaugas the prince of Lithuania”%% In this

88  “Tlocem|[s] :xe Boumesnks ga kHAKeHie cBoe sATI0 cBoemoy IIIBapHOBH, a caM[b] ONATD
BBCX0Th nplaTu MHUIIECKbIH YuHD” — Chronica 2017, 464.

89 Chronica 2017, 464—466.

90  “Bacmi[b]ko xk[e] mocna mo Boumenxa Crp[a]crHoe Hen[b]au” — Chronica 2017, 466.

91 Chronica 2017, 466—467.

92  “/liaBos[B] xe He XOTALIIe MCKOHM Z06pa u[e]n[oBb]4[b|ckomoy pogoy Broxku BB c[b]pare
JI[p]BOBH, 1 Oy6u Bouurenka s3aBUCTiIO, 1Ke OAlle Jaj[b| 3eMII0 JUTOB[b|CKOYIO €ro
IIIBaproBu. U taxo 6bic[Th| KOHel[b] oyburia ero. Criparasute x[e] Thio ero u moso-
MUIIA BB 1| b| pkBH c[BA|T[0]ro Muxawnna Benukoro” — Chronica 2017, 467—468.

93  “Dux Leo filius Danielis regis Rusie occidit Woyslaum filium Mendogi ducis Lithwano-
rum” — Rocznik Traski 1872, 840.
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part of the chronicle, Leo is presented as a negative character. He was
the oldest living son of Danilo, older than Vladimir by about 15—20 years.
After the deaths of both Romanovichi sons and Shvarno, the most intense dis-
putes were between Leo and Vladimir. However, Danilo’s surviving children
included also Mstislav (11), who was close in age to Vasilko’s son, but, unlike his
brother, he cooperated with the ruler of Vladimir.

Analyzing the above passage, two protagonists can be identified: Shvarno
and Vaisvilkas, i.e., the rulers of Lithuania. We can observe once again that the
narrative is conducted from the perspective of Danilo Romanovich’s son. The
same is true in the next two references: “After Vaisvilkas, Shvarno reigned in
the Lithuanian land. He reigned for only a few years as he [soon] passed away.
They laid his body in the Church of the Holy Mother of God near his father’s
grave”94 The passage contains a chronological marker about reigning “for only
a few years”. Researchers have established that Shvarno died in 1269.%% The last
mention of reigns in Lithuania refers to the rule of Traidenis.?¢ One wonders
why the period of Shvarno’s rule in Chetm was presented in correlation with
Vaisvilkas. Perhaps Danilo’s son was in some way dependent on Lithuania,
which was his main area of interest. If so, who was in charge of Volhynian and
Halych affairs at that time? The bookman tentatively suggests that the guar-
antor of security in this area was Vasilko.%7 In my opinion, the author of the
source text used a narrative strategy that was intended to prepare the reader
for the new leader of Vladimir. The aim was to divert the reader’s attention
from Chelm as the centre of power created by Danilo and to suggest that the
death of the king and the rule of his successor in Lithuania caused disorder
within the domain of the Romanovichi. This method is similar to the one pre-
sented in the first chapter, in which the bookman replaced the description of
the 1981205 period with Roman Mstislavich’s encomium. This seems to be
confirmed by the extensive information (as compared to the description of
the circumstances of Shvarno’s death) about Vasilko’s passing in 1269: “At that
time, the law-abiding prince passed away, [he was] a good Christian and a great
Vladimiran, named Vasilko, son of Great Prince Roman, and they laid his body

94  “Kuaxaupo x[e] mo Boumenub IIBapHOoBM B JHTOB[b|cKOM 3emin. KHAXUB[B] ke
HeMHOro bT[B] M Tako IpecTaBUCA, U Tooxkuma Thro ero Bb 1[b]pkBu C[BA|TBIA
B[oropoau|ua 6:1u3[ 5] rpo6a wr[b|HA" — Chronica 2017, 468.

95  Hrushevsky 1901, 47; Dabrowski 2008, 375-376.

96 Chronica 2017, 468—470.

97  Vai$vilkas’ death at the hands of Leo does not change the message of the passage, because
Danilo’s son and the devil who supports him are blamed.
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in the Church of the Holy Mother of God in the bishopric of Vladimir”.%% Above
all, this is suggested by the text itself: “And after him, his son Vladimir came to
reign as prince in his place. He was renowned for his love of justice for all his
brethren, for the boyars, and the common people. And Leo came to rule in
Halych and in Chelm after his brother Shvarno”.?° This passage aims to bring
the reader to an understanding that Vladimir was equal in standing to Danilo’s
remaining living sons, while his fully Christian moral integrity predestined
him for the position of superior prince.

It is the equal footing of Danilo and Vasilko’s descendants that shines
through in the subsequent passages. “After that, they made peace with the
Lyakhs, with Bolestaw the prince. Next, Bolestaw started a war with the prince
of Wroctaw. Leo and Mstislav came to his aid, and [thus] Vladimir did not go
[to battle] himself, but sent his army under [the command of] Zhelislav”.190
The fact of concluding a peace treaty indicates that a conflict which violated
the 1266/1267 settlement had taken place. It must have happened before spring
1271, because it was then that Bolestaw v the Chaste along with Rus’ian and
Mazovian reinforcements attacked Henryk 1v Probus.'9! Further narration
concerning the turn of 1271/1272 is also conducted in the spirit of the code-
termination of the fate of Halych-Volhynian land: “Then the princes decided
to set out against the Yotvingians. When winter came, the princes themselves
did not go, but sent their voivodes [with] the army”192 The expedition was a
success. The Yotvingian princes asked the rulers of the lands of Halych and
Volhynia for peace.103

It is very difficult to establish the period referred to by the next passage
about relations between Traidenis and Leo with Vladimir.!* We know that the

98  “B o x[e] Bpbma mpecraBuca 6;1[a]roBbp|[b|Hblil KHA3[B]| Xp[H1]CTOTI0GUBbIM BeTUKbIH
BBIWAUMED[b|cKkblil MMeHeM[b| Bacmi[p]ko, c[bI|HB Bemmukoro kHasa Pomana. U
nonoxkuma Thiao ero Be I[b|pkBu C[Ba|Thia B[oropozu|ua BB en[u]ck[o]mpu
BowZAiMep[b|ckoit” — Chronica 2017, 470.

99 ‘U mo Hem[p]| Havya KHAXHUTH B Hero mbcro c[bI|HB ero Beawaumeps, npasomo6ieMb
cBeTAC[A] Kb Bceii cBoeit Gparin, 1 Kb 60APWM[B], ¥ Kb IPOCTBIM|B] M0geM[Bb]. A JleBsb
Haua KHABTH oy Tanuau u B Xoamb o 6parb ceoem|[b] mo IlIBapub” — Chronica 2017, 471.

100 ‘Ilocem[s] xe oymupuinac[a] cb jaxel U 3 BoisecraBom[b| xHAseM[b]. Bonecnas[b]
e TOrza 3apaTHi|b|cA Cb BpOT[b|cia|B[b]|ckbiM[b| KHASeM[b], ¥ wHzoOmEa eMOy B
nomod[b] Jles, Mectucias[s], a Borwaumeps cam[ ] He uze, HO oca CBOIO paT[s] ¢b
HwmncnaBwm[b]” — Chronica 2017, 471.

101 Grodecki 1933, 261-262; Dabrowski 2001, 46 (see literature therein).

102 “IloceM[s] ke 350ymale KHASY MOUTU Ha ATBASD. [IpucnbBim x[e] sumb, camu kHASh He
MJi01Ia, HO MOCIalla BOEBOAKI CBOA PaT[b|10” — Chronica 2017, 472—473.

103  Chronica 2017, 473-474.

104  Chronica 2017, 474—475.
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ruler of Lithuania was at war with the prince of Vladimir throughout the year.
We do not know when it began. In this part of the source text, the bookman
does not narrate the events year by year, but rather skipping one, two, or three
years. He attempts to maintain chronological continuity; however, without
comparing the information he provides with other source texts, it is impossi-
ble to place them in time. It can nonetheless be assumed that these events took
place ca. 1273-1274. Next, the chronicler returns to the formula which indicates
the chronological continuity of the episodes discussed: “Next, Traidenis, hav-
ing forgotten his love for Leo, sent out the Grodnians with orders to capture
Drohiczyn. Trid went with them as he knew the grod [well] and how it could
be taken. He approached it during the night and they captured [the grod] dur-
ing Easter”.195 Most researchers date this event to April 14, 1275.1°6 This passage
is interesting as it indicates that Drohiczyn belonged to Leo, who was also in
possession of Chelm and Halych.

After the loss of Drohiczyn, Leo went to Mengu-Timur, probably that same
year. The Khan assigned him an army. Both of Danilo’s sons, together with
Vasilko and the dependent princes, reinforced by Tartar forces, set out for
Lithuania. The account mentions the frosts,1°7 which enables dating the expe-
dition to the winter of 1275/1276.1°8 The coalition moved towards Novogrudok.
Next, the chronicle’s author describes the capture of the grod, during which he
condemns Leo’s approach:

Leo deceived his brother. Having concealed it from Mstislav and Vladimir,
he captured the outer city with the [help of the] Tartars, but the grod
itself remained untouched. The next day, after taking the grod, Roman
and Gleb arrived in great force. And all the princes were angry with Leo —
Mstislav, Vladimir and his father-in-law, Roman of Bryansk, and Gleb
of Smolensk, and many other princes. They were all angry with him for
not seeing them as [equals and for] taking the stronghold himself with
the [help of the] Tartars. They had [earlier] thought that if they took

105 “Ilocem[s] e Tpougenu, 3a6bIBb 06Be JI[b]BOBEI, MMOCIaBb TOPOAHAHBI BeTh B3ATH
JoporerauH|b), u Tpug[s] ¢ HuMu k[ e] Galre, cbii ke Bbgamre o ropogb, kako Mol b|HO
B3ATH, 3/1h3b JKe B['b| HOUH, M TAKO B3ALIIa M Ha caMbiu Besmk[®] A b]ub” — Chronica 2017,
475-476.

106 Itis dated to 1275 by, e.g.: Hrushevsky 1901, 49; Litopis rus’kii za Ipats'kim spiskom 1989, 428.
It is dated to April 1, 1274 by A. Dubonis (2009, 112, 187).

107  Chronica 2017, 479.

108 For a description of the expedition, see Chronica 2017, 476—482.
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Novogrudok jointly, they would attack the Lithuanian land. But they did
not because of their anger at Leo. And thus, they returned home.10°

Roman of Bryansk was a dependent prince, and it remains unknown whether
Vladimir and Vasilko held a similar status. However, the most important aspect
to note was that Leo had behaved in an undignified manner as the expedi-
tion’s commander, for he had not taken care of ensuring equal distribution
of the spoils. Could such a person be followed by others as a superior prince?
Could such a person be the leader of the Volhynian and Halych princes? These
questions cast a shadow over this part of the chronicle, which from this point
onwards begins to take on a moralizing character with commentary provided,
as evidenced by the ending of the account of Vladimir’s conversations with his
father-in-law.1'0 In fact, the entire narrative presenting the campaign is satu-
rated with details indicative of the bookman’s use of his own memories of the
events or those of an informant.

Following these events, i.e., probably in 1276,!!! the narrative begins to con-
centrate increasingly on Vladimir. At the same time, the chronology becomes
compact once again, i.e., events begin to be described in more detail. We learn
of Traidenis settling the Prussians who were fleeing from the Germans (prob-
ably the Teutonic Knights) in Grodno and Stonim. Leo and Vladimir organize
a joint expedition against Lithuania, which results in Traidenis’ retaliatory
attack on Kamien. Vladimir then strikes at Turzysk. Probably at the turn of
1276 /1277, inasmuch as the chronicle describes “they made peace and began
to live in great harmony”.!'> We should probably understand “oymupucraca” /
“made peace” as also including Leo. However, the chronicler increasingly shifts
the focus of the narrative towards Vladimir.

109 “JleB® ke JIeCTb Oy4YMHH MexH Gpar[b]eto cBoero: oyranBca MbcTrciasa v Borwzumepa,
B3A OKOJI[b|HiM TOpOA[®]. ¢ Tarapsl, a gbruHenp ocTacA. 3ayTpa e 10 B3ATIM ropoja
npinge Poman[s] n I1b6p cb Besmkoro cuaoro, n rabBaxsca Bcu KHAsH Ha JIBa:
Mscruciass, U Borwaumeps, u tects emoy Poman[b] ge6pan[b|ckin, u Iib6b cmo-
JIeH[b]CKbIM, U MHIM KHASH MHWSH — BCH THBBAaX&CA Ha Hb IIPO TO, MXKe He OTBOPH UX[b]
JIIOA[ b |MM IPOTHBOY ceGe, caM[b]| B3ATOPWA| B | € TaTaphl, 350yMasti 60 GAXA TaKo, axe ObI
nM[b] Bchbm[b] Bp3em|[s|wu HoBeropogwk|s), To x[e] morom[s] moitTu B TUTOB[b|CKSI0
3eMJII0, HO He uzoma rHbBwM[b| npo JI[b|Ba, 1 Tako BB3BpaTHLIac[A] Bb CBOA cu’ —
Chronica 2017, 480—482.

110 Chronica 2017, 481—482.

111 Hrushevsky 1901, 49.

112 “OyMHpHCTACA U HAYACTA OBITH B BeJIHLU JII00[ B |BU” — Chronica 2017, 484. For a descrip-
tion of the battles, see: Paszkiewicz 1933, 134-136; Powierski 2001, 96—97; Kibin' 2014,
168-169.
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This is evidenced by another story in which Vasilko’s son decided to find
a location for a grod. In order to do so, he consulted the Holy Scriptures and,
according to the words of the Bible, found a place that had been “abandoned
earlier”, to which he dispatched “an experienced man named Oleksa, who had
built many cities during his father’s reign”3 Ultimately, Oleksa ended up con-
structing Kamyenyets (later Lithuanian) by the Le$na river.'* The events them-
selves are not as interesting as the bookman’s use of the Bible. He did not quote
the Scriptures verbatim but rather from memory. The authors of the Polish
translation of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia took great pains to render the
chronicler’s exact words, and they quoted the translation of the relevant bibli-
cal passage in a footnote for comparison. However, it is worth comparing the
text of the critical edition!> with the Holy Bible in Old Church Slavonic.1'6

Towards the end of 1277,''” Nogai sent envoys to Leo, Mstislav, and Vladimir
along with his armies and an order that they march on Lithuania. The cam-
paign took place in the winter of 1277/1278. The Tartar troops headed for
Novogrudok, while the Rus’ian troops for Grodno, which they did not con-
quer because — as we can read in the chronicle — Mstislav and Yuri, son of
Leo, in secret from Vladimir sent their best boyars and men to loot the area.
As a result, their armies were shattered and the noblemen were captured. In
consequence, after capturing a stone keep before Grodno, an agreement was
reached with the besieged. In exchange for the release of the Halych nobles,
the grod would be left untouched.!8 This passage once again emphasizes the
dependence on the Tartars of all the princes who were forced to cooperate
with them. Moreover, the independence of the rulers of Halych-Volhynian Rus’
from each other is again suggested.

The next passage, discussing the battles of the Lithuanians and Yotvingians
on the outskirts of Lublin," is very important. Right before it begins, the num-
ber 86 appears, which most probably refers to the year 6786, which in the case
of the use of the March style!2° would refer to the period from March 1, 1278 to
February 28, 1279. The date was introduced correctly and was probably already

113 “Mxoka xurpa umeHeM|[b | One3oy, mke GAllle ¥ IPH WT[b]1IM €0 MHOTBI TOPOABI POYOA” —
Chronica 2017, 487.

114 Chronica 2017, 484—488.

115 Chronica 2017, 485—486.

116 The appropriate fragment can be found on the webpage: https://azbyka.ru/biblia/?Is.61
&utfcs [accessed: December 7, 2018].

117 Hrushevsky 1901, 49.

118 Chronica 2017, 488—493.

119 Chronica 2017, 493-494.

120 This is probably precisely the type we are dealing with. See: Tolochko A.P. 2005, 88;
Chronica 2017, LXXXI.
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present in the protographs of the Khlebnikov, Ipatiev, Iarocki/Bundura, and
Ermolaev manuscripts. It is very likely that it already functioned in the auto-
graph of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia. If this was the case, the chronicler
must have been fully acquainted with the chronology of events from that
moment onwards. Moreover, the use of the March style shows how the chroni-
cler perceived the sequence of time in his text.

The next passage of the author’s source text begins with great precision:
“After that year”1?! This phrase indicates the next year according to the March
style (March 1, 1279—February 28, 1280).122 The bookman wrote about the fam-
ine in Rus’, Poland, and among the Yotvingians at that time. The last of these
asked Vladimir to sell them some of their reserves. While they were being
transported to Pultusk, Vladimir’s servants (who transported the goods) of the
prince were killed. Konrad 11 of Czersk was accused of committing the deed.
His guilt was confirmed by Bolestaw v the Chaste, which resulted in an expedi-
tion to Mazovia. Eventually, the conflict ended with a peace treaty between
Vladimir and Konrad.!?3 In this part of the source text, the narration is consis-
tently written from the point of view of Vasilko Romanovich’s son and contains
a precise chronological skeleton.

The following passage is correctly dated:

That year [December 7, 1279 — AJ.], the great prince of Cracow Bolestaw
passed away, [who was] good and quiet, meek and humble, loving of his
brethren, not easily angered. He had lived many years. In his ripe old age,
he departed to God. After his body was prepared for the funeral, it was
laid to rest in the Church of St. Francis in the grod of Cracow.!24

It can be observed that the bookman knew the situation in Poland very well.
This is confirmed by another account from which we learn that Leo wanted to
ascend the throne in Cracow.?> However, he had some competition: “Bolestaw
has five nephews, two sons of Siemowit, Konrad and Bolestaw, and three sons

121 “TlorwMm[s] ke 1brb” — Chronica 2017, 494.

122 See: Hrushevsky 1901, 50.

123  Chronica 2017, 494—498.

124 “Toro x[e] rbra mpecTaBucA BeqHKbIN KHA3[B] KpakoB[b|cksiii Bosecnass, 106psIi 1
THXBIi, KDOTKBIi, 1 CMUPeH[b|HbIH, He37100MBbIH, GpaTom00MBbIMA. IT0kKB[B] e rbra
MHWra, ¥ TaKO Bb cTapocT 2o6ph wr[s|uze kb Bor]oy. Thio x[e] ero cnparas|s|ure,
HOJIOXKHIIA € Bb 1i[b] pkBU c[BA]|T[0]ro ®pannum|b]ka BB ropoxk B Kpakosh” — Chronica
2017, 498-499.

125 Chronica 2017, 499.
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of Casimir: Lestko, Ziemomystaw, and Vladislaus”126 As the publishers of The
Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia noted:

The list may seem incorrect at first sight, for after all, towards the end
of 1279, Casimir had not three, but five sons. The two youngest, Casimir
and Siemowit, were only twelve or so years old at the time of Bolestaw’s
death. Undoubtedly, they were not considered contenders for the Cracow
throne, and therefore — one may assume — they did not arouse the inter-
est of the Rus'ian chronicler, who considered the matter from a political
point of view, and therefore mentioned only ‘adult’ heirs.1?7

In an unambiguously negative manner, the bookman describes Leo’s efforts
to gain control over the Principality of Cracow. In 1280,'28 the monarch asked
Nogai for help, as a result of which all the Halych-Volhynian rulers were forced
to participate in the campaign.'?® From the political perspective, the source
author’s approach to Leo was clearly determined. Vladimir enjoyed good rela-
tions with Bolestaw v the Chaste’s successor, Leszek the Black. It is probably
from this that the moralistic narrative follows, combined with the chronicler
revealing himself: “As we have previously written about Leo, he had set out
with his regiments [and] they began to spread out to wage war. And God vis-
ited his will unto him, for the Lyakhs killed many boyars and good servants
from his regiments, as well as some of the Tartars. And Leo returned in great
dishonor”!3% The retaliatory expedition of Leszek the Black to Przeworsk,
which resulted in the town being burnt down, was also described with some
understanding of his actions.!3! There is no doubt that Leo must have had solid
support in Lesser Poland (Matopolska). Without it, he could not have put for-
ward claims to the throne in Cracow. Moreover, asking Nogai for help was a
way to force the Halych-Volhynian princes to participate in the expedition.
Hence, it can be deduced that the younger Romanovichi’s resistance to Leo’s
plans must have been strong.

126 “Barue 60 B Bosecasa c[p1|HwBens é: CopMoBuTOBHUYa ABa — KoHApaT[B] 3ke u Boneciass,
a Kasumepuuos[s] Tpu — Jlectsko, 3eMombIcts Bomwaucnass” — Chronica 2017, 499—500.

127  See: Chronica 2017, 500 with n. 1286; Jasinski 2001, 95-132.

128 Hrushevsky 1901, 5051

129 Chronica 2017, 500-504.

130 “sakox[e| BBIpesu cmucaxoM|[b] o JIBb, GbIc[Th]| ke HAOYINIO €MOY IIOJKbI CBOMMH,
Hayalla POCXWAUTU BoeBar|w]. B[or|s oyunnu Hag HuM[b| Bosero CBoero, oy6uia 6o
JIAXOBE WT['b | IIOJIKOY €r0 MHOTO GOAD' U CJIOYTHI J0OPBIA, M TATAP'D YACTH OyOHILA, U TAKO
BB3BparHcA JleBb Ha3az[b| ¢b BeMKbIM[b] GecuectieM[b]” — Chronica 2017, 503—504.

131 Chronica 2017, 504.
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Vladimir’s involvement in Mazovian matters and — it would seem — his
lesser interest in those of Lesser Poland is presented in the subsequent pas-
sage referring to 1282.132 We read of the conflict between Konrad 11 of Mazovia
on the one hand, who was supported by Vladimir Vasilkovich, and Bolestaw 11
and Wladystaw Lokietek on the other.!33 As a result, the latter two invaded and
plundered Jazdéw.13* Again, the bookman uses the phrase “after that”, which
indicates that the chronological order has been preserved, but makes it dif-
ficult to locate the events in time. We know that Konrad asked for military sup-
port from Vladimir, who

sent [a messenger| to his nephew, Yuri, to ask for help. His nephew said
to him: “My uncle, I would gladly go with you myself, but I cannot. I am
travelling to Suzdal, my Lord, to get married, but I am taking only a few
people with me. Here are all my men and boyars [whom] I am delivering
into your hands and God’s. And when it is convenient for you, take them
with you”135

The account of Yuri’s marriage to the daughter of Yaroslav Yaroslavich of Tver
allows us to date the events precisely. In The Voskresensk Chronicle under the
entry for the year 6790 (1282) we read: “that year, the daughter of Yaroslav
Yaroslavich of Tver [was given in marriage] to Prince Yuri of Volhynia”!36 The
same chronicle includes the following passage under the entry for the year
6790 (1282): “That year, the daughter of Prince Yaroslav Yaroslavich of Tver was
given in marriage to Prince Yuri of Polotsk”.!3” However, it should be remem-
bered that the bookman probably preferred the March style, which suggests
that the expedition might have taken place at the beginning of 1283.138 This
assumption is confirmed by the information provided by Jan Dtugosz under the
entry for 1283 concerning the destruction of the “grod of Gostynin by Konrad

132 Hrushevsky 1901, 51. See: Wlodarski 1938, 618—619.

133 Bolestaw and Konrad was supported by Leszek the Black.

134 Chronica 2017, 504-506.

135 “c[bI|HWBLOY cBoeMOy Kb IOpreBu mocia, momoun mpoca. C[pI|HwBeL[b] ke eMoy Tako
ped[e]: ‘Ctpslto Moii, paz[s] 6bIX[B] U cam[B] ¢ TOGOIO Iea[b], HO HbKOMM MU: efoYy,
rocnwarHe, 10 CRKZAIA HKEHUTHUCA, & Cb COOOI0 IIOMMA0 HEMHWIO JIOAIH, a Ce BCU
Mou stopue 1 6oape Blor]oy Ha paigb 1 Te6b. A ko Ti G&geT[b] M1060, TOrZA C HUMK
nougu’” — Chronica 2017, 507-508.

136  “Toro :xe rbra Bezlena BB Bessinb gum pocnasa Apocnasuua Teepckaro 3a kuassa IOpea
BosbiHckaro” — Letopis’ po Voskresenskomu spisku 2001, 176.

137 “Toro e sbra fana 6s1cTh Ay kHA34 Apocasa ApociaaBuya Tpepckaro 3a kHA3sA FOppa
Ionoruxaro” — Vladimirskii letopisets 1965, 96—97.

138 The March style encompasses the period from March 1, 1282 to February 28, 1283.
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the prince of Mazovia”13® Let us return to The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia.
Information about the wedding of Leo Danilovich’s son is followed by a
detailed description of the campaign. It provides an in-depth account of how
secret signs were used during the mission, whereby the armies of Vladimir and
Konrad of Czersk merged, as well as a description of the capture of Gostynin,
Bolestaw 11’s favourite grod.1*° Next, the author of the source text meticulously
describes the losses incurred and the circumstances in which Vladimir’s peo-
ple had died.'! The bookman shows great knowledge of the situation at the
courts of the Piasts. He even knew about such nuances as the fact that “there
were disloyal boyars at his [Konrad of Czersk’s] court. So that they would not
inform Bolestaw, Vladimir’s envoy”#? they conveyed the message from his
prince in secret.

After describing the campaign against Bolestaw 11, the chronicler recounts
two events that took place at the same time, i.e., the Tartar expedition to
Hungary and the Mazovian prince’s attack on Szczekarzew (Krasnystaw),
with some elements of a flashback. Under the entry for 12853 the bookman
wrote: “They [the Tatars] ordered the Rus’ian princes to march with them:
Leo, Mstislav, Vladimir, and Yuri Lvovich. Vladimir was then lame in one leg,
so he did not join them because the wound was bad, but he sent his army with
Yuri, his nephew. For at that time, the princes of Rus’ were in the power of
the Tartars”1** As we can see, when Tartar assistance was sought by Leo for
his political purposes, it was presented in an unambiguously negative way.
However, when the princes were forced to go on a campaign as part of their
“vassal” duty, each time the bookman stressed that “the princes of Rus’ were in
the power of the Tartars”. Emphasis on the impossibility of opposing the Orda
was meant to justify their actions.

139 “Et oppidum Gosthninin per Cunradum Maszowie ducem vastatur” — Ioannis Dlugossii
1975, 225. T. Nowakowski (2012, 292; therein — a reconstruction of the Plock Annal) iden-
tified the quotation as information from the Plock Annal that has not survived. See:
Nowakowski 2012, 51-52.

140  Chronica 2017, 508-515.

141 Chronica 2017, 515—518.

142 “6ax% 60 oy Hero Goape HeBbpHiu, a 661 He jnamu Bbctu Bonecaasoy. Ilocon[s] xe
Bobiogumepos|s]” — Chronica 2017, 509-510.

143 Hrushevsky 1901, 52.

144 “Berbma x[e] montn cb co6010 1 poyckbIM[b] KHASeM[B]: JIBOBH, MbCTHCIaBOY, BhI0-
aumeposH 1 FOpito JI[p]BoBudo. Bhaoaumup|s| e Oaure Torga xpoM|[s] Horomw, ThM[b)
He HJe, 3aHe OBIC[Th| paHa sja Ha HeM[b|, HO mocsa paT[b]| cBoxo ¢b KOpbeMb, CHIHOB-
neM[b| cBouM[b]|. Torza 60 GAX® KHASH POYyCTiM BO BOMHM TaTap|b|ckoii” — Chronica
2017, 519.
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Bolestaw 11 wanted to take advantage of the situation that had occurred by
attacking Szczekarzew (Krasnystaw).1> As can be judged from The Chronicle
of Halych-Volhynia, this attack resulted in the Tartars releasing Leo from his
obligation to participate in the expedition to Hungary. Prince Leo, together
with Vladimir, sent troops to Wyszogrod without waiting for Lithuanian
reinforcements.}*¢ During the campaign, Vladimir was joined by the
Lithuanians who were sent to Lublin because

... Vladimir mentioned that earlier Lestko [Leszek the Black] had sent
the men of Lublin [and] had taken a village from him in the Ukraine [=
borderland]#7 called Wohyn, and Vladimir kept reminding him many
times over to return his serfs to him. But he would not give them back.
Thus, he sent the Lithuanians against him, and they warred near Lublin,
and captured a great number of serfs, and after taking a lot of spoils, they
returned with honor.148

The passage contains an interesting moment of retrospection. After the
description of the raid of Gostynin in 1282/1283 by the Polish-Rus’ian army, the
bookman moves on to the events of 1285, suggesting that nothing interesting
happened in the meantime. This indicates that probably in 1283, or in 1284 at
the latest, a retaliatory expedition took place, organized by Leszek the Black
allied with Bolestaw 11.

Next, the source’s author returns to the events of 1285 and mentions the
victorious return of Vladimir and Leo’s army from Wyszogrdd.1#9 Next, as in

145 In the Plock Annal, reconstructed by T. Nowakowski (2012, 292), the invasion of
Szczekarzew can be found under the entry for 1285: “Boleslaus Maszovie dux filius
Semoviti potenciis gencium suarum tam ex pedite quam ex equite contractis terram
Russie ingressus, illam spoliis, igne et cedibus vastat et magna spolia Maszoviam refert.
Cuius exercitu ad propria dilapso Rutheni Maszoviam repentina irrupcione ingress illam
vastant et Boleslao Maszovie dectractante pugnam spolia et ipsi frequencia in Russiam
referunt”. See: Ioannis Dlugossii 1975, 237.

146  Chronica 2017, 519-523.

147 In the Old Rus’ language Ukraine (oykpauna) refers to outlying territory. The closest
meaning is borderland.

148 “U BocmomaHoy Bomwzumeps, mke mpeske toro Jlect[s|ko mocman|s| mo6auH[b]|na,
B3AJI[B] GAllle Oy HETO ceJI0 Ha BOKpaiHHUIM nMeHeM[b| BouHs, 1 1 HalmOMAHacA eMoy
Bonwaumeps 0 TwM[b] MHWrO, a 651 eMOy BOpOTI|b] denas[b]. OH[B] e He BOpOTH
eMOy YeJIAZIM €ro, 3a Ce jke M MOCJAa Ha H[b] JIUTBOY, X BoeBawa OKoxo JIoOnuHa, U
rovMana 4ejaAJ MHWK|[b|CTBO, M OIOJOHUB[B|UIMCA, ¥ TAKO MOUAOIIA Hasaj[b| Cb
4[b]cTito” — Chronica 2017, 523-524.

149 Chronica 2017, 524.
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a factual-based arrangement, he returns to the events from 1280, when Leo
attempted to acquire the throne of Cracow:

In previous years, when Lestko had taken Leo [Danilovich]’s city of
Przeworsk, the Lyakhs plundered the outskirts of Brest and [the area]
along the Krosna River. They captured ten villages and went back. The
residents of Brest assembled and gave chase. There were two hundred
Lyakhs and seventy citizens of Brest led by the voivode Tytus, renowned
everywhere for his bravery both during war campaigns and hunting
expeditions. And they caught up and fought with them. Thanks to God’s
mercy, the people of Brest were victorious over the Lyakhs. They killed
eighty of them, captured others, and recovered the spoils. And so they
returned to Brest in glory, revering God and His Virgin Mother for all
the ages.150

In this passage, the bookman used other events to locate his account in time,
doing so analogously to the plot-based system of the 1245-1259 chronicle. This
makes one wonder why the above fragment was not placed after the descrip-
tion of the battle waged by Leszek the Black at Przeworsk. If we consider the
work to have been written systematically in the 1280s, we can assume that the
bookman initially did not know of these events. If, on the other hand, we pre-
sume that the story was introduced into the source text at the time of its initial
editing, i.e., towards the end of this period, it can be assumed that the author
used his own memories and those of his informants. This suggests that the
chronicler gathered stories. He attempted first of all to convey events worthy of
being remembered, focusing primarily on Vladimir Vasilkovich and his politics,
which were largely dependent on Danilo Romanovich’s descendants. In fact,
the concept of the necessity for cooperation between the Halych-Volhynian
princes permeates the narrative.

Next, the chronicler again goes back to events that had taken place parallel
to the expedition to Wyszogrdd, writing that “after this, we will return to the

150 “Bp mpex[e]-ped[e]na e sbra, komu Jlecr[b]ko B3a IlepeBopeckb ropwa[s| u
JI[5]BwB[B], TO %[ €] 1ax0Be BoeBama oy bepecria mo Kpscub, 1 B3ama cen[s] gecat[s|, u
nougoma Hasag[s|. Bepecriane x[e] cpOpamac[a] u rHama o Hux[s], GAlre 60 JIAXOBb
¢ a 6epecrianb 0, 6aure 60 oy HuX[B] BoeBoza TuT[b), Besse c10BBIM MOYK[b|cTBOM[B],
U Ha parex[s], 1 Ha n0Bbx[b]. U Tako oyronuBma A, 6umac[a] ¢ HuMu. B[o]xiro xe
Mm[u|n[o]cTito mo6bauma GepecriaHe JaXbl M Ooy6uma ux[b] fi, a Apoyria HouMaa, a
IOJIOH[B] cBOM WT[b|NMONOHMIIA, U Tako mpingowa Bb bepectin ¢b 4[b]cTilo, caBamie
B[or]a u ITp[e]u[u]croyio Ero M[a]r[e]ps BB Bca BbkbI” — Chronica 2017, 524—525.
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previously included [information]”.!! He wrote about the Mongol expedition
to Hungary, supported by the Halych-Volhynian princes. He referred negatively
to Talabuga and Nogai, describing them as godless. The wrath of God that the
Tartars were subjected to was supposedly intensified by the fact that they
reverted even to cannibalism in the face of hunger.!>? The passage contains a
significant statement that “eyewitnesses testified”5% which would indicate the
source of the chronicler’s information. This is the first expressis verbis disclo-
sure of his informants. However, the credibility of the quote can be called into
question as the statement refers to the Bible: “there was a hundred thousand
dead”!5* indicating that it was used within the frame of a narrative strategy.
Maintaining the narrative in a chronological arrangement, though with ele-
ments of retrospection, the bookman seamlessly moves on to the next descrip-
tion: “After [these events], it followed that prince Bolestaw became even more
reckless, and did not cease to commit evil against the princes Vladimir and
Yuri”155 In the further part of the narrative, we learn that both princes sent
their armies along with Lithuanian reinforcements against Sochaczew, which
was captured.'®6 Again, the beginning of the narrative does not make it pos-
sible to determine whether these events took place in 1285 or in 1286. Polish
sources come to the rescue, mentioning the capture of Gostynin in 1286 by
Konrad 11 supported by the Rus’ians and Lithuanians.’>? The source texts indi-
cate various destinations of the expedition. It cannot be excluded that Konrad
took Gostynin, while the Rus’ian-Lithuanian army captured Sochaczew.158
It is also possible that the Rus’ians and Lithuanians, perhaps together with

151 “Ilocem[s] 3xe MbI Ha IIpe[ b |nexauiee Bp3BpaTuMcA” — Chronica 2017, 525.

152 Chronica 2017, 525-527.

153 “CamoBuz[b|uu xe Tako pexoua” — Chronica 2017, 526.

154 “Oympsumux|s] 6bic[Th] p ThICAY[B]|” — Chronica 2017, 526. See: Judg 8, 10.

155 “Boic[Th] e mo cux[b] BosecnaBoy KHASIO U ellje HCIIOMHUB[B |u1eca cBoer[o] GesoyMia,
1 He IpecTaallle, sjoe TBopA Beawaumepro kuasto i FOpieBn” — Chronica 2017, 527.

156  Chronica 2017, 527-528.

157 In the reconstructed Plock Annal, we read under the entry for 1286: “Sed nec diuturna
Conrado Maszovie et Czirnensi duci atque suis militibus fuit ea leticia: hii enim Lithwani
atque Rutheni, qui illum ad conquirendum castrum Gostinense adiuvarant, sub eiusdem
anni spacio Maszovian ingressi et castrum Sochaczow conquirunt et castrum Ploszko
negligencius custoditum intercipiunt et exurunt trucidatis utriusque sexus hominibus,
nonnullis vero in captivitatem abductis” — Nowakowski 2012, 292 (see: Ioannis Dlugossii
1975, 239—240). In the Traska’s Annal under the entry for 1286: “Castrum a Ruthenis et
a Lithwanis nomine Gostyn aequiritur fraude videlicet Conradi ducis, multorumque
sanguis effuses est innoxius; in eodem mortuorum et captivorum sexcenti et amplius
sunt numerati” — Rocznik Traski 1872, 851 (analogous information available in: Rocznik
matopolski 1878, 185).

158  See: Whodarski 1962, 12-13; Zmudzki 2000, 448-449; Teterycz-Puzio 2015, 64.
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Polish forces, took part in the capture of both towns. The bookman limited the
description of the route taken by the Rus’ian-Lithuanian army to the necessary
minimum. He was interested in the political situation and not in the number
of captured towns.

The bookman begins the next fragment of the chronicle with the words:
“and after that, it followed”159 This is an insertion beginning the description
of Talabuga’s expedition to Poland, ending with mention of Leszek the Black’s
death. Slightly preceding the actual description, the author wrote that Talabuga
had wanted to attack “the Lyakhs”60 at the same time recalling the failed expe-
dition to Hungary, “about which we had written previously”16! Once again using
the plural form, he has admitted to being the author of the account. After the
obligatory reminder that the Halych-Volhynian princes in Tartar captivity were
forced to participate in these events, he moves on to the narrative proper. He
describes how Talabuga was welcomed by Mstislav Danilovich and Vladimir,
along with the presentation of gifts. He then states that the khan had come
to see the city of Vladimir, following which a significant statement is made:
“and some say that he might have also been in the grod, but this [remains]
uncertain”!62 The passage suggests that the bookman collected informa-
tion from other people, which is revealing of his methodology. Moreover, he
makes it clear that he was writing during the period when the events were
taking place. This is indirectly evidenced by another account of the sacking
of Vladimir. The chronicler states with great precision that it happened “on
Sunday, and they marched past the grod the next day after St Nicholas’ Day".163
A Sunday after St Nicholas’ Day, i.e., December 7, fell precisely in 1287.164 Latin
sources also made note of Talabuga and Nogai’s expedition to Lesser Poland
in the year 1287.165 At that time, Talabuga attacked Sandomierz, while Nogai —
Cracow.!%6 Neither of the armies did anything to the grods, only plundering
the surrounding areas.!6” Returning from the expedition, Talabuga stopped in

159 “U GbIc[Th] ke 1m0 cux[®]” — Chronica 2017, 528.

160 Chronica 2017, 528-537.

161 “o HeM[b|xe Buepeau cniucaxoM|s]” — Chronica 2017, 529.

162 “a Apoysiu MOJBATB, axe 65l U B TOpogb 6bL1[ ], HO TO HEBbgoMO” — Chronica 2017, 531.

163  “B Hep[h]mo e MuHOyIIa ropwz[ s mo Hbkommiy A b|Hu HayTpin” — Chronica 2017, 531.

164  See: Chronologia 1957, 379.

165 E.g.: “Tarthari veniunt” — Rocznik Traski, 852. “Anno D[omi]ni MccLxxxVII Telebuga et
Nogay principes Tartarienses ante Cracoviam veniunt” — Kalendarz krakowski 1872, 940.

166 Kalendarz krakowski [the Cracow Calendar| notes the joint arrival of Talabuga and Nogai
in Cracow. This probably results from the fact that the Polish chronicler was not well
acquainted with the dynastic complexities of the Golden Horde and perceived the inva-
sion of the feuding khans as a joint expedition. See the previous footnote.

167  Chronica 2017, 532—537.
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Lviv for two weeks, destroying its outskirts. The bookman shows his attitude
towards the Mongols: “And this [calamity] God sent onto them because of our
sins, punishing us that we should repent for our evil and godless deeds”168

He openly expresses the opinion also preached by Bishop Serapion!®® —
namely, that the Mongol invasion was the consequence of sins committed.
The return to leading a Christian life should thus free one from sin and from
the invader. Such thinking explains the religious and moral, but not political,
nature of the situation; it also suggests the temporality of the state in which
the Rus’ian principalities had found themselves, though the political situa-
tion remained in a “logical void”.70 After describing Talabuga’s expedition, the
bookman inserted a fragment devoted to the losses incurred as a result of war
and natural disasters in Europe in the winter of 1287/1288, as well as to the
political situation of neighbouring lands, ending with a mention of the death
of Leszek the Black. He begins this part of the text with information about
the great sea in the land of the Lyakhs.?! Next, he writes that as a result of
Talabuga and Nogai’s activities in Leo’s principality 12,500 people died.1”? Next

168 “Cexe HaBefie Ha Hbl B[or|b rpbx[ ] pagu Hamux|b|, Ka3HA Hac[b], a GBIXWM|'B| CA IIOKaA-
asu sbIX[b] cBoMX|[b] 1 6e3akoHHBIX[B| Aba[B]” — Chronica 2017, 535.

169 Bishop Serapion wrote: “He muienena i semuist Hama? He mokopeHs! i ropoga Haim?
JlaBHO Jti T OTLRI M OpaThsl HAIIM TPymbeM Ha 3emiio? He yBeGeHBI M XeHIIMHBI
Hawy U getu B monoH? He mopaGoieHs! i GbUIH OCTaBIIHECS TOPECTHBIM PaGCTBOM
HeBepHbIX? BOT yik K COpOKa rozaM IpHOIIKAIOTCA CTPa/JAHUA M MyYEeHHS, U JAHHU THK-
KH€ Ha HAaC HelpeCTaHHbI, FOJI0Z, MOP Ha CKOT Halll, ¥ BCIACTb X1eba CBOETro HAeCThCs
He MOXeM, U CTeHaHUsA Halu U rope [...] Kro sxe Hac go aroro sosen Haure Gesepbe u
HAIlM IPeXy, Hallle HeIOC/IylIaHbe, HepacKasHHOCTh Hama! [...| laxe A3bIYHUKH, 60Mb-
€ro CJI0Ba He 3Hasd, He yOUBAIOT eIHOBEPYEB CBOMX, He IPabsAT, 0GBUHAIOT, He KJIEBEIIyT,
He Kpa/iyT, He 3apATCA Ha Yy»)0e; HUKaKOil HeBepHBIil He MPOAACT cBoer Gpara [...] MbI
rpabuM 1 yGuBaeM, A3bIYHUKAM HX IPOJAEM; JOHOCAMM, 3aBHCTIO, €CJIU ObI MOXKHO, TAK
cbes 6 Apyr Apyra, — Ho 6or oxpanset! = Has our land not been enslaved? Have our cit-
ies not been seized? Have not our fathers and brothers perished, our women and children
been abducted into slavery? Have others also not been enslaved by the heathens? For
almost forty years we have suffered thus, constantly paying tribute, while famine and dis-
ease kill us and our animals, we lack our daily bread, we wither away in pain and sorrow
[...] What brought us to this point? [...] Our lack of faith and our sins, our disobedience
and obstinacy. [...] Even the heathens, who know not the word of God, do not kill the
followers of their own faith, they do not plunder them nor spread slander against them,
they do not steal from them nor do they covet their neighbour’s things; no infidel would
sell his own brethren [...] we pillage and kill, we sell them to the pagans; if we could we
would devour the other with our denunciations and envy, if it were not for God shielding
us!” “Slova” Serapiona Vladimirskogo 1981, 445, 455. See: Halperin 1987, 68.

170 Halperin 1987, 68.

171 Chronica 2017, 537.

172 Chronica 2017, 537.



162 CHAPTER 5

comes the account of the death of Prince Mikhailo, son of Yuri Lvovich. The
chronicler states that “his body was prepared and buried in the Church of the
Holy Mother of God in Chelm, which had been built by his great-grandfather,
the Great Prince Danilo, son of Roman”.”® The quotation is very interesting.
First of all, the author mentions Danilo Romanovich, who in the part of the
chronicle after 1260 was replaced by Roman Mstislavich. Secondly, as noted
by the publishers of the Polish translation of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia:
“yet again Danilo was referred to by the title great prince and not king. Does
this attest to the opinion held by the chronicler and his master about his uncle
being crowned by the pope?”1”* This comment is subject to a logical flaw. The
term “great prince” was used in its obituary meaning.'”> Today — simply put —
we would say “the late ruler” Danilo. Ultimately, we all become great after our
deaths. This logic is confirmed by a variant of the Ipatiev manuscript, in which
we read: “npagbas ero Besvkuy KHA3b JJaHII0 KOPOJIH [ b1 |HD PoMaHOBB!76 =
his great-grandfather, the great prince Danilo, the king, son of Roman [empha-
sis by AJ.]". The word “king” was added on as a continuation of the verse!””
between two columns,!”® but in some other person’s handwriting.!179 It is signif-
icant to note that the scribe did not cross out the words “great prince’, which for
him had the same obituary meaning as for our bookman, but rather he added
the term “king” after the ruler’s name. This would mean that in the 15th century
and later such usage was fully legible for readers. Upon completing the thread
of the narrative, the author of the source text repeats the information about
the epidemic being rampant among the Lyakhs, writing that it had also visited
the Rus’ians and Mongols.!8% He then goes on to inform of the following: “That
winter, when the [new] year arrived, they began to tell the story of how in
Germany the sea overflowed [from its shores] and drowned the Earth in God’s

173 “rhiao ero u monoxuma e Bb I[b|pkBu C[Ba]Teia B[oropoau|na B Xoamb, roxe 6b
cp3gan[s| npagba[s] ero Benukin kuash JlaHwio, c[si|us Pomanoss” — Chronica 2017,
538-539.

174 Kronika 2017, 242 with n. 626.

175 The quoted casus makes one inclined to consider the inclusion of the term “great prince”
in front of Vasilko (see pp. 23, 133) as an obituary formula, which in turn would indicate
that the insertions in The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia were introduced during Vladimir
Vasilkovich’s times.

176  LRAS, ref. 16.4.4: Ipat’evskii spisok, 297.

177 The word “Danilo” ends the verse. See p. 165.

178 The Ipatiev manuscript was written in two columns. The quotation is to be found in the
column on the left side. See the attacked scan of a page of the Ipatiev manuscript, p. 165.

179 See: Chronica 2017, 539, variant c-c.

180 Chronica 2017, 539.
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wrath. Over 16 thousand'®! souls drowned, and 100 and 11 stone churches [were
lost], not counting the wooden ones”.!82 This refers to the great flood that took
place on December 14, 1287 in Germany and the Netherlands. It consumed
50—-80 thousand people.!®3 It is worthwhile at this point to draw some atten-
tion to the phrase “when the [new] year arrived, they began to tell the story”.
First of all, this confirms the bookman'’s use of the March/ultra-March style.
Secondly, it indicates that the information about the great flood reached Rus’
after March 1, 1288. Thirdly, it suggests that already then, the source’s author
had been working on The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia. Fourthly, it confirms
the bookman’s use of informants.

The chronicler then turns again to political matters. From here the nar-
rative begins to be more detailed. The chronicler tells of the expedition by
Leszek the Black’s regiment to the lands of Konrad 11 of Czersk. The prince
of Mazovia, having gathered a team, caught up with the invader and “killed
much of Leszek’s regiment, his boyars and simple serfs, and his voivode killed
Maciej of Sieradz, and recaptured what they had taken”!®* In his chronicle,
Jan Dhugosz provided the date of June 25, 1288 as when the skirmish occurred
between Leszek the Black’s men and Konrad’s.'> Such a dating, due to the
chronological arrangement of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia and the fact
that the event was described almost simultaneously to its occurrence, is most
certainly correct.!86

That summer, all of Lithuania and all of Samogitia marched against
the Germans towards Riga. The news reached them and they fled
to their grods. They [the invaders] came to the grod and were unable to
do anything. From there, they went to Latygola and came to the grod of
Miedwieza Glowa, but they did not manage to do anything against it, and
so they returned home with little loot. When the Germans from Torun

181 Only in the Ipatiev manuscript version do we read “6o thousand”. See Chronica 2017, 539
with variants ad.

182 “Toe sx[e] sumbl B HacraB[®|mee sbro, Havama mosbaar[u], axe B[] HbMmuex[s)
BbILIEA[ D] MOpe U moTonuIo 3eMato ribBoM|b] B[o]ium[b] — Gose § i Tuca4[b] A[oy]mb
HOTOHYJI0, a Ij[b|pKBeil KaMAHBIX[B] P U & i npou[e] ApeBaHbIX[B]” — Chronica 2017,
539-540.

183  Chronica 2017, 539 with n. 1366.

184 “MHwrsl 1361 Wr[b] HoIKOy JlecTbKOBa GOAPD U IPOCTOYIO YeAL[B], 1 BOEBOZOY €ro
oy6u cupax[s|ckoro Mareea, a cBou owH|[b| wr[s|noa0HK” — Chronica 2017, 540.

185 Ioannis Dlugossii 1975, 249—250.

186 The dating differs in many studies. The expedition is dated to 1287 by: Hrushevsky 1901,
54; Zmudzki 2000, 450-451; Nowakowski 2012, 202-203. To 1288 by: Whodarski 1938, 623;
1966, 206.
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heard that all of Samogitia had gone to Riga, they advanced on Samogitia
to help their countrymen. And they captured countless numbers [of the
Samogitians], killed others, and returned with a lot of spoils.!8”

The arrangement of this passage leaves no room for doubt but that the book-
man in writing “roro x[e] abra” was referring to the time of year, so the
summer of 1288. We can find an analogous passage in the Livonian Rhymed
Chronicle.!8® Dariusz Prekop dates this event to 1289,'89 having incorrectly
identified the events described in the Ipatiev Chronicle.’% Even though the
rhymed chronicle was written in 1291-1298, its detailedness increases after the
1250s,'9! I would put The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia first, which was written
at the latest at the beginning of the 14th century, while the basis of this passage
was most probably some notes that were perhaps created on an ongoing basis,
which is attested by the detailedness of the description.

In accordance with the applied strategy of chronological narration, follow-
ing the description of the expedition to Riga, we can read about the death of
Leszek the Black'9? (September 30, 1288).19% The bookman once again shows
his excellent knowledge of the situation in Poland. He presented both the
course of the funeral ceremony and the ruler’s burial place — the Dominican
Church of the Holy Trinity in Cracow.

The information about the death of Leszek the Black closes the insertion,
within which — as in similar such additions — the information is arranged in
chronological order. As in other such instances, the bookman returns to the
chronological narrative with a brief repetition of information about Talabuga’s
expedition against the Lyakhs at the turn of 1287/1288:

187 “Toro x[e] sbra xwauIIa JTUTBA BCA U XeMOUTh Bca Ha HbM[b|uu k Pusbk. Onbm[b] q
xe Bbc[Th] ObIc[Th], u 36bromac(A] B ropozsl, WHU 3Ke MPHUILE[B|lIe K TOPOAOY U He
B[b]cbB[B] me B Hero HuuyTtoMk|e], wr[B]|TONE *[e] MAOMA Ha JIOTHIrOJOYy M ZOXW-
IvB[b|e ropoza MezBexa royoBsl, He B['b|cIrbB[b|1Ie B HEro HUYTWIK| €], U TAKO BB3-
Bpartuiac[A] Bb cBoa cy, 06bIBIIe MasIo mosoHa. Ce 3ke Oyc/bIaB[b]ue TOpoyH[b|cTin
HEM[b]11M, axe xeMOUTH BCA mouwia Ha Puroy. Minoma sx[e] mbm[b]uu Ha xemoiir|s),
nomararo4u cBouM| | HbMmieM|[s|, 1 moumManra ux|s| 6ecuucieH|b] Hoe MHWXK|b|CTBO, a
Apoyria u36uIla, ¥ Tako Ipiufolla Bb CBOA CU Cb MHWK[b|cTBWM[b| mosioHa” — Chronica
2017, 541-542.

188  Livldndische Reimchronik 1876 [https://archive.org/details/livindischereimooreimgoog/
page/n264 — accessed December 13, 2018].

189 Prekop 2004, 63-64.

190 Prekop 2004, 61.

191 See: Prekop 2004, g (literature therein)

192  Chronica 2017, 542—543.

193 For sources and literature, see: Jasinski 2001, 98—99.
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When winter came, God sent his sword onto us, to wreak His wrath on
us for the increase of our sins. And Talabuga and Algui set out with him
in great force, and with them the Rus’ian princes, Leo and Mstislav and
Vladimir and Yuri Lvovich, and numerous other princes. For at that time,
all the princes were in the power of the Tartars, enslaved by the wrath of
God. And so, they all advanced together.194

The chronicler again refers to the motif of God’s punishment and of the
Halych-Volhynian princes being “in the power of the Tartars,” which I have
written about in the extended account of Talabuga’s expedition. Next, there is
a very important account showing the reason for the use of the narrative strat-
egy applied more often in the chronicle in describing the 1228-1244 events:

And Prince Vladimir was ill, for the wound that God had sent upon him
was incurable. On their way to the Lyakhs, they reached a river called San.
Prince Vladimir, alarmed by how weak of body he had become, sent word
to his brother Mstislav, saying, ‘Brother, you can see my infirmity, I have
fallen ill, and I have no children. I bequeath unto you, my brother, all my
land and my grods after my death. And these I give in the presence of the
tsar and his advisors.! And Mstislav bowed his head before his brother
Vladimir. And Vladimir sent a message to his brother Leo and to his
nephew Yuri with these words: ‘This I say to you. I have given my brother
Mstislav my land and my grods.’ Leo replied to Vladimir, ‘You did well to
give him the grods. I will not ask them of him after you are dead. And we
are all subject to the will of God. May God grant me the right to govern
my own [country| in my own time’. And then Mstislav sent word to his
brother Leo and to his nephew, ‘This brother of mine Vladimir has given
me all his land and grods. If you also wish to claim anything after the
death of our brother, here are the tsars, and here I am [also], tell me what
do you want?’ Leo spoke no word against this. Then Talabuga entered the
land of the Lyakhs, along with Algai, and with them all the princes, but
they turned back, because it grieved everyone to see him so sick.19°

194 “HacraBum x[e] sbmb, mocia B[or]s Ha Hac[b| meu[p] CBO#, mxe mocaoyxuT[u)
rabBoy CBoemoy 3a oymHOx[e|Hie rpbx[n] mammx[s]. Ugoympo x[e] Temeboyst u
AsroyeBu ¢ HuM([b| Bb curh TaX[b|1h, 1 ¢ HUME poycTiu kHAsH: JleB[®], 1 MbcTHCTaBD,
u Bomwanmeps, i Opiu JI[b]BoBu4[b], u uHIM KHASH MHWSH. Torga 60 GAXS BCH KHASH
oy BosM TaTap[b|ckoii, mokopenu rabBwm|b] Bo]xium[p]. ¥ Tako mouzoma BCH BBHKO-
ynb” — Chronica 2017, 543—-544.

195 “Beawaumepoy sx[e] kHASIO 60JI[b]HOY CAIIIO, 3aHe ObIC[Th| paHa mociana wr[s| B[or]a
Ha Hb HencibiuMaa. Maoymum|[s| e uM|[B| B J1aXsI, U gouzoma pbxel, Hapbraemaro
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This passage is the beginning of the story of Vladimir Vasilkovich'’s terminal
illness. Thus, the bookman began his detailed account of the last year of the
prince’s life, starting with the fact that the monarch, expecting his imminent
end, made the decision to hand his property over to Mstislav. In order to secure
the implementation of his will, he made it known to the other Romanovichi.
Then his route was described: Vladimir-Luboml-Brest-Kamyenyets-Raj, during
which he was informed of the results of the Tartar-Rus’ian expedition against
Poland.196 Next, the conflict between the prince of Vladimir and Mstislav was
recounted'? and the author wrote of the prince’s stay in Raj.198 It was from
here that Vladimir sent for Danilo’s younger son to hold council with him
about his domain. In the description of the negotiations, we learn of many
details from the life of the ruler of Vladimir: about his childlessness, about how
he raised Iziaslava (whom he treated as a daughter) with his wife Olga, about
his servants, etc.!® Among various other details, the bookman mentioned
that the prince’s scribe Khodorec was to have prepared two official documents
(gramota). In one, the monarch gave his lands to Mstislav Danilovich, in the
other — he provided financial security for his wife Olga.200 The writing down
of these documents indicates the functioning of a chancellery at Vladimir
Vasilkovich’s court. In turn, the fact that both of the documents were attached

CaHa. Beawaumep[s] e KHA3[b] THCKHOYBb HeMO4[b]i0 Thia cBOero, Haya ciaTy Kb
Gpary cBoeMoy MbcTHCIaBOY, TaKo peka: ‘Bpare, BUAHIID MO0 HEMOY[b], a3Ke HEMOTOY.
A Hu oy meHe gbreii, a sar0 T06b, GpaTy CBOEMOY, 3eMJII0 CBOIO BCKO U TOPOZBI IO CBO-
em[b] xuBoTh. A ce mu gato npu 1j[a] pex[b] u npi ero pag[b]uax[s]. MbcTucaaB[b] xe
oyzapu gomwMm[b] ipes| | Gparwm|b| cBonM|[b| Borwaumepwm|s] — mocra Borwarmeps
Kb Opaty kb JI[b|BoBM U Kb c[bI |HWBILIO Kb FOpheBu ¢ Toivu crwssr: ‘Ce Bam[a] mosbaaro:
zan[b]| ecmu Gpary cBoemMoy MBCTHCIABOY 3€MJII0O CBOIO U ropozsr. Jleps ke pedu[e]
Borwaumepoy: ‘Tako u rapaszo, axe ecu gaji[s| MHB nwza[s] #bM[b] b uckatu no TBO-
eM[b] :xuBoTh, a Bcu xoauM[b] mwa[s] B[o]rwM[s]. A 651 Mu B[or]s gan[s] cBouM|[b]
MO4YH M3-BoJoAbTH B ce BpemA. M mocem[s]| mocia MecTuciaBs Kb 6pary cBOEMOY Kb
JIbBOBH 1 Kb C[BI [HWBIIIO CBOEMOY, Tako peka: ‘Ce x[e] 6par[s] moit Borwanumeps gan(s]
MM 3eMJTIO CBOIO BCIO ¥ TOPO/ibI. Aue 1 BhCXOUYellb Yero MCKaTH 110 xuBoTh Gpara Moero,
U CBOETO, O3Ke Ce TU LiapeBe, a ce a3b. MOBb cO MHOI0, IITO X04elns'. JIeB[ s ] ke He ped|e]
IPOTHBOY TOMOY ciwBoy Huuerw:x|e]. Ilocem[s] e Tese6oyra mouze B IAXbI U AJITOYH,
U C HIMH BCH KHASH, a BotwzyMepa BopoTuiia Hasaz|s |, 3aHe ObIC| Th| sxamocTHO 3pbrH
Ha H[b], Bugiaum ero 6o:[s|Ha cxipu” — Chronica 2017, 545-547.

196 If the bookman stayed with Vladimir Vasilkovich, which seems highly likely, this would
explain his good knowledge of the Rus’ian-Tartar expedition against Poland.

197 It referred to Mstislav handing over Vladimiran land to his boyars while Vladimir
Vasilkovich was still alive.

198 Chronica 2017, 547-553.

199 Chronica 2017, 553-558.

200 See: Chronica 2017, 558-562.
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to the chronicle in extenso?°! is clear indication that the bookman had access
to the princely archives. The negotiations ended with the ritual of kissing the
cross. The chronicler wrote that the talks took place during Fyodor’s week,202
i.e., in the period from February 15-21, 1288. As we can see, in this part of the
source text, the author discusses events month by month and not as before —
year by year. Moreover, much more often than in earlier pages, the bookman
would reveal himself using the plural form (“to the previous we will return”)
and only once in the singular: “which I have not recorded”.2°3 The chronicler
then writes that Mstislav went to Vladimir to complete the securing of his
rights to his inheritance from the prince. An extremely interesting description
ensues of the issued gramota being made public:

he went to the bishopric to the [Cathedral of] the Holy Mother of God
and summoned his brother’s boyars of Vladimir and the Rus’ian and
German townspeople, and ordered his brother’s gramota be read before
all of them, bequeathing the land and all the grods and the capital
city of Vladimir. And all heard this, young and old alike. The bishop of
Vladimir, Eugene, blessed Mstislav with a processional cross for his reign
in Vladimir.204

This occurred after Fyodor’s Week, probably towards the end of February 1288.
The bookman then included an account of the last days of Vladimir Vasilkovich’s
life, indicating the passage of days in even more detail: “After spending several
days in Vladimir, Mstislav then visited his grods, Lutsk and Dubno, and other
towns which I have not written down”.2%5 The account also provides informa-
tion about a very important element of the author’s narrative strategy. He was
not interested in the property belonging to individual princes, but rather — as
can be observed from the manner in which the account was conducted — in
the most important aspects of internal and external politics and the profiles of

201 Kupchins'kii 2004, 311-314, 315-318) is of a different opinion.

202  Chronica 2017, 562-564.

203 Chronica 2017, 565-567.

204 “exa Bb emnfu|ck[o|nblo kb C[BA]TON Boropoau|uu, u cp3sBa GOApbI BBIWAUMED|b]
ckia 6para cBoero u mbctuub poyc[s] u Hbmim, 1 nosexrk npex[s| BchbMu yecTn rpa-
Motoy Gpar[b| HIO — Wr[b|AaHbe 3emrb, n Bchx[B]| ropogoss, u crosi[s|HOro ropoga
Borwaumepa. U cabnama Bcr wr[b] Mana u 0 Benuka. Enfu]ck[o]ms x[e] Borwan-
Mep|[b]ckiu EBcerenin 6i[aro]c[0]Bu MbctrciaBa Kp[b|croM[b] BB3BH3a[b|HBIM|b]
Ha KHAXeHie Bb1wauMep[b| ckoe” — Chronica 2017, 564-565.

205 “MbcTrcaaB|B] e Mpe6bIBb HBKOIMKO A[b|HiK 0y BoswzauMepu 1 exa Bb CBOa FOPOJBL:
B Jloyniecks, 1 B Jloy6eHD, ¥ BB UHBI TOPO/BI, UX[B ke He criucaxoM|s|” — Chronica 2017,
565—566.
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the most important rulers, with particular emphasis on Vladimir Vasilkovich.
Hence, after describing his tutor’s journey from Raj to Luboml, which prob-
ably took place in February 1288, he recalls an act of bravery he had performed
when still in good health:

Here [in Luboml — AJ.] he lay all winter in pain, sending his attendants
out to hunt. For he was also a good and brave hunter himself, and had
never waited for his servants to help him when he went against a boar or
a bear, but quickly killed all the animals himself. For this, he was famous
in all the land. And God had given him good fortune, not only in hunting,
but in everything, because he was a good and just man.206

Vladimir’s fortitude and strength are in line with the “monarchic theology”,
promoted by Hilarion in his Sermon on Law and Grace, as it emphasizes the
prince’s justice and personal valour.20” The phrase “when summer came”208
opens the next part of the narrative, encompassing the warm months of 1288.
According to the bookman, Konrad 11 of Czersk asked Vladimir that he be rec-
ommended to Mstislav Danilovich. The chronicler used the phrase “nog[s]
cBoeto pxrkor” (“take someone into one’s care”) as many as four times,209
thereby emphasizing Konrad’s dependence on Vasilko Romanovich’s son. In
this way, Vladimir is portrayed as a good and protective suzerain who had in his
care all the dependent princes.

Moving on to further events, the bookman uses the phrase “and after that”.210
This refers to the period after the summer months, probably to September 1288,
when Konrad 11 of Czersk travelled to Brest, and from there to Luboml, to
Vladimir Vasilkovich’s court.2!! After talks with him, he continued his journey
through Vladimir and Lutsk to Gaj. There he met with Mstislav Danilovich,
who took him under his wing. The account of this event resembles a homage
(in accordance with Rus’ian custom, it was the person in a senior position who
gave gifts to his vassal):

206 “B JloGomiib, TOY [e] M JIeKalIe BCIO SUMOY Bb 6OJIECTH CBOEH, POCChLIAa CIOYThI CBOA
Ha JIOBbL Bamre 60 u caM[b] s0Belb Z060Ph U XOPOOGOPH, HUKOIMK| €] Kb BeIpeBH, HI
Kb MeZIBeZIeBU He [b|zallle cI0yTb CBOUX|B|, a ObIlIa. eMOy IOMOIVIH, HO CKOPO caM|[b]
oyOuBalle BCAKbIN sBbpB, TBM[b|:xe u mpocioyn[s| OAlle Bb Bceil 3emMuu, MmoHex|e]
zan[s| 6aure emoy b[or]s BacHb He TokMO Ha oguHbX[B| 10BBX[B], HO BB BCceMb 3a ero
Bo6po u nipasgoy” — Chronica 2017, 566—567.

207 Brzozowska 2014, 33.

208 “Hacras[s|uno x[e] 1broy” — Chronica 2017, 667.

209 See: Chronica 2017, 567-570.

210 “Umnocem[p]” - Chronica 2017, 570.

211 Chronica 2017, 570-571.
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And [Mstislav] received him reverently and lovingly [taking him] into
his care, following Vladimir’s brotherly words, saying: ‘As my brother held
you in high esteem and gifted you, [so] may God allow me to hold you,
honor you, gift you and stand by your side [whenever] you are | wronged.
And after that, they started making merry. And Mstislav bestowed upon
Konrad beautiful horses with extraordinary saddles and precious gar-
ments. Mstislav gave him many other gifts as well, and so he sent him off
with reverence.?!2

In this passage, Mstislav’s position is very strongly emphasized. The analyzed
text might serve as indirect proof that after Vladimir Vasilkovich’s death, the
chronicle was written at Mstislav’s court. This supposition would explain why
the source text suddenly breaks off and is not continued during the times of
Leo Danilovich’s sons.

After the description of Konrad’s homage, we learn that an inhabitant of
Lublin land named Yartak, who should be categorized as one of the bookman'’s
informants, came to Luboml in search of the prince of Mazovia. He conveyed
the news of Leszek the Black’s death to Princess Olga,?! adding that “I have
been sent by the inhabitants of Lublin as they want Prince Konrad to reign in
Cracow. I want to quickly find Konrad wherever he might be”2!4 As a result,
we know that the events took place after September 30, 1288 (following the
death of Leszek the Black), probably in October of that year. Ultimately, the
envoy found Konrad as he was returning from his visit to Mstislav in the city
of Vladimir. The prince of Mazovia, upon hearing the words: “Prince Lestko is
dead, and I have been sent by the inhabitants of Lublin. Come reign over us
in Cracow”,?!> once again set out to Luboml to see Vladimir, from whom he
received a regiment commanded by Voivode Dunai. The expedition, having
been organized in such haste, ended in failure with Lublin closing its gates to
Konrad. It turned out that another envoy had been sent to Leo Danilovich, who

212 “u npia ¥ ¢ 4[p]cTiio 1 T06OBII0 MWA[B] CBOIO PXRKOY MW GpaTHIO CI0BOY MO Bomwau-
MepeBoy, Taxko peka: ‘Kaxo ta umba[s] 6par[s]| Moit, u urmi[s], u gapua|[s], a Mmub gait
B[or] b Tako x[e] umbTH TA, ¥ 9[B|CTUTH, U JAPUTH, K CTOATH 33 TOGOIO B TBOXO 0OHI0Y.
U noceMm[p] Hauamra BecenuTHcA. MbcTucaaB[b| e ogapu KpHzapara KoH[b]|Mu Kpac-
HBIMH 1 B chayiex(s] AUBHBIX['B], ¥ HOPTHI JOPOTHIMHU, M MHBI JAPbI MHWIBI BBA €MOY, 1
TAKO WTIIOYCTH Cb 4[b]|cTito” — Chronica 2017, 572—573.

213  Chronica 2017, 573-574-

214 “Ilpuciamm Ma T06IHH| b |11: X0TAT|b| KHASA KoHzpaTa kHAKHUTH B Kpakosb, a HaGopsh
xouro Haliti Kongpara, rie 6&aet(b]” — Chronica 2017, 574-575.

215 “Kuas[p] Jlect[b]ko M[b]pTBb, a npucaamu Ma go6auH|b|uu. [Noea[n] kuAMUT[B] K
HaMm[B] fo Kpaxosa” — Chronica 2017, 575.
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had dispatched his son Yuri to the city.2!6 The bookman summarized the entire
expedition with the words: “after this, there was great unrest in the land of the
Lyakhs”2'7 This refers to the struggle over Leszek the Black’s legacy, episodes of
which were described in the further parts of the chronicle.

“After this had ended, some days passed”?® — this is how the next fragment of
the narrative begins. As observed, the bookman attempted to recount Vladimir
Vasilkovich’s last days in great detail, while the phrasing he uses attests that
he was an eyewitness to the events described. The phrase “some days passed”
indicates that this occurred not long after the failed expedition to Lublin, prob-
ably in October or November 1288. At that time, Yuri Lvovich sent an envoy to
ask the prince of Vladimir for Brest. Vladimir did not comply, and he also told
Mstislav Danilovich to refuse. Next, Leo Danilovich sent another envoy in the
same matter, this time the bishop of Przemysl, Memnon.?!® This is a passage
very important for describing the internal politics of Halych-Volhynian Rus’
and the mutual relations between the members of the Romanovichi dynasty,
as well as for determining the place where some of its members were buried.
The chronicler created an interesting construct, weaving into the narrative ele-
ments praising Vladimir Vasilkovich: his truthfulness (“I [have not been] two-
faced nor have I been a liar”)220 as well as his wisdom and erudition (“he spoke
with the bishop on many [matters] from [various] books, as he was a great
bookman and philosopher the like of which there has never before been in
all the lands nor shall there be after his death”).22! It is especially interesting
that Vladimir is referred to using the term knizhnik/bookman,?2? which would
indicate that the prince could not only read and write, but also create docu-
ments, chronicles, etc.

After the information about the envoys sent by Yuri Lvovich and Leo
Danilovich, the chronicler moves on to describe Vladimir’s illness: “Prince
Vladimir lay suffering in great pain a full four years. We will tell of his pain in the
following way. His lower lip began to rot. Only a little in the first year but in the
second and third year, it decayed even more, and yet he was not very ill, but rode

216  Chronica 2017, 575-580.

217 “Ilocem[b] sxe MaTex[b] ObIC[Th| BeJMK|B| B 3eMIU JIAA[b|ckou” — Chronica 2017, 580.

218 “Beic[Tb] e mocem[b| MUHYB[B|mMM[b]| He 1o KomuueMm[b] A[b|HeM[b]|” — Chronica
2017, 580.

219 Chronica 2017, 580-587.

220 “Bbpaems cam[s], mke A He B0 phulo, HY A AKb J10XK[b]| ObLTB” — Chronica 2017, 581.

221 “noBbcruBp b enfu|ck[o|mwM[p] MHOrO Wr[b] KHUr[B|, 3aHe ObIC[Th| KHIKHHK[B]
BEJIMKb U (pu1oco(, AKOorox|e| He GbIC[Th| B BCeil 3eMJIH, HU 1TO HeM[b] He 6&aeT[b]” —
Chronica 2017, 585.

222 This will be discussed further in The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia.
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his horse when he wanted to”.223 Fedir Androshchuk and Anna Chel'strem have
established that the prince probably suffered from leprosy.224 After describing
the symptoms of the illness, the chronicler presented the monarch’s attempts
to atone for his sins through almsgiving. It is worth drawing some attention
to two passages: “And his father’s gold belts and his own silver belts that he
had received from his father [...] And his grandmother and mother’s great gold
necklaces”?25 This seemingly inconspicuous fragment provides us with some
important information. Firstly, clothes and jewelry were inherited from the
father and the mother. Secondly, it is natural to inherit from one’s parents, but
why did Vladimir Vasilkovich possess valuables left behind by Roman’s wife?
The last time she was mentioned was under the entry for 1253. At the time,
she was trying to convince Danilo to accept the royal crown. It is known that
she stayed close to her elder son’s court. Thus, her personal belongings should
have been inherited by Danilo, and after him by his children, unless Romanova
outlived her firstborn and moved to Vasilko’s court. She would then have been
about 8o years old. Such an age was unusual in the Middle Ages, but entirely
possible. The supposition of the longevity of the Romanovichi mother is also
confirmed by the fact that she was not buried in Chetm, where Danilo would
probably have placed her body, but in Vladimir.226 Into the description of
Vladimir’s illness, the chronicler weaves words of praise for the prince, largely
a borrowing of the relevant passage in the Sermon on Law and Grace.??” A com-
parison of both texts shows that the bookman quoted Hilarion from memory
(analogously to citations from the Holy Bible). The praise of the prince was
meant to show that he was a Christian ruler, living according to God’s law. It

223 “KHasio ke Beawaumepoy Jexarrto B 6onectu cBoeit mo|s|Ho fi 1br[a]. BoesHs xe ero
cute ckaxeMm|s]. Haua eMoy rHUTH HCIIOAHAA OYCTHA — IPBBOTO JrbTa Maso, Ha Apoyroe
u Ha Tpertie 6os[b|Ma moua rauTH. Y eme xk[e] emoy He Besi[b|Mu 6o[b|HOY CRIIIO, HO
e3JAllle HA KOHH, Korga xortaie” — Chronica 2017, 587-588.

224 Androshchuk, Chel'strem 2007, 243-258. However, I would like to recall that as the pub-
lishers of the Polish edition and translation of the chronicle have already indicated,
Fedir Androshchuk and Anna Chel'strem did not take into account the autopsy of the
remains claimed to be those of Vladimir conducted by the pathologist Munich in 1886.
See: Levitskii 1892, 108-109, 14-115; Kronika 2017, 253 with n. 1741; Chronica 2017, 588
with n. 1452.

225 Brzozowska 2014, 32-35.

226 “U HOACBHI 30JI0Thle WT[b|Lja CBOETO U cpeOpAHbIe — CBOe, ke 05 10 WT[b |1y cBoeM[b]
craxkaia|s] [...] ¥ MOHHKCTA BeslnKaa 30;10Taa 6abkl cBoea 1 M[a|t[e]pe cBoea” — Chronica
2017, 588.

227  See: Chronica 2017, 639—-640. See: Dabrowski 2012a, 68—69.
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thus fit in with Hilarion’s “monarchic theology”.228 Therefore, the chronicler
created a literary image of the ruler in accordance with the canons functioning
in the writings of Kievan Rus’. Thus, the prince was generous, merciful, cared
for his subjects, etc. The text of the Kievan Bishop was supplemented at its
end with a personal comment from the bookman, who after mentioning that
Vladimir had met with bishops and abbots added: “with great humility, you
discussed [many topics with them] from books on life in this mortal world”.22%
Once again, the bookman highlighted Vladimir’s education.

Next, the bookman again reveals himself by using the phrase “but let us now
return to what was described previously”.23? With this, he returns to the inter-
rupted story of Vladimir’s progressing illness: “When the fourth year passed
and the winter had set in, he became more ill. All the flesh from his chin fell
off, his lower teeth rotted away completely, as did his jaw”.23! He goes on to add:
“He was the second Job, and entered the church of the holy and great martyr
of Christ, Saint George”232 This is a reference to the Kievan Chronicle, to the
description of Igor Olgovich: “Upon hearing this, Igor went to the Church of
Saint Theodore and sighed from the depths of his heart with contrition and
humility, and shed tears, recalling Job’s great anguish ...”233 What stands out
in the account is the chronicler’s very personal approach to the prince, which
might be an indication that he was part of his closest circles. This supposition
is confirmed by his description of the following incident: “wishing to receive
Holy Communion from his father confessor, he entered the small altar”.234 The
account referring to the confessor almost immediately brings to mind the story
about Timofey. I am not inclined to see the author of the chronicle in its text,
but if I had to select someone, I would point to the monarch’s confessor. This

228  See Chronica 2017, 589-593; Uzhankov 2014, 226233 (see here the text that served as basis
for writing the words of praise about Vladimir). A comparison and analysis of both source
texts was conducted by: Nasonov 1969, 236—242.

229 “Muwro 6echoBaire wr[b] KHUTL W 3xUTIM cBBTa cero TibH[b]Haro” — Chronica 2017, 593.

230 “Ho msI Ha ipes[ s | 1exaimee Bp3BparumMca” — Chronica 2017, 593.

231 “Ucxopampo x[e] f-m¥ abroy u HacraBmm sbmb, Haua Gox[p|ma Heunmo: omaza emy
BCE MACO Cb Gpazibl ¥ 30y0bl UCIIOAHIU BBITHHUIIA BCH, U Y€TIOCTh OOpOAHAA meperHu” —
Chronica 2017, 593-594.

232 “Csii xe ObIC[Tb]| BTOpBIM leBb, U BBHIUJE BB Ii[b|pKb[B|Bb C[BA|T[0]r0 U BeJUKOrO
M[oy|u[e|Huka X[ pucro]sa lewpria” — Chronica 2017, 594.

233 “Urops xe oycrpmiaBh IOKMJAE BB II[b]|pKBb c[BA|T[0]r0 Pesopa 1 BB3L0XHOYBD U3 IJIO-
yOuH®1 c[b]pA[b]1ia CKPOYIIEHOMB CMHPEHOMB CMBICIOMB U IPOCTE3UBCA U TIOMAHOY
BcA MuwsoBa” — Ipat'evskaia letopis’ 1908, 350. A similar motif is to be found in the frag-
ment about David Rostislavich, but without the reference to Job. See: Ipat'evskaia letopis’
1908, 705.

234 “XoTA B3ATH MpHUYacTie Oy WT[b]1ia CBOETO /[ 0y |XOBHAr0, ¥ BBHIN/E BB WATAPs MBIl —
Chronica 2017, 594.
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is only a guess based on this suggestive text, which indicates that the prince’s
companion during his last moments was the clergyman — who then described
them. Even if he was not the last or penultimate (such a possibility cannot be
ruled out) editor of our source text, he should certainly be included among
the bookman’s informants. Vladimir’s prayer, in which he puts his trust in the
Lord and submits to His will, gives an unusually personal impression. However,
this seems to be a stylistic device applied to show the prince’s deep faith. Once
again, the chronicler refers to the Kievan Chronicle, and the prayers of Igor

Olgovich and David Rostislavich:

The prayer of Vladimir
Vasilkovich

The prayer of Igor
Olgovich

The prayer of David
Rostislavich

Lord, my God, look upon
my ailment, and see my
humility overcoming me
now, for in Thee I trust,

I am suffering, and for
all this I thank Thee, O
Lord. Many blessings
have I received from
Thee during my lifetime,
why should I not also
suffer misfortune? As
Thy power wills, so shall
it be; as Thou hast hum-
bled my soul, allow me
to become part of your
kingdom through the
intercession of Thy Most
Holy Virgin Mother, the
Prophets, the Apostles,
the Martyrs and all the
venerable Holy Fathers,
[as] they too endured
suffering and became
pleasing to Thee, they

And so, many tribula-
tions and much
sufferings were sent

to the righteous, and yet
the holy Prophets and
the Apostles, and the
Martyrs, have received
their crown, [they] who
shed their blood for the
Lord, and so did the
Holy Martyrs and the
Blessed Fathers, many
assaults, and bitter
torments, and suffering
have they undergone;
they have been sub-
jected to trials by the
devil, like gold in a fur-
nace. For their prayers,
O Lord, accept me
among Thy chosen flock
with righteous sheep.
And thus, have holy,

O Lord my God! Lord,
look upon my pow-
erlessness, see my
humility, which now
limits me. Let me suf-
fer, placing my hope

in Thee. For all these
things I thank Thee, O
Lord, that Thou hast
humbled my soul, and
make me a part of Thy
kingdom for the prayers
of Thy Most Holy
Mother, the Prophets
and the Apostles, and
the Martyrs, and all the
Blessed Holy Fathers,

as they too suffered and
earned [their place]
before Thee, they have
been tried by the devil,
as gold in a furnace. For
their prayers, O Lord,

righteous emperors shed among Thy chosen flock
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(cont.)

The prayer of Vladimir The prayer of Igor The prayer of David
Vasilkovich Olgovich Rostislavich

were tempted by the their blood, suffered with righteous sheep
devil, like gold ina cru-  for their people. And may Thou include me.237

cible. For their prayers, our Lord Jesus Christ

O Lord, accept me into  saved the world with His
Thy chosen flock of blood, sacred due to the
righteous sheep.235 devil’s transgressions.236

Following Vladimir’s prayer, the bookman once again refers to the description
of David Rostislavich’s death as presented in The Kievan Chronicle:

235

236

237

“Bn[a]a[s1]xo I'[ocrog |u B[ox]e Mo, mpuspu Ha HEMOIIb MO0 U BUKJb CMHUpPEHIe MOe,
ozpbxamaa Ma H[ b1 |Hb, Ha TA 6w oynoBaa, TpbILIo U W Behx[ B cux[b| 6;1[a]rogapoy Ta,
I'ocrioz]u. Ba[a]raa npiax[s] wrs] TeGe BB sxuBOTh MOeM[b], TO SIBIX[B| 1 He MOrOy
tperbru? fko apwxasb TBoeit rogh, Taxo 1 Gsic[Th], siKO cMupMA[B ] ecn Aoy ]uIio Moo,
u BB 1fa]pcrsin TBoem[b| mpudacTHuKa MA cbTBOpH M[o|n[u]rBamu IIp[e]u[u]cTria
Toea M[a]r[e]pe, mpop[o]ks, an[o]cr[o]n1s, u M[oy]d[e]u[u]xs, u Bchbx[b]| mpemw-
BoOHBIX[B] C[BA]TBIX[B] O[Th|1yb, iKOK[€] U Tilt mOcTpas[a]B[b]|me u oyroxasiue Teob,
HCKOYIIIeHH ObIlla WT[b] AiaBosia, IKO 3/1aTO Bb IpBHUIB, — uX[b]ke M[o]n[u|TBamy,
I'[ocriog]u, usGpas|[p|HwM[b] TBoeM[b]| cTagb Cb AECHBIMH MA OBLAMH IIPUYTH  —
Chronica 2017, 294—296.

“Tako TOMHK®B] CTP[b]CTH ¥ pa3/IMYHAsA CM[b|PTH Ha ITPaBEAHUKHM HAXOAMIU COYTh ¥ KaKO
c[Ba]tuu np[o]p[o]uu anfo]c[To]mu cb M[oy]u[e]H[u]kb1 BbHIAmC[A] 1 110 I'[0]c[m0] 1B
KPOBH CBOS IIPOJIBSALIA U KAKO C[BA|THH c[BA|meHHOMOYY[ e |H[u|uu nip[e|n[o]a[o]6Hun
WTLE MHOTI'blA HAIIACTU ¥ TOPKBlA MOYKB] M PAa3/IMYHBIA CM[b|pPTH NpHALIA UCKYIIEHN
OBBBIIE WT AbABOJIA AKO 371aTO B ropHILTE nxske M[o|a[u]rBamu I'[ocrioz |u (n36paHOM™®
TBOEMB CTafB.) IPUYTH MA U36GPAHOMB TBOEMB CTaAB Ch JECHBIMHU MA WBLAMH U KAKO
c[Ba]Tuu mpaBoBbpHUU 1j[eca|pu IposbsdIIa KPOBU CBOS CTPAXIOLIE 3a JIOAU CBOS U
eute e I'ocnoa]s Ham|b]| Mc[oy]s X[pu]c[ToC] B HCKOYIIH MUpa WT IIPEIbCTH AbIBOIA
4[b]c[b]|THOIO KpOBUIO” — Ipat’evskaia letopis’ 1908, 350.

“Bnag[bi|ko I'[o]c[nmox]u B[ox]e mou! I'[o]c[moz]u, mpuspl Ha HeMoOLIb MO0, BHXKb
CMHpeHHe MOe WepiKamas MA HBIHDB a TOGOI OymoBast TEPIUII0 U W BCHXB CHUXb
Ba[ar]ogapio Ta I'[0]c[mog]u ko cMupMAB ecH A0y |10 MOIO U BO Ii[a|pCTBHU TBOEMb
IIPUYACTHUKA MA cTBOpH M[o|1[u]|rBamu IIp[eun|cTsia TBoess M[a]t[e]pu mp[o]p[o]ks,
anfo]c[To]1b, 1 MOy4e[HH| Kb ¥ BCUXD IIPETOZA[ 0 |GHBIXD C[BA]T[bI|Xxb O[Th|Lb fAKOKE U
Th mocrpazasiie U oyroguBblre To6h HCKOyIIEH B! GBIIIA WT AbABOJIA AKO 3/1aTO B rOp-
b mxoke m[o]a[u]|rBamu, I'[o]c[nmoa]u ns6panbHBI(X) OMB CTAZOMB C AECHBIMH MA
wB([b|amu npuary’ — Ipat’evskaia letopis’ 1908, 705.
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When he returned from the church,
he lay down and no longer went out
anywhere, for his illness became even
worse. And all the flesh fell from his
chin. His jawbone rotted and his lar-
ynx was visible. And he ate nothing
for 7 weeks, except only for water,
and that very little. And [when] it
was Thursday night, he began to fail
in strength. When the cocks crowed,
he knew that his spirit was tired, that
his soul was [ready] to depart. And he
looked upwards to Heaven and gave
glory to the Lord saying: ‘Immortal
God! I praise Thee in all things, For
Thou art the True Emperor of all
things. Thou hast offered to all cre-
ation wealth and happiness. For Thou
hast created this entire world, watch-
ing and waiting for the souls For those
Thou have sent out wilt be revered
by Thee for living a good life, and
if they have not followed Thy com-
mandments — those wilt be judged.
For all judgment and eternal life [is
decided upon] by Thee for those who
fear God, in Thy grace Thou lovest all
who turn to Thee’ And he finished

238

And his life ended that day. And he
felt ill, and being at the end of his
strength before his soul departed, he
looked up to heaven and gave glory to
God, saying: “Immortal God! I praise
Thee in all things. For Thou art indeed
a King to all alike, Who hast given
all riches for the enjoyment of Thy
people. For Thou hast created this
world and art guarding it, waiting for
the souls which Thou hast sent forth;
and those who have lived an exem-
plary life Thou wilt reward as God,
and those who have not obeyed Thy
commandments — Thou wilt judge.
For great is Thy righteous judgment,
and eternal is the life Though giveth
by your grace, and Thou lovest all
who come to Thee” And when he
had finished praying, he raised his
hands to heaven and surrendered his
soul into God’s hands, and went away
to his fathers and his grandfathers,
paying our human debt, which can-
not be avoided by all who have been
born. And his rule in Smolensk had
lasted 18 years, and since his birth 6o
years had passed without three.?38

“Ilpuines|s|uro xe eMoy Wr[b] Li[b|pK[b]|BY, U J€Ke, U MTOTWM[b| He BHIXWAU BOHB, HO

60J1[b]Ma HaYa UISHEMOTATH, ¥ WT[b|aZa eMOYy MACO BCe Ch GOPOZBI, KOCTh G0pWA[b|Haa
nepernuia 6Ale, 1 6bic[ T | BugbTi M ropTaH[b|. U He BBKOYIIA 10 3 Hezes1[b] HUUTOXK €],
pasBb oguHOe Bogsl, U TOE K[ €] mockoyzoy. I 6bic[Th| B e[ TBBPTO|K[B]: Ha HOY[B] MTOUa
MBHEMOTaTH, U KO ObIC[Th| B KOYPEI, ¥ 103Ha B c00b /[ 0y|xb M3HEMAraroIb KO HCXOA0Y

Aloy]wu, u Bp3phBs Ha Ha H[e] 60, 1 BB37aBb xBas1oy B[or]oy, r[;1aro]1a: ‘Becm[b|pTHBII
B[ox]e, xBamo Tebe o Bcem[b], LI[a]ps 60 ecu BchbM[Bb] Thl eauH[B| BBUCTUH|b]HOY,

1ozaa Bcel TBapu Bce GoraT[b|cTBO UM[B| U HactaxeHie. Tl GW CHTBOPHBB MHpA CETO,
Te1 cwrOmozaemy, oxuzgaa gloy|ma, sx(e] mocia, ga A0OPOY KU3HB KHB([B|mHMM|b)
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his prayer and lifted up his hands to
Heaven and surrendered his soul into
the hands of God. And he joined his
fathers and his grandfathers, and paid
the debt common to all, which no liv-
ing person can avoid. When it dawned
on Friday, the pious and Christ-loving
Great Prince Vladimir, son of Vasilko,
grandson of Roman, passed away. He
ruled as prince after his father [died]
for 20 years. His death took place in the
grod of Luboml in the year 6797 [1288]
in the month of December on the 10th
day, on the Day of the Holy Father
Menas.239

239

nouremy ko B[or]s, a exe He mokopuB|s|unoca TBoum[s] samoBbaem[s]| npegacu
c&z0y. Becb 60 cxz[b] npaBesubM[b] wr[b] TeGe u GeckoHeuyHa xusHa [sic] wr[s] Tebe,
6:1[a]r[o] a[a]riro CBoero Bca Mustoyemu npurhkaromaa k Te6d'. ¥ konuass M| o]1[ 1| TBOY,
BB345Bb DAY Ha H[e]60 1 npegacTs A[oy|uro cBoro BB pauy b[o]xin. U mpumoxuca
Kb WT[b|15[e]Mb cBonM[B] U AbAwM[B]| cBouM[B], WT[b|gaBb 00[b|win A1BrH, erox|e]
Hbc[Th] oyGexaru Bcakomoy posxk|e] Homoy. CBHTaIONIO %[ €] IIAT[B KOy M TaKO ImpecTa-
BucA 6i[a]roBbp[b|HbIi U Xp[H]CTOMOOUBDIM BeTUKbIN KHAS[b| Borwaumeps, c[bI]|Hb
Bacui[b|koBb, BHOYKDs PomanoBb. KHAM 10 wr[b|1m & 1bT[B]. IIpecrasieHie xe ero
6wic[Th] B JIroGommu ropogb B rbr[0] #8  u3 M[b]c[a]ua gexaGpa i a[b]Hp, Ha c[Ba]T[0]ro
wr[b|ua Munsr” — Chronica 2017, 596—-599.

“U 6'51 )KMBOTA €T'0 /40 TOTO K€ /i b |HH, ¥ II03HABCA XOY/b H3HEMOTas KO UCXOZ0Y A[ oy |uru
u Bo3phBb Ha H[e]6o, u Bo3zaBs xBanoy Blor]oy, r[aro] na: ‘Becm[s|praBiu Blo]ie,
XBaJIi0 TeGe W BCeMb BO3JAl0 Iifeca]pb 00 €CH Thl BCUMb €/JMHb, BO UCTUHOY MOAABast
CBOEH TBapH Bce 6a[ra]ThCTBO UMb B HACJIaKEHUE CTBOPHBD 6O Thl MHUPA CETO Th1 COOIIIO-
JaelIy WiKKHgas j[ oy |1a, ke Iocsia Ja Z00pOy KU3Hb KUBIIMMB ITOYTEIIH, Ik0 B[or]s a
e3Ke He IIOKOPUBIIIOCA TBOUM 3arl0BbLeMb ITpesacH CoyA0y BCh GO COYA® paBeseH WT
Tebe 1 6e3b KOHIA JKM3Hb WT Tebe 6/1[a|roAaThio CBOEIO0 U BCA MUJIOYEIIH MPUTEKAIOIHs
K Te6e’. Y konuass M[ 0] u]TBOY BO3AbBH poyirh Ha H[e]60 (MoOsIALIECA T[J1ar0|/IA) U ITpe-
AacTs A oy|irto coo B poirh B[ o |sxuu npuoxuca Ko w[ ][ b]Mb cBOUMS, 1 AbZOMB CBO-
UMb WTaBb WOILIMH JOJT'D; eroxke Hbc[Thb] oyobkaru Bcakomoy poxenomoy. M 6bic[Ts]
KHAMKeHUs ero Bo CMoseHbcKoy il ibr[b] a Beuxs abrh wr px[ae]crsa § Gec Tpexs” —
Ipat'evskaia letopis’ 1908, 705—706.
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When comparing the two passages, the reader has no doubt but that the
chronicler used The Kievan Chronicle, which was probably one of the parts of the
same codex within which the chronicle functioned. The bookman expanded
the narrative of the analyzed source text by providing a more individual touch,
adding information specific only to the circumstances of Vladimir’s death. The
author referred to the ruler as “the great prince”, but, as I demonstrated earlier,
this phrase is a typical description used to refer to a deceased monarch.24° We
learn how many years he reigned after his father’s death and — most impor-
tantly — the exact date of his death, i.e., Friday, December 10, 6797, which
means the year 1288.241 This would suggest that the chronicler used either the
ultra-March or September style. Aleksey Tolochko tabled the supposition that
due to the efforts to canonize Vladimir Vasilkovich, the date was given accord-
ing to the Byzantine (September) style. The use of this style is supposed to
explain why the bookman abandoned the thus far consistently used March/
ultra-March style.242 The similarities between the chronicle and The Kievan
Letopis’ do not end there. Practically the entire description of the funeral of
the prince of Vladimir and the mourning of his subjects show analogies with
the funerals of Mstislav, Roman, and David Rostislavovichi.2*3 This example
vividly demonstrates that the bookman borrowed whole literary modules from
other source texts,24* which he then modified in order to construct a compre-
hensible narrative that conformed to the “literary etiquette” prevalent in Rus’.

“This Prince Vladimir, who professed the true faith, was tall in stature,
broad-shouldered, with a handsome face ...”.24> So begins the account that fol-
lows the description of mourning in the land of Vladimir. An identical sen-
tence can be found in the description of Roman Rostislavich’s appearance.246
The similarities end with the posture, which might suggest that in this case the
bookman had applied a topos. The prince’s appearance was probably described
truthfully: “His hair was flaxen and curly, his beard was shorn, while his arms
and legs were shapely. His voice was deep, his lower lip thick”24” Next, the
chronicler goes on to praise Vladimir’s education, erudition, and skillfulness

240 See pp. 23, 132-133, 162-163.

241  See Chronologia 1957, 361. See: Hrushevsky 1901, 57.

242 See: Tolochko A.P. 2005, 88—9o.

243 See: Chronica 2017, 599-605; Ipat'evskaia letopis’ 1908, 609—610, 616—617, 702—703. See
Tolochko A.P. 1999, 28—31; Eremin 1966, 179—181.

244 In this case, probably from the easily accessible Kievan Chronicle.

245 “Ceit 6n[a|roBbp[s|HBIM KHASE Bonmwaumeps Bb3pacroM[b| b BeICWK[B], mieunma
BeJIHK| ], eM|[b| kpaceH[Bs|” — Chronica 2017, 605-606.

246  See:Ipat’evskaia letopis’ 1908, 617.

247 “Bomocel umba sxesITBI KOYAPABBI, 60p0Z0Y CTPUTiH, pAKbI k[ e | uMb Kpac|b|HbI 1 HOTBI” —
Chronica 2017, 606.
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(“He spoke intelligibly [on topics] from books, for he was a great philosopher
and a skilled and brave hunter”),248 after which he listed his best qualities,
such as gentleness, humility, good-naturedness, righteousness, protectiveness,
etc. In this way, he emphasized that the prince was a truly Christian ruler. To
reinforce his message, the bookman again made use of the Sermon on Law
and Grace, adapting the relevant passages?*? and supplementing them with
quotations from the Holy Bible.250 As part of this accommodation, he high-
lighted Vladimir’s good choice of a successor (i.e., Mstislav (11) Danilovich),
who also proved to be a Christian ruler “completing matters you [Vladimir’s]
have left unfinished”.25! It remains an open question whether this passage was
written with the benefit of hindsight to evaluate the actions of the new ruler
or whether it is a simple adaptation of the Sermon on Law and Grace.?5? Zofia
Brzozowska’s analyses show that we are dealing with the latter. Mstislav, as
Vladimir's God-approved successor and continuator of his religious policy,
was in line with Hilarion’s concept.253 At this point, the reader’s attention
should be drawn to an extremely important aspect. Starting from page 613 of
the Chronicle’s critical edition to which we refer in this book, the chronologi-
cal arrangement of events has been disrupted. The basis of the edition was
the Khlebnikov manuscript, which contains the most extensive ending among
all the known chronicles of the southern Rus’ian group. In the Ipatiev manu-
script, on the other hand, three extensive fragments were not preserved, which
is probably due to the fact that the protographer of the Ipatiev and Khlebnikov
manuscripts had already confused some pages. The copyist of the first manu-
script had attempted to arrange the information chronologically while tran-
scribing the text and probably as a result left out three extensive passages. In
the second case, in turn, the manuscript was transcribed mechanically, pre-
serving the disrupted order of the pages from the original manuscript.?* In an
effort to get closer to the autograph, the contemporary scholar, like the copyist
of the Ipatiev Codex and Aleksey Shakhmatov,255 is forced to put the sequence

248 “Phu[p] ke 6b B HeM[b]| T/IBCTA, M OyCTHA UCIHOZ[b|HAA Aebea, I[1aro |aie ACHO WT[b]
KHUT[B], 3aHe 6bIC[Tb] (procwe|s] BeaUK[B| U JIOBELb XUTPD U X0pobops” — Chronica
2017, 606.

249 See: Uzhankov 2014, 232, 234, 238, 244; Chronica 2017, 606—616, 626, 641-642.

250 See: Chronica 2017, 606-616 with n. 1493-1494, 1500-1502, 1509, 1511.

251 “HeckoH[p]4aH[b|Haa TBOa oyuunatoma” — Chronica 2017, 611.

252 See: Uzhankov 2014, 234.

253  See: Brzozowska 2014, 32-35.

254 See: Chronica 2017, LIX—LXI.

255 Ipat'evskaia letopis’ 1908, 923-938.
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of events in order. The basis for this will be the critical edition of the Chronicle
used in this work.

The adaptation of relevant passages from the Sermon on Law and Grace and
the Holy Scriptures to the needs of the chronicle was followed by a summary
of Vladimir Vasilkovich’s reign.256 The bookman praised the prince, who had
not only built and restored grods and churches, but also made valuable offer-
ings to monasteries and churches. The analyzed account has unique informa-
tion about the foundation and production of codices in medieval Rus. We
learn that in Kamyenyets the following gifts were made to the Church of the
Annunciation of the Holy Mother of God:

Aprakos Gospels bound in silver, Aprakos Epistles and the Book of
Parables — he also added his father’s collection of prayers for the deceased.
[...] He also furnished the church in Bielsk with icons and books. And in
Vladimir [...] in the bishopric, in the [ Church of ] the Holy Mother of God,
he framed the image of Christ the Savior in silver. He wrote down the
Gospels and had them bound in silver, presenting them to [Church of]
the Holy Mother of God, and copied Aprakos Epistles. [...] He gave the
Book of the Gospels and the Epistles, having written them down himself,
to his own monastery, as well as presenting them with his father’s thick
collection [of prayers for the dead]. He also gave a processional cross and
a prayer book. The bishopric [cathedral] of Przemysl received Aprakos
Gospels bound in silver with pearls, which he himself had written down.
To the bishopric of Chernigov, he sent Aprakos Gospels, written in gold
[letters] and bound in silver with pearls, and in its middle the Saviour
was depicted in enamel. [...] In Luboml, he constructed a stone church to
the great and holy martyr of Christ, George. [...] He wrote down Aprakos
Gospels, binding them in gold and precious stones with pearls, and on
it — the Deésis carved out in gold, with large enamel ornaments, won-
drous to behold. And another Book of Aprakros Gospels, bound in lead,
with enamel ornaments placed on it, with depictions of the holy martyrs
Gleb and Boris. Aprakos Epistles. He wrote out the Prologues into twelve
months, in which the lives of the Holy Fathers were presented, as well
as the histories of holy martyrs as their lives culminated in [the shed-
ding of] their blood for Christ. And he wrote down the Twelve Minaea.
And the Trioda and the Octoechoi, and the Irmologia. He also copied the
Missal of Saint George and the evening and morning prayers, which he

256 The chronological arrangement of the Khlebnikov manuscript modeled on the Ipatiev
Codex refers to appropriate passages to be found in: Chronica 2017, 628-632.
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wrote down aside from a prayer book, which he had bought from an arch-
priest’s wife, paying 8 grivnas worth of marten for it [...]. [In Brest], he
built the Church of Saint Peter and presented them with Aprakos Gospels
bound in silver.257

From this passage we learn that Vladimir himself transcribed liturgical books

and that there had been scriptoria in Vladimir’s lands at least since Vasilko

Romanovich’s times.258 Vladimir Vasilkovich’s activities have no analogies in

medieval Rus’. We know that this prince donated 38 codices and “numerous

257

258

“Ev[an]r[e]nie-onpakoc[s], okoBaro cpeGpom[p], Anfo]c[To]rb-0mpakocs u mapam|b|a,
u cp6Op[b|HUKL WT[b]La cBoero ToyTo x[e]| monokH [...] Taxo x[e] u oy Bba[s]ckoy
HOOYCTPOU I b | pK[ b |Bb nKoHamu 1 kuuramu. Oy Borwzaumepu k[e] [...] Oy en[u]ck[o]nbu
xe oy C[Ba]roa Bloropoauua o6pas[s] Cn[ajca Benukar[o] okoBa cpeGpwM|[b],
Ev[an]r[e]nie criucaBp, 1 okoBa cpeOpwM[b] [...] Bb ManacTeIps BB cBOIt Ani[o]c[To b
za Ev{an]|r[e]nie ompakoc[s], Han[u] c[a]ab cam[B], cnucaBb U CHOOPHUKD BEJTHUKbIH
wr[b]ua cBoero. ToyTo sx[e] moI0Xku 1 Kp[b]CTh BH3ABU3a[b|HbIH, U M[0]/1[1]TBEHUKD
Aa. Be emn[u]ck[o]nbio mepemsinuibckoyio ga Ev{au|r[e]rie-onpaxoc|[s], okoBaH[b]HO
cpe6pwM|[b] cbixeH[b|4r0roM[b |, — caM[b] xe chican|b| Oalre. A so YepHbrosa nociasp
BB en[u|ck[o]mbto Ev(aH]r[e]aie-ompakoc|s], 3010TwM[b]| HcaHo, a OKOBaH[b] HO cpe-
6pwM|[b] cb 3keH[b |utorom|b], 1 cpeau ero Crfa]ca ¢ pununrom|s| [...] B Iro6omnm x| e]
nocrasy 1| b | pK[b|Bb kKameH[ b |HOY c[BA]|T[0]r0 11 Bestkoro m[ oy |u[e]u[u|ka X[pucro|Ba
Tewpria [...] Ev[aHu]r[e]nie cmmca wnpakoc[s]|, OkoBa e BCe 30710TOM[b| U KaMeHIeEMb
AoporsiM[b| ¢b :xeH[b| 4l0roM[b], u Aercoyc[b| Ha HeM[b] cCKOBaH[Bb] WT[b] 3/1aTa LATH
BEJIMKBI Cb (PHHUITOM [b] — 4I0f[b] HO BuAieHHeM[b|. A apoyroe E[vau|r[e]xie — ompa-
KOC['B] K€ — BOJIOYEHO WJIOBUPWM|b |, M IIATOY BB3JIO}KH Ha He C (PUHUNTWM|b], a HA Hel —
c[Ba]raa m[oy]u[e]n[n]ka Irb6s u Bopucs. Anfo] c[to]rs-omparoc|s], Tposorsisz4
ciuca — Bi M[b]c[a]ua: usnoxero xu|tia c[BA]ThX[b] o[TB|wb M Abania c[BA]TBIX[B]
m[oy]u[e]u[u]kb, kako BbH[b|uamac[a] cBoeto kpbBito 3a X[pucr]a, u mbuen i criuca, u
Tpuwzy, u Oxrau, u Epmoson. Cruca ke u c1oy:xe6HuK[ b c[Ba]romoy lewprito, u M[0]
a[u]TBbI Bed[e|p[b|HUH U OYTPBHIM cryca 0co6b MOIMTBEHHKA. M[0]1[H]|TBeHUK|B|
x[e] xoynua[s] B mpoTomonuHoOe M ja Ha HeM[b| i rpuBeH[B| KoyH[B] [...] IloctaBu
x[e] u 1[p]pk[B]|BB c[BA] T[0]rO IleTpa, u e[vaH|r[e]nie za ompakoc[s], WkoBaHO cpe-
6pom|[b]|” — Chronica 2017, 628—632. See: Stoliarova, Kashtanov 2010, 47, 165.

It results from the research (Stoliarova, Kashtanov 2010, 41) that in the nth—12th centuries
the writing centres were located in Pereyaslav, Suzdal, Chernigov, Volhynian, Vladimir,
Kiev, Polotsk, Smolensk and Turov. However, it seems logical that they functioned adja-
cent to the bishoprics. The quotation shows that the demand for liturgical books was very
high. See: Zapasko 1993, 185-193; Zapasko 1995, 15-50, 125—245. Iakim Zapasko describes
41 manuscripts from the territory of modern-day Ukraine up to the 13th c. (and one more
from the turn of the 13th and 14th c.), of which: 12 from the nth c., one from the turn
of uth and 12th, nine from the 12th, nine from the turn of the 12th and 13th c., ten from
13th c. Aside from the Kiev area, the state of preservation of the manuscripts is as fol-
lows, nine were located in southern Rus’, one in southern or south-western Rus, three in
Halych land, nine in Halych-Volhynia, two in Volhynia, two in Chetm land, one in north-
ern Ukraine, two in western Ukraine.
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books” in an unspecified number.25° The account here completes the profile
of the monarch-king. It also suggests that it was probably in his time that the
partial final editing of The chronicle of Halych-Volhynia took place. Before mov-
ing on to the next module, suggesting the holiness of the deceased monarch,
the chronicle’s author reveals himself once again: “Here we finish [the story]
of Vladimir’s reign”26° The description of the prince’s burial ends in the fol-
lowing words:

And this pious prince Vladimir, who was given the name of Saint John
at his baptism, the son of Vasilko, was laid to rest, and his body lay in
the grave not yet permanently sealed from the 11th day of the month of
December till the 6th day of the month of April. And his Princess could
not be consoled, so she came with Bishop Eugene and with all the clergy.
When they opened the tomb, they saw his body still whole and white,
and there was a beautiful smell emanating from the tomb and a fragrance
like that of the most precious aromas. And thus, she witnessed a miracle.
Upon seeing this, they praised God, and they sealed up his tomb in the
month of April on the 6th day, on the Wednesday of the Holy Week.26!

The dating markers in this account make it possible to establish the date of
the sealing of Vladimir Vasilkovich’s tomb as April 6, 1289.262 The above quo-
tation also allows us to verify the use of the Byzantine style in the descrip-
tion of the ruler’s death, i.e., the year 6797 from the creation of the world.263
In addition, the quoted fragment seems to confirm the assumption that there
was an attempt to canonize the prince of Vladimir, whose body — accord-
ing to the bookman — not only had not decomposed, but also that a beauti-
ful fragrance emanated from the grave. This was a tangible attribute of the

259 See: Zapasko 1995, 165-169.

260 “Toyro x[e] monoxum|s ]| KoHel BrrogumepoBoy kHAKeH 10" — Chronica 2017, 632.

261 “Cemoy x[e] 6a[a]roBbpromoy kHASIO Bomwanmepio, Haped[e|HOMOY BB C[BA] TwM[5]
Kp|[b|weniu Ioannoy, c[s1|HOY Bacui[b|K0BOY, BII03€HOY BB P00, 1 j1exka Bb rpo0t Thiro
ero He 3amMazano WT[b] ai z[b]ue m[$]c[a]ua zexabpa 1o § A[b]He M[$]c[a]ua anpu[a].
KuAruHu x[e] ero He Mokalle CA BTOJIWUTH, HO IpHIuej[b|uM cb em|u|ck[o|mwm|b]
EBcereniemp u ¢b BchbM[b] KprmocwMm[b], Wb |KpbIB[® |y rpo6s, 1 Buanma Thio ero
rbyo u 6b10, 1 61{a]rooyxamie wr[s] rpoda Gbic[Th], M BOHA MWAOOHA apaMar|b| MHW-
roibH[b|HBIX[B), 1 Tak[o] urozo Buxb. Bugbsie sx[e] mpocrasuma B[or]a, u 3amazama
rpo6s ero M[b|c[a]ua ampun[a] BB § A[b]Hb, B cpea[y] Ctp[a] cTHOe Hen[b]au” — Chronica
2017, 626.

262 In1289, Wednesday during the Holy Week was on April 6, Chronologia 1957, 386.

263 See pp.178-179.
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monarch’s holiness.264 Before we move on to describe further events, it should
be noted that this is the most extensive obituary (eulogy) in The Chronicle of
Halych-Volhynia. No other prince from the Romanovichi dynasty was the sub-
ject of such an elaborate posthumous panegyric. This clearly shows that the
chronicler, and at the same time the last editor of the analyzed source, was
connected with the Vladimiran court. At this stage of analysis, it remains an
open question whether he next went on to serve Mstislav (11) Danilovich or
continued his work for Princess Olga. After Vladimir Vasilkovich’s death the
chronicle was continued, but the chronicler went on to speak positively about
Danilo Romanovich’s descendants.

The chronological strategy applied in the subsequent passage26® is reminis-
cent of the insertion from the 1228—1244 period. This means that the account
of events from Vladimir’s burial to the opening of his tomb in April 1289 was
treated as an interjection. After this, the narrative resumes and moves back to
December 1288 beginning with the abbreviated repetition: “When Vladimir
was laid to rest [emphasis by A/J.], his brother did not come to bury his body,
but arrived only later with his boyars and attendants”.266 The word “later” prob-
ably means “after a few days”. Mstislav went to the Church of the Holy Mother
of God in Vladimir, where Vladimir had been buried. He then wanted to send
forces to all the grods belonging to Vladimir’'s domain, but he found out that
Brest, Kamyenyets, and Bielsk had been captured by Yuri Lvovich, aided by
some of the Brest noblemen. The new ruler of Vladimir, wanting to settle the
matter without bloodshed, sent a message to his nephew and to Leo, warning
that if they did not withdraw from the occupied territory, he would attack them
together with the Tartars. As a result, Mstislav’s relatives left the grods, while
Danilo Romanovich’s youngest son went to them and established his forces
there. In the account of these events, there are two references to Talabuga’s
expedition. The first deals with December 1287, when Vladimir Vasilkovich
announced his will to his relatives:

And he sent envoys to his nephew, saying: ‘My nephew, if you had not
been in the campaign, [it would be understandable that] you did not
hear, but you heard well. And your father and all the army heard that my
brother Vladimir gave me all his lands and his grods after his death, in

264 Tolochko A.P. 1999, 34—35; Tolochko A.P. 2005, 89.

265 The chronological arrangement of the Khlebnikov manuscript modeled on the Ipatiev
Codex refers to appropriate passages to be found in: Chronica 2017, 632—636.

266 “Bomwaumepoy x[e] BI0KeHOY BB Ipobb, GpaT|b| ke ero He MPUTAXE Ha CXOpOHbHBe
Thi1a ero, Ho rpiexa ke mocark ¢b 60ApBI cBOMME U Cb c1oyramu” — Chronica 2017, 632—633.
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the presence of the emperors and his counsellors. And he told you, and
so did I'267

The second reference recalled the deaths of 12 500 people in Leo’s domain
resulting from Talabuga and Nogai’s activities:

‘T have sent summons to the Tartars, and I myself am preparing. Let God
settle my dispute with you, for the blood shall not be on me, but on he who
acted wrongly. And Leo was greatly frightened by this, for he had not yet rid
himself of the tightness in his throat after Talabuga’s [previous] expedition.268
For the rebellion of the inhabitants of Brest, Mstislav (11) Danilovich intro-
duced a hunter’s tax.269 The bookman included a gramota into the text of the
chronicle, extremely important for the study of the economy and terminology
of Halych-Volhynian Rus’ At this point, however, I would like to focus on the
sentence to be found immediately after this document: “And I have written
[the story of] their revolt in the letopis”.27® This suggests that the chronicler
and the writer of the gramota were not identical, which in turn indicates that
the last editor of the chronicle had access to the prince’s chancellery. We also
learn that his narrative strategy was fully deliberate. Referring to his own work
as a letopis’ suggests that the bookman was aiming for this particular formula.
This would mean that the final editing of the chronicle was never completed.
According to Gelian Prokhorov, a letopis’ is a compilation of “events” — of
“quanta” obtained from various written sources, sometimes abbreviated,
sometimes expanded. These were the most developed monuments of secular
writing, developing alongside more elaborate Christian Orthodox texts. They
are an expression of the cult of the past, a chancellery epic of the land of Rus),
its people, and its rulers. The authors of a letopis’, collective and usually name-
less, were well acquainted with the works of other writing centres. After all, the

267 “U mocsa MOCIBI Kb C[bI|HWB[B|1I0y CBOEMOY, TaKo peka: ‘ChIHOBYe, axke ObI MU ThI He
6bUI[b| Ha TWM[b] ILRTU M He CJBIMIAJ[B] THI — HO ThI CaM[b| CiblIAA[B]| Tropaszo, U
wT[b]1b TBOI, ¥ BcA paT[b| ciblinaia, axe 6par(s| Moit Borwaumeps gan[s] Mu 3emiio
CBOIO BCIO M TOPOZBI 110 CBOeM| b skuBOTh npu napex[s] u npi ero paz[s|uax[s], a Bam[s]
nosbzan(s], a A mosbgan|s| xe” — Chronica 2017, 633-634.

268 “... mocan|b] ecMb BB3BOAUTH TaTaph, a CaM|'b| IPUCTPOUBAIOCA, a iKO Ma B[or] b poc-
CAINT[b] c BamMy, a He Ha MHb G&JeT(b] Ta KPOBB, HO Ha TOM[b |, KTO KPUBJ0Y BYNHMI['B .
JleB® 3xe 0yOOAB| ' |CA TOTO BeJI[b|MH, U elije 60 TOMOY He ChliLTa ockoMuHa Tesre6G0yKUHbI
paru” — Chronica 2017, 634.

269 The chronological arrangement of the Khlebnikov manuscript modeled on the Ipatiev
Codex refers to appropriate passages to be found in: Chronica 2017, 616-618. For a discus-
sion of Mstislav’s gramota, see Rossiiskoe zakonodatel'stvo 1984, 209—211; Kupchins'kit
2004, 350-353-

270 “A Bnncan[s] ecms B rbromucers kopomosoy ux[s]” — Chronica 2017, 618.
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Rus’ian land and its princes were the main subjects of a letopis’. Its writer had
at his disposal one or two earlier such texts. The completeness of his narrative
depended on the supply of information. Depending on the content, a letopis’
can be divided into a municipal letopis’, describing the history of a city and the
associated land, and an all-Rus’ian letopis’, devoted to the history of the lands
of Rus.. In practical terms, a letopis’ has no end.?”! Most importantly, however,
this type of writing had the layout of an annal. Thus, as I have already stressed,
in relation to the analyzed source text, the term “chronicle” is more accurate.272
Chronologically, the description of the Brest revolt should be followed by
this passage: “And having left his forces in Brest, he went to Vladimir. When
he arrived there, his boyars, young and old, came to him in countless num-
bers. Then Prince Konrad, son of Siemowit arrived”.2”3 In the Ipatiev Codex,
these words follow after the description of Mstislav ascending the throne in
Vladimir.2”# It should be remembered, however, that while the copyist of the
Khlebnikov manuscript transcribed the protograph mechanically, the 15th-
century “Ipatiev” scribe attempted to arrange the text chronologically.?’> He
found the twice-repeated phrase confusing, for while it was consistent with the
chronological strategy of the bookman, it was incomprehensible to the copyist
in the 15th century: “Then Prince Konrad, son of Siemowit arrived”,276 which
suggested to him that after Mstislav’s arrival in Vladimir Konrad of Mazovia
came. In my opinion, the first mention of this phrase in the Khlebnikov manu-
script, which refers to the participation of the Mazovian prince in the corona-
tion of Mstislav (11) Danilovich, is the beginning of an insertion that disrupts
the chronicle’s chronology. In turn, the repetition of this phrase restores the
narrative to its chronological track. Thus, we are dealing with the same narra-
tive strategy as in the 1228-1244 period.

The analyzed insertion?”” is closely related to the preceding information
about the arrival of all the boyars of the Vladimirlands and Konrad 11 of Mazovia
in Vladimir to participate in the ascension of Mstislav (11) Danilovich to the

271 Prokhorov 2014, 6, 16-17, 19—21.

272 See pp. xii—xviii, 129-130. See: Chronica 2017, XLI-LII.

273 “HoyrBepaus|s]ixe 3acagoy Bb bepecriit, umoexa g0 Borwzaumepa. [Tpiexasiro x| e ] emoy
oy Borwzaumeps, u cbexanac[a] Kb HeMOy GoApe ero crapiii 1 MOIwAIM — GecyrcieH|s]
Hoe MHWX[b]cTBO. Torga x[e] mpiexans O6ae Kongpat|s| kuas[p] CbmMoBUTOBUY[B]” —
Chronica 2017, 618-619.

274 See Annex no. 1, in Chronica 2017, 646.

275  See: Chronica 2017, LIX—LXI.

276  “Torpax[e] mpiexans 6aime Konzapat|s]| kHA3[b] CbMoBUTOBHY[B] [...] Toraa xk[e] mpiexa
Kongpatb kHASE CbMoBUTOBUY[B|” — Chronica 2017, 619, 621.

277 The chronological arrangement of the Khlebnikov manuscript modeled on the Ipatiev
Codex refers to appropriate passages to be found in: Chronica 2017, 619—-621.
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Vladimiran throne. The passage makes it possible to date the events described
earlier (Yuri’s rebellion, the writing of the gramota punishing the rebels, etc.),
i.e., to after Vladimir Vasilkovich’s death, to the period between December 10,
1288 and April 10, 1289. According to the source: “Prince Mstislav ascended the
throne of his brother Vladimir on the very day of Pascha in the year 6797, on
the 10th day of the month of April, and began to reign as Prince in place of his
brother”278 In this passage, the bookman does not use the ultra-March style,
which, in the case of 6797, would have covered the period from March 1, 1288 to
February 28,1289. Meanwhile, Passover fell on April 10 in 1289.279 The author of
the source could therefore have used the Byzantine style (September 1, 1288-
August 31, 1289) or the March style (March 1, 1289-February 28, 1290). While
in the description of the death of Vladimir Vasilkovich we are dealing with
the September style, which probably resulted from the efforts to canonize
the prince,?80 in another, already discussed part of the chronicle, the begin-
ning of the year was designated as having occurred on March 1.28! It seems
that Mikhailo Hrushevsky rightly noted that in this case we are dealing with
the March style.?82 The analyzed insertion contains the following passage: “He
lived in peace with the surrounding countries — the Lyakhs, the Germans, and
the Lithuanians — ruling over his land [stretching from one side] as far as the
Tartars, and from the other — to the Lyakhs and Lithuania [with] dignity”.283
It seems to be a retrospective assessment of Mstislav’s reign, although it
remains unknown whether it was made while the prince was still alive. Then
the bookman adds: “At that time, Lithuanian prince Budykid and his brother
Budywid gave Prince Mstislav their city of Vawkavysk to maintain the peace
with him”.284 The last sentence of the analyzed insertion should be connected
with the prince’s later policy, and not, as Mikhailo Hrushevsky believes, with
the events of the spring or summer of 1289.285 It can be stated that we are

278  “Kuasb ke MbctHciaBb chie Ha cTonb Gpata cBoer[o] Bosmwaumepa Ha camblii Beqks
ale]us B abr[o] #§ \ u3 m[b]c[aJua anpun[a] i a[p]ub, u Haua KHANHMTE O Gparh
cBolem[p]” — Chronica 2017, 619—620.

279 Chronologia 1957, 386.

280 See: Tolochko A.P. 2005, 88—go.

281  See pp.152-153, 163.

282  Hrushevsky 1901, 58.

283 “Mups ApBKa Ch OKOJI[b|HBIMI CTOPOHAMH: C JIAXM, C HbM[B|I[M U C JIUTBOIO — OApPBKA
3eMJII0 CBOIO BEJIMYECTBOM[b|, Wi[b|HBI IO TaTapsl, a CbMO IO JIAXBI U IIO JUTBOY’ —
Chronica 2017, 620.

284 “Torza x[e] auTOB[b|CKBII KHASH BRIukuzAs U Gpar[b| ero BoyuBuzap famia KHASHO
MscTHCIaBOY TOPWA['B| CBOM BoskoBbIeCKb, a GBI ¢ HUMM MUpb Apbxkai|b]|” — Chronica
2017, 620—621.

285  Hrushevsky 1901, 59.
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dealing here with a “prophetic insertion”, introduced into the source text from
a certain temporal perspective.

After these words, the chronicler again, following his chronological and nar-
rative strategy, returns to the events taking place just after April 10, 1289: “It
was then that prince Konrad, son of Siemowit, came to Mstislav, requesting aid
against the Lyakhs. He wanted to march on the principality of Sandomierz”.286
The prince of Vladimir assigned the voivode Chiudin with a regiment to the
Mazovian prince. “And so, prince Konrad the prince ascended [the throne] in
Sandomierz, thanks to prince Mstislav, the king’s son, and his assistance”287 It
should be noted that in the continuation of Vladimir Vasilkovich’s narrative, the
bookman refers more often to the memory of Danilo Romanovich. After this
passage, the author introduces a description of the fight between the coalition
consisting of Bolestaw 11, son of Siemowit, supported by Konrad 11 of Mazovia
and Wtadystaw Lokietek on one side, and Henryk 1v Probus, who had placed a
garrison in Krakow, on the other.288 The Mazovian princes were supported by
Leo Danilovich, who was portrayed in a positive way by the bookman:

That summer, Prince Leo, Mstislav’s brother, the king’s son, Roman’s
grandson, went to help Bolestaw in person. When he arrived in Cracow,
Bolestaw, Konrad, and Lokietek were glad to have him, as [if he was] his
father, for Leo was a wise and brave prince, and tough in battle, for he had
displayed much of his valour in many battles.?8°

This passage shows a change in the bookman'’s political perspective, who not
only emphasizes that Leo was the son of King Danilo, but also indicates that
he was the grandson of Roman Mstislavich and the brother of the new Prince
Mstislav of Vladimir.

286 “Torga ix[e] npiexa Konzpare kHAse CbMOBHTOBHY[b| Kb MbCTHCIABOY, ITPOCA cOGb
[IOMOYH Ha JIAXBI, [IOUTH XOTA Ha KHAXeHie cxgoMup[b|ckoe” — Chronica 2017, 621. This
passage begins the narrative referring to the appropriate passages to be found in Chronica
2017, 621-626.

287 “n Tako chae Konppar[s]| xua3[p] B Coymomupio kHaseM[b| MbcTuciaaBom[s|, c[bI]
HWM|[b]| KOposIeBbIM|b], 1 ero omod[b|1w0” — Chronica 2017, 621.

288  See: Tegowski 1987, 43—67; Teterycz-Puzio 2015, 68—76 (see literature therein).

289 “Toro x[e] nbrakHa3[p] JleBs, Gpar[b] MbCTHCIaBOBE, C[BI|Hb KOpPOJIEBH, BHOYKb
PomanoB([ ], cam[B| uze B momou[s| Bosecnasoy. Ilpumies| s iro ke emoy kb Kpaxosoy,
paa[s] 6bic[Th]| emoy Bonecnasp, u Kongpar[s], 1 JIOKOT[B|KO, KO WT[b |10y CBOEMOY,
3aHe ObIC[Th| JIEBb KHASH MAZPBIN, U XOPOOOPB, U KpbIIOKb Ha paTH, HeMaso 60 IoKasa
MAK[b]CTBO CBO€ B MHWIBIX|[b| M parex[s|” — Chronica 2017, 624—625.
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This modification can also be noted in the next chronological module.?%°
From the account of Leo’s July expedition??! to the lands of the prince of
Wroctaw, we learn that he captured “countless servants, cattle, horses and
goods, because no other army had ever penetrated so deep into his land”.292
The end of this passage refers to the narration of The Tale of Bygone Years about
Vladimir the Great and what is referred to as the “Grods of Cherven”.293 As a
result, Leo is compared not only to Danilo and Roman, but also to Vladimir the
Great. The passage on the pages of the chronicle a few verses below is also very
significant: “Then Leo also set out to the Czech land to meet the king, for he
had maintained a great friendship with him. And he made peace with him [and
maintained it] until his death”.2%4 The last sentence indicates that the above
reference was written after Leo’s death, which occurred between mid-1299 and
mid-1300,29% perhaps at the beginning of the 14th century. If Mstislav 11 outlived
Leo (date of death between 1300 and 1305),29¢ then Vladimir would naturally
be the place where the chronicle was continued — probably while the youngest
son of Danilo Romanovich was still alive. It cannot be excluded that after the
death of Vladimir Vasilkovich the patronage of the chronicle was taken over
by his wife Olga, who was living there under Mstislav’s care.297 The narrative
has undoubtedly been written from Mstislav’s perspective with a positive view
of his only surviving brother. This is confirmed by the account that follows
the description of the battle for Cracow: “That summer God infused a blessed
thought into Prince Mstislav’s heart. He built a stone tomb over the grave of
his grandmother Romanova in the monastery of Saint [...] and consecrated
it in memory of the righteous Joachim and Anna, and celebrated mass there.
The same year in the city of Czartorysk castle he started the construction of a

290 Including respectively: Chronica 2017, 636—640.

291 “Anno Domini 1289 tercio kal. Augusti Ruteni terram Slezie intraverunt et circa Nizam et
Grotkowe predam hominum tulerunt et in terram suam deduxerunt” — Rocznik cysterséw
henrykowskich 1878, 702.

292 “OecumcieH[b|HOe MHWIK[B|CTBO YeJALM, U CKOT4, U KOHEH, M TOBapa, 3aHE BXWZAMIA
Game HuKaax[e] parb T0s1[b]| I0y6OKO B[b] 3emtto ero” — Chronica 2017, 637.

293 See: Jusupovi¢ 2019b; 20174, 31-105.

294 “Torza e JleBb exa B 4exbl Ha CHEM|b| Kb KOPOJIEBY, 3aHE JIIOOOBb APBiKAILe C HUM|b]
BEJMKOY, U JOKOH[b|4aBb C HUM[b| MHPB 0 cBoero xusota’ — Chronica 2017, 638.
Podobny pochwalny wydzwiek ma przekaz umieszony kilka werséw dalej: “u moiize
JleB[B] BB CBOA cH Cb 4[b|CTiI0 BEJHKOI0, Bb3eM[b| GecuncieH|[b|HOe MHOX[b|CTBO
[IOJIOHA, U YeJAIM, ¥ CKOTA, M KOHeH, u ToBapa, ciaaBa Blor]a u Ilp[e]u[u]croyro Ero
M[a]r[e]p®, momor|s|uroyto emoy” — Chronica 2017, 639.

295 Dabrowski 2008, 353-355.

296  Dabrowski 2008, 377-380.

297 The chronicle does not provide information about Olga’s further fate. It cannot be
excluded that she remained at the court in Vladimir at Mstislav (11) Danilovich’s side.
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stone tower”.298 The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia ends with the events taking
place in the winter of 1289.299 The bookman recorded two obituaries of repre-
sentatives of the Turov and Pinsk lines, probably allies of the Vladimiran court:
“That winter died the Pinsk prince Yuri, son of Vladimir, gentle, humble, just,
and he was mourned by his wife, sons and his brother Demid prince, and all
the people wept for him with great tears. The same winter, prince Ivan, the son
of Gleb, the prince of Stepansk, also passed away. And all the people mourned
for him from the youngest to the oldest. And his son Vladimir came to rule in
his place”.3%0 Chronologically the text breaks off at this point and there is no
continuation.

The construction of Vladimir’s chronicle and its continuation leaves no doubt
that The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia has one basic narrative strategy, i.e., to
legitimize Vladimir Vasilkovich’s rights to be the supreme prince in southwest-
ern Rus’. No prince had ever lived to see such an extensive obituary, arranged in
the form of a eulogy, as the son of Vasilko Romanovich. In order to achieve his
goal, the bookman used various source texts to create a narrative that would
be comprehensible to readers. He used ready-made models, drawing exten-
sively from the Holy Scriptures, Hilarion’s Sermon on Law and Grace, Flavius
Josephus, The Kievan Chronicle, rarely from The Tale of Bygone Years, and many
other literary monuments we have yet to identify. Moreover, he showed his
writing skills by revealing the fact that he used informants and documents
from the prince’s chancellery. The content of Vladimir Vasilkovich’s account
and its continuation up to the winter of 1289 indicates that for the periods of
1228-1244 and 1260-1289 the prince’s editor followed the same chronological

298 “Toro x[e] sbr[a] MbcTHCIaBOY KHASIO BBIOXKU eMoy b[or]s BB c[b]|pa[b|e MbIcTb
6s1[a]roy. Cp3ga rpoGHMLIOY KaMeH|b|HOy HaA[b| rpo6oM[b]| 6aGbl cBoea PomaHOBOE BB
MaHacThIpU 0y c[BA]T[0]ro, U CBAIIA 10 BO MMA MpaBeAHUKb loakbiMa U AHHBI, M CJIO-
yx[p]60y B Heit cwrBopu. Toro x[e] rbra B Yepropsliickoy B ropogb samoxmu cTibnb
kamens” — Chronica 2017, 639—640.

299 Hrushevsky 1go1, 60. The chronological arrangement of the Khlebnikov manuscript mod-
eled on the Ipatiev Codex refers to appropriate passages to be found in: Chronica 2017,
626—627.

300 “Toe x[e] 3uMBbI mpecTaBUCA MMHBCKBIA KHASH Opin, c[b1]Hb Borwanmeposs, KpoT-
KbI{, CMUPEH|b|HbIN, IPABAUBBIH, U IUIAKACA II0 HEM[b| KHATUHHU €T0, U C[bI|HOBE €ro,
u 6pat[s] a emoy, JemMuz[p| KHASH, U BCU JII0AUe IUIAKaxxiC[A] mo HeM[b| ITaueM|[s]
BeauKbIM[b|. Toe 3x[e] 3MMBI IpecTaBHCA CTeNaH|b|CKbIM KHASB VIBaHb, c[bI|HB [1b60BE.
U miakaxic[A] o HeM[b| BcH JiroAre Wr(b| Masia U o Beauka. M Hada KHAXKUTH B HETO
mbcro c[p1]HD ero Borwaumeps” — Chronica 2017, 626—627.
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and narrative strategy, only occasionally resorting to the one used to describe
the years 1245-1259, and only when defining the time of events presented in
retrospect. This fact indicates that the last editor of the chronicle is the author
of all the insertions. We are not able to determine with certainty whether the
chronicler was still working on the text during Vladimir Vasilkovich'’s reign. The
detail of the information concerning the 1280s allows us to table the hypoth-
esis that one of the edited versions was created at that time, and continued at
the beginning of the 14th century at the court in Vladimir. It is worth noting
that all the insertions were constructed according to specific rules. They con-
sisted of elements that were intended to make it easier for both the chroni-
cler and the reader3°! to follow the chronology. The narrative of the chronicle
breaks off in the winter of 1289. The current state of knowledge does not allow
us to determine whether there was a continuation of this monument of Old
Rus’ian writing.

301 At least in the bookman’s opinion. From today’s perspective we know that this strategy

was not understood already at the beginning of the 15th century by the copyist of the
Ipatiev Codex.



Conclusions

As stressed in the introduction, the content of this book focuses primarily on the
chronological strategy of The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia, and — secondarily —
on the closely related narrative strategy. The analysis of event dating methods,
presented in chapters two through five, reveals four methods of working with
the text within a single source. The first of these refers to the description of
the years 1205-1228. In this part of the source, the chronological framework is
probably based on an unknown manuscript, provisionally called The Kievan
Chronicle of the Rostislavichi.! The leading role of Mstislav Mstislavich is often
apparent in this manuscript. Parallel stories about the history of the Halych
boyars were added to this previously closed source. It was probably supple-
mented by the account provided by Roman Mstislavich’s widow or someone
close to her. This is evidenced by the detail of the descriptions, clearly predi-
cated by the location of the duchess’s court. The second method is evident in
the depiction of the period between 1228 and 1244. The chronological frame-
work was probably based on the hypothetical Danilo’s Chronicles, which has
not survived, and it is arranged in an almost annalistic fashion. As analyses
have indicated, its framework was disrupted by insertions made by the last
editor of the source text. These were short stories covering periods of two,
three, or more years. They were created in the following manner: the bookman
described an event and then added a text afterwards. Its ending is an abbre-
viated repetition of the information commencing the inserted text. This is a
cue to the reader that the narrative is circling back to the earlier chronologi-
cal point that was disrupted by the insertion. The chronicle’s last editor also
introduced information about Vasilko into the narrative in order to empha-
size his role. This section further contains numerous instances of “prophetic
information”. In one case, Danilo was referred to as king; thus, it must have
been written after 1253. The third dating system covers the years 1245-1259.
Here, the narrative becomes more detailed and its backbone is based on sev-
eral plots containing discussions of individual segments of the policies of the
Volhynian-Hungarian princes: Babenberg-Hungarian, Lithuanian-Yotvingian,
Mongolian, Polish, etc. Within each of these, events are basically arranged
chronologically. When the bookman started a new plot and returned to a pre-
viously interrupted story, he would begin it from the moment at which it had
ended or, if nothing had happened for a longer period of time, he would use a

1 The Chronicle of the Rostislavichi also appears briefly in the text.
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different motif to place it in time.? This arrangement of the text indicates that
the source included in the chronicle was written at the latest in the 1260s. The
last chronological method, framing the years 1260-1290, is similar to that of
the 1228-1244 period in terms of the applied insertion strategy. This indirectly
indicates that all the inserted texts are the result of the work of the last editor
of the chronicle. Three suggestions in the source text allow us to determine
the moment when The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia was written as the last two
decades of the 13th and the beginning of the 14th centuries — namely, that the
last information was created after Lev’s death or during Mstislav’s subsequent
reign (possibly after his death). Numerous references to Hilarion, The Kievan
Chronicle, and other sources prove that the described source functioned from
the very beginning as part of historiographical chronicle collections.

The set of manuscripts of the southern Rus’ type is an example of a historical
chronicle collection created within circles of higher historical culture. Spatial
contiguity was a major factor in gathering historiographical collections.® It
should therefore come as no surprise that the Ipatiev-type codices used The
Tale of Bygone Years and The Kievan Chronicle. These were natural and obvi-
ous sources for creating the genesis and history of the Romanovich dynasty,
as written down by a bookman working at the court of Roman Mstislavich’s
descendants. It was no coincidence that the chronicler preceded his text with
a list of Rus’ princes from Askold and Dir to Danilo Romanovich, to which he
added The Tale of Bygone Years and The Kievan Chronicle. These two works of
historiography were an important part of the identity of the Romanovichi, and
at the same time a reference point for the narrative concept of The Chronicle of
Halych-Volhynia. The replacement of the text reporting events from 1198-1205
(an extension of The Kievan Chronicle) with Roman Mstislavich’s encomium
is extremely suggestive. The reconstruction of the missing text with regards to
those years on the basis of the version of The Kievan Chronicle of the Rostislavichi
used by Jan Diugosz shows that Danilo and Vasilko’s father had been presented
unfavourably.* Therefore, interfering in the relevant content was advisable
from the point of view of the chronicle’s authors and its recipients. The result-
ing “Rostislavichi Chronicle” (in what we could provisionally refer to as the
“Mstislav Mstislavich’s Chronicle” version, containing The Tale of Bygone Years
and The Kievan Chronicle extended to ca. 1228) was also the chronological
framework (until 1228)° for the parallel stories of what is referred to as Danilo’s

2 See: Chapter 4.

3  Wiesiotowski 1967, 151.

4 Pashuto 1950, 18.

5 After 1228, there are no references to the Rostislavichi letopis’.
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Chronicle, which in turn was used to create The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia.
For the period from 1228 to 1244, not a single account was found that can be
unequivocally associated with what has been referred to as The Rostislavichi
Letopis’. The appearance of information that can also be found in other Rus’ian
codices, such as the analyzed example of Vsevolod Yurevich’s wedding to
the daughter of Vladimir Rur’kovich, can be easily explained by the obvious
fact of Vasilko Romanovich’s participation in the ceremony. This observation
indicates that at that time the non-surviving Danilo’s Chronicle constituted
the chronological skeleton of the chronicle.b Its functioning is confirmed by
the chronicle’s description of events in 1245-1259. It seems that the last edi-
tor of the source text did not fully understand the chronological and narrative
strategy (or did not manage to adapt it to the chronicle’s assumptions), which
consisted in the plot-organized recollection of accounts,” and therefore pre-
served it almost unchanged (at least in the case of the factual arrangement).
Once again, Vladimir Pashuto’s remarks should be repeated that the researcher
must be aware that “The Chronicle of Danilo Romanovich” has survived to our
times as one of the sources within a work written (according to this scholar)
at Vladimir Vasilkovich'’s court in the 1280s. The ideological and political bases
for the Vladimiran chronicle do not make it possible to determine the level
to which various materials discussing the history of Halych and Chetm have
survived within it.8 Therefore, this signifies that we can only observe Danilo’s
Chronicle through layers upon layers of later rewritings and attempt to sepa-
rate the historiographical collections that have been preserved in the work of
Rus’ian historiography known today as The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia. An
analysis of the last part of the Chronicle, i.e., The Vladimiran Chronicle and its
continuation covering the times of Mstislav’s reign, shows that the primary nar-
rative strategy of the chronicle was to legitimize Vladimir Vasilkovich’s rights
to be the sovereign prince in accordance with the monarchical concept con-
tained in the Sermon on Law and Grace, which the chronicler deliberately used.
The adaptation of this work made it possible to highlight the main elements
of Hilarion’s concept, such as the divine origin of monarchic power, the mon-
arch’s coexistence in a state of perfect harmony with the representatives of the
clergy, the support he showed for the ecclesiastical organization that formed in
his domain, the ability to concentrate power in his hands, and the extension of
his rule to the entire ecumenical community. It also made it possible to point

6 Forasummary of the discussion of the use of Danilo’s Chronicle by the author of The Chronicle
of Halych-Volhynia, see Uzhankov 2009, 287—422.

7 See: Chapter 4.

8 Pashuto1950,18.
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to the prince’s positive qualities stemming from Christian ethics (godliness,
charity initiatives, etc.), and to present Mstislav as Vladimir’s God-approved
successor and continuator of his religious policies.? Even Vladimir’s vigour and
strength fit into this “monarchic theology”, as it emphasized the prince’s sense
of justice and personal valour.® Thus, the chronicler created a literary image
of the ruler in line with the canons of Kievan Rus’ literature. For this reason,
in The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia, as well as in the two parts preceding it in
the Ipatiev-type Chronicles,!! we find testimonies referring to the Holy Bible,2
Viadimir Monomakh’s Instructions,’® as well as sentences from authors who
were well known and read in Kievan Rus’: Flavius Josephus’ The Jewish War,'#
the Alexander Romance, Hamartolus, John Malalas,!®> the Hellenic Chronicle,
what is referred to as the Jewish Chronograph'® (the 1262 Chronograph, which
brings together translated texts), the Izbornik of Sviatoslav, The Bees,'” and The
Deeds of Digenes.’® Following the example of his predecessors, the bookman
also drew on documents/grammars,'® Polovtsian perennials and other poetic
works,20 folk proverbs, and used informants who were most obviously observ-
able in connection with the events of the 1280s.2! It was precisely these writing
paradigms which made it possible to consider a given work as conforming to
the literary conventions prevalent in Rus), that outright forced the bookman to
reach for ready-made solutions. The highest accumulation of such methods
can be found in The Tale of Bygone Years and The Kievan Chronicle. Their use
also indirectly proves that The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia functioned from its
beginning within a historical chronicle collection.

This regularity is well corroborated in Tat'iana Vilkul’s research.?2 In her
seminal article, she analyzed The Chronicle of Halych-Volhynia from the

9 See: Brzozowska 2014, 32-35.

10  See: Brzozowska 2014, 33.

11 Chronica 2017, LXXXVI-XC.

12 Vilkul 2015, 227-240.

13 Tolochko P. 2006, 257—259.

14  See:Pautkin 1998, 130-132.

15 See: Pautkin 1998, 130-132; Orlov 1926, 112—114.

16 See: Orlov 1926, 93—97; Tvorogov 1975, 8—20.

17 See: Bapvinc'kii 1914, 55-63; Orlov 1926, 102—103; Pautkin 1998, 131.

18  Tvorogov 1987, 15-116.

19  See:Kupchins'kii 2004, 205-356; Gens'ors’kii 1969, 171-184.

20  See: Chapter1; Hrushevsky 1993b, 135, 147-152; Gens'ors’kii 1961, 175-178, 208-216, 258262,
279; Kotliar 2013, 120131

21 Onthe informants, see Chapters 1 through 5. On how the use of informants is revealed in
the text, especially see: Chapter 5.

22 Vilkul Tetiana 2007b, 17-30.
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perspective of the bookman’s references to The Tale of Bygone Years and The
Kievan Chronicle, focusing primarily on the information available in 13th-
century sources devoted to Lithuania. She extended her research by compar-
ing the Ipatiev-type codices with other chronicles, pointing out the prevalence
of certain word combinations and sentences only in the group of southern Rus’
manuscripts. She primarily indicated that even if the manuscripts use the same
phrases, they have a different meaning for a particular literary monument. She
also showed that in what is called the Halych part of the chronicle the book-
man more often referred to The Tale of Bygone Years, while in the Volhynian
part he referred to The Kievan Chronicle. As far as information about Lithuania
in the chronicle is concerned, she found that the expressions used in them
are universal, and also used to describe events from Polish or Rus’ history. In
the information devoted to Lithuania, we can note the same mannerism as in
those not related to this country. They were created at the Romanovichi court.
As Jacek Wiesiolowski pointed out, a historical collection,

like any historical source, is connected with a historical process contem-
porary to the time of its creation. The set of messages contained in the
collection constitutes a specific reflection of the present. It is, in Marc
Bloch’s terminology, a past understood through the present, which dic-
tates the selection of material, and at the same time a present understood
through the past, in which one seeks precedents for current events and
an understanding of the genesis of the present.23

“The juxtaposition within one manuscript of materials created in different
time periods and pursuing different cognitive and ideological goals relevant
at the moment of their creation formed a new historiographical entirety.?*
Thus, the old contents gained a new interpretation. They were also a kind of
declaration of a political program. Their use by the author of The Chronicle of
Halych-Volhynia gave completely new relevance to the work and the history of
the dynasty described. This allowed him to essentially individualize both his
work as well as that of the Romanovichi themselves. The new narrative meant
that Roman Mstislavich’s offspring adopted a new literary identification, a car-
bon copy of the monarchic concepts that functioned mainly in Kievan Rus’
and were strongly embedded by Hilarion. From this point of view, The Tale of
Bygone Years and The Kievan Chronicle had a real impact on the working meth-
ods of the Romanovichi chronicler. In Rus), the year 1205/1206 marks an impor-

23  Wiesiolowski 1967, 158.
24  Wiesiotlowski 1967, 151.
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tant caesura. Chronicling began to be cultivated in various centres, focusing
on the history of individual lands.?® Thus, in the 13th century, historical col-
lections provided an up-to-date synthesis and genesis of the history of Rus’ By
re-using it, the writing was given a new quality, but still firmly rooted in older
historiographic collections.

25 Prokhorov 2014, 64—65,.
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Chronological Table of The Chronicle of
Halych-Volhynia (The Chronicle of the

Romanovichi)

Year Content Chronica Ipat'evsk-aia Discussion, Construction
2017, letopis’ 1908, pages of the
pages columns narrative

1198-1205 Roman Mstislavich’s encomium 1-5 715-717 12-27 E'—' g

=

1205 Rurik’s first procession to Halych 5—7 717 29 2 é

[yl

1205 The conversations of Roman’s wid- 7-10 717 30 ; g—

owed wife with Andrew 11 in Sanok % 3

-

1206 The Igorevichi take control of Halych  10-11 718 30-31 = g_
a

1206 Romanova escapes to Vladimir along 11 718 31-32 3
with Danilo and Vasilko g

[yl

1206/1207 The Igorevichi send envoys to the 11-12 718 32-33 3

inhabitants of Vladimir

1206/1207  Romanova and her children leave 13-14 718-719 33 g‘ ]

Vladimir and travel to Leszek the ] %
White Eli
o
g
(=9
1207 Danilo Romanovich goes to see 14-15 719 33 g §
Andrew 11 CE 3
%’ @
EE
3
(=9
1208 The war between Vladimir and 15-16 719-720 33
Roman Igorevichi
1208 The expedition of Leszek the White, 16-18 720 33-34
Konrad of Mazovia and Alexander
of Belz to Vladimir, Alexander rules
in Vladimir

ca. 1208 Ingvar in Vladimir 18, 720 34
variant
s-s

ca. 1208 The Romanovichi reign in Brest 19 720-721 34-35

ca. 1209 Alexander takes Vladimir from Ingvar  19—20 721 35
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(cont.)

Year Content Chronica Ipat'evsk-aia Discussion, Construction
2017, letopis’ 1908, pages of the
pages columns narrative

ca. 1209/ Vasilko Romanovich takes Belz 20 721 35

1210

ca. 1210 Lithuania and the Yotvingians invade = 20-22 721 36

Volhynia
1209/1210 Hungary occupies Halych 22-24 722 36-38
1210 Mstislav Yaroslavich’s expedition 24-25 722 38-39
to Halych
1210 The expulsion of the Hungarians from 25-27 722-723 39
Halych. Vladimir Igorevich in Halych
1208-1235  Matrimonial plans and “prophetic 27-29 723 39—41
information” about Philip of Swabia’s
death
1211 The killing of 500 Halych boyars by 29-30 723-724 41 a
the Igorevichi g
&
1211 The expedition of the Hungarian 30—41 724727 41—44 =
king to Halych and the hanging of the g
Igorevichi. Danilo reigns in Halych 2
o

1211 The Halychans dismiss Romanova 41—42 727 4445 §-

from Halych ;

1211/2012 The capture of Volodyslav 42-43 728 45 :..?;

Kormilichich by Romanova supported 2}
by a Hungarian squad Ew‘
@
1212 Mstislav the Dumb takes Halych 4345 728-729 45—46 ;:
1213 Alexander of Belz aided by Leszek 45 729 46 E
the White takes Belz from the =)
Romanovichi =
1213 The death of Queen Gertrude 46 729 46
1213 Andrew 11’s expedition to Halych. 45-48 729 47

Volodyslav Kormilichich becomes the
Hungarian viceroy in the Halych lands

Insertion about Vsevolod the Red’s love 48 729 47-49
for the Romanovichi disrupting the
chronology
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(cont.)

Year Content Chronica Ipat'evsk-aia Discussion, Construction
2017, letopis’ 1908, pages of the
pages columns narrative

1214 The unsuccessful expedition of Leszek 49-52 729-730 48-50

the White, Mstislav the Dumb, and the
Romanovichi to Halych

1214 Andrew 11's retaliatory expedition 52 730-731 50

against Leszek the White

1214 Treaty signed between Leszek and 52-55 731 50-51

Andrew in Spis
1214/1215 The Romanovichi reign in Vladimir 55 731 51-52
ca. 2016 The Hungarian king takes Przemysl 55 731 52—53
and Lubaczéw from Leszek the White
and Pakostaw

1217 Mstislav Mstislavich the Daring reigns  55-56 731-732 53
in Halych

1217 The marriage between Danilo and 56-58 732 53-55
Anna Mstislavich. A description of
their progeny

ca.1218 The occupation of Brest, Uhrusk, 58-61 732 55
Wereszyn, Stolpie, and Kuméw by
Danilo

1219 The occupation of Halych by the 61-71 732-735 55—57
Polish-Hungarian coalition

1219— The alliance between the Romanovichi 71-74 735-736 57-58

1220 and the Lithuanian princes

1220 The Lithuanian invasion of Polish 74 736 58

lands

ca. 1220/ Hungarian-Polish battles in Halych 74-78 736-737 58-63
1221 and Vladimiran lands. Alexander

of Belz withdraws from the alliance

with Mstislav the Daring and the

Romanovichi. The beginning of an

insertion/parallel story

1221 Mstislav the Daring takes Halych 78-83 737-738 59-61
ca. 1220/ Alexander of Belz withdraws from the 83 738-739 61-62
1221 alliance with Mstislav the Daring and

the Romanovichi
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(cont.)

Year Content Chronica Ipat'evsk-aia Discussion, Construction
2017, letopis' 1908, pages of the
pages columns narrative

ca. 1222 The Romanovichi make peace with 83-85 739 62-64 asg =

Leszek the White = OS 5
e o+

1220— Listing of the bishops of Vladimir 85-89 739-740 64-67 = E‘t E

after 1269, and Chelm E E

before 1288 %"’- E

1223 The Battle of the Kalka River 89-102  740-745 67-69

1224 Conflict between Alexander of Belz 102-105 745-746 69

and the Romanovichi
ca. 1225 Mstislav the Daring makes peace with  105-107 746 69
Danilo in Peremyl
1226/1227 Zhyroslav incites the Halychans 107-111 747-748 69-71
1224/1225 The marriage of Maria, daughter of 111-112 748 70-71

Mstislav Mstislavich, to Prince Andrew

1226/1227 The Polish-Hungarian expedition to 112-117 748-750 71-72
Halych

YoA[eH 03 payuI[ S1oReN

1224/1225 The genesis of the marriage between ~ 117-118 750 72-73
Maria Mstislavich to Prince Andrew

1227 Mstislav the Daring abdicates and 118 750 73
hands over rule to Prince Andrew
1227 Mstislav the Dumb passes on his 118-119 750 73
patrimony to Danilo
1228 Strengthening of the Romanovichi's 120-122 750—-751 73-74
position in Volhynia =
®
1228 The Yotvingians’ incursion against 122-123 751-752 74 =
Brest 5
=
1228 Battles for Czartorysk 123-125 752 74 g
=
1228 The death of Mstislav the Daring 125-126 752 75-76 =
=
1228 The Romanovichi give Peremyl and 126 752 76 g
Medzhybizh to Yaroslav En
-+
1224 /1225 Kirill 1 the Metropolitan Bishop of Kiev 126-127 753 76 s
1228 The coalition of the Rus’ princes 127-130 753-754 76-77
against Danilo
1227 The death of Leszek the White 130 754 77-78
1229 Vladimir of Pinsk defends the northern 131-132 754 79

border of the Romanovichi domain
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(cont.)

Year Content Chronica Ipat'evsk-aia Discussion, Construction
2017, letopis’ 1908, pages of the
pages columns narrative

1229 The expedition of Konrad and the 130-131, 754758 79-80

Romanovichi to Kalisz 132-142
1230 Vasilko attends Vsevolod Yurevich’s 142-143 758 80-81
wedding to the daughter of Vladimir
Rurikovich
1230 Danilo takes Halych 143-148 758-760 81-82
1230 Unsuccessful attempt at taking 148-153 760-761 82
Halych by Andrew 11

1230/1231 A plot against Danilo’s life 153-158 762-763 82-85

with

references

to 1245

1231 Danilo attacks Przemysl 158-162 763-764 85-86

1232 Andrew 11 takes Halych. Expedition 162-167 764-766 86-87

to Vladimir

1232-1233 Battles between the Arpads and the 167-179 766-770 87-89 )
Romanovichi. 1233 — the Battle of é
Torchesk-Szumsk %

ec)

1233 Alexander of Belz and the 179 770 89 §‘
Romanovichi march on Plesnesk o

8
2

1233 Prince Andrew’s expedition to 179-182 770-771 89 ot
Volhynia

1233 Danilo’s expedition to Halych. 182-185 771-772 89

End of 1233/beginning of 1234 —
death of Prince Andrew

end of 1234~ Danilo’s expedition to Kievan lands. 185-189 772-773 89
beginning  January 6-May 17, 1235 — the ravaging

of 1235 of Chernigov lands

1235 Battle of Torchesk. Danilo loses 189-194 773-774 89
Halych. October 1235 — Danilo in
Hungary

1235/1236 Vasilko and the Lyakhs march on 194 774 90
Halych

1236 Battles between the allies of 194-199, 774-776 90
the Chernigov princes and the 201

Romanovichi, which end in a peace
treaty
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(cont.)
Year Content Chronica Ipat'evsk-aia Discussion, Construction
2017, letopis' 1908, pages of the
pages columns narrative
post quem  Drohiczyn is taken by the 199-200 776 90-100
1241, ante Romanovichi
quem 1247;
probably
1243
1237 Lithuanian expedition against 201 776 92-94
Konrad of Mazovia

1238 Description of the conflict between 201-203 776-777 94
Frederick 11 the Quarrelsome,
supported by Bela 1v, with Frederick 11
of the Hohenstaufen dynasty

1238 Yaroslav Vsevolodovich takes Kiev. 203-208 777-778 100
Danilo takes Halych

1237-1239 A description of the Mongol 208-221 778-782 101

incursion into Rus’

1239/1240 Danilo takes Kiev 222 782 101-102

1240 The Romanovichi make peace with 222-225 782-784 102

Mikhail Vsevolodovich

end of 1240, Mikhail and his family on 226-227 784 102

beginning ~ Wroclaw land

of 1241

6 December The Mongols take Kiev 227-231 784 102

1240

1240/1241 The Mongol expedition to 231-234 784-785 102

Volhynia and Hungary

1240— Danilo escapes to Hungary and 234-237 785-788 102—103

beginning  then to Mazovia

of 1241

Beginning  The Romanovichi return to Vladimir. ~ 238-241 788-789 103

of 1241 Mikhail returns with his son to Rus’
1241 Danilo fights for Halych against the 241-247 789-790 103
boyars
1241 Rostislav’s expedition to Bakota. 247-251, 791-792, 103-104
Danilo’s retaliatory expedition 252-253 793
ca. 1239— Insertion about Danilo’s cooperation  251-252 792 97-98, 104
1241 with the Bolokhiv princes

1242 Rostislav’s expedition to Halych 253-255 793 104
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(cont.)

Year Content Chronica Ipat'evsk-aia Discussion, Construction
2017, letopis’ 1908, pages of the
pages columns narrative

1242 Danilo subjugates the Principality of  255-256 793-794 104

Halych
1242-1246 Insertion. 1242 — Rostislav dispersed 256-258 794 104-106
by the Tartars. 1244 — Rostislav’s
marriage to Anna, daughter of
Bela 1v. 1245/1246? — Manman
and Balay come to see Danilo
1244-1246 Insertion encompassing the period 258-259 795 106
from Rostislav’s wedding to Mikhail
Vsevolodovich’s death in 1246

1243 The Romanovichi wage war near 259-260 795-796 106
Lublin

End of The Poles attack the Romanovichi 260-262 796-797 106-107

1243~

beginning

of 1244

1244 Rostislav’s unsuccessful expedition 262-263 797 107

to Halych
1244 The Lithuanians’ expedition to 262-265, 797-799 107
Peresopnytsia 267-268

End of The Yotvingians wage war near 266-267 799-800 107

1234~ Ochoza and Bus6wno

beginning

of 1235

1245 Rostislav’s unsuccessful expedition 270-287 800-805 111-112

to Halych ending in the Battle of
Yaroslav August 17, 1245

End of Description of Danilo’s journey to 287-295 805-808 112-113

1245-1246 Orda

Winter Konrad and Vasilko’s expedition 295-296 808-809 113 .

1245/1246 against the Yotvingians =2

@

1246 Bela 1v’s peace proposal for Danilo 296-297 809 113-114 %

1246-1247 Kirill’s journey to Nice. 1247 — 297-299 809 113 §

Leo’s marriage to Constance ;
£

31 August The death of Konrad of Mazovia 299 810 113 g

1247

5 December Death of Bolestaw 1, son of Konrad 299-30 810 113-114

1247 of Mazovia
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(cont.)

Year Content Chronica Ipat'evsk-aia Discussion, Construction
2017, letopis' 1908, pages of the
pages columns narrative

1248/1249 Expedition of Siemowit 1 and the 300-310 810-813 114

Romanovichi against the Yotvingians
Summer Summit between Danilo and Belatv ~ 311-315 813-815 114-115
1247 in Pozsony

1249-1250  Conflict between Mindaugas on the 315-321 815-817 116
one side and Tautvilas and Edivydas
on the other

1251 Mindaugas’ baptism. Mindaugas’ 321-326 817-818 116
war with Vykintas
Winter Romanovichi expedition to the 326-329 818-819 116
1251/1252 Novogrudok lands
1252 Danilo’s occupation of Grodno. Peace  329-330 819-820 116-117

talks between Mindaugas and Danilo

1252 Roman Danilovich’s marriage to 332—-333 820-821 117-118
Gertrude

1253 Polish—Rus’-Lithuanian expedition 333-351 821-827 118
to Moravia

1253 Danilo’s coronation in Drohiczyn 351 827 118

Winter Polish—Rus’ expedition against 351-354 827-828 118

1253/1254 Stekint

1252 The Tartars arrive in Bakota. Basqaq 354-357 828-829, 118-123
Miley 194 774

1253-1254 Kuremsa at Krzemieniec. 1254 — 357-361 829-830 123—-124

Iziaslav Vladimirovich takes Halych
with the aid of the Tartars. Roman
Danilovich takes back Halych

1255 Vaisvilkas makes peace with the 361-362 830-831 124
Romanovichi. Shvarno marries
Mindaugas’ daughter

1255 Or Danilo’s expedition against the 362-376 831-835 124-125
1256 Yotvingians
1253 Roman'’s struggle for the right to 376-381 836-838 125-126

the Babenberg inheritance. Roman’s
return to Rus’ at the turn of 1253/1254

1255-1256 Danilo fights Kuremsa 382 838 126

1256 Danilo’s expedition aimed at 382-389 838-839 126
occupying Kiev
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(cont.)
Year Content Chronica Ipat'evsk-aia Discussion, Construction
2017, letopis’ 1908, pages of the
pages columns narrative
1256—-1257 Kuremsa’s campaign against the 389-394 840 126-127

Romanovichi

From the Insertion encompassing the period 394—404 841-846 127-128
founding of from the founding of Uhrusk to the
Uhrusk to construction of Chelm

the 1250s
ca.1258 (to  Burundai subordinates Romanovichi  404-410 846-848 128
1259) and a joint expedition against
Lithuania and Yotvingia
ca. 1259 Olga’s marriage to Andrew 411-412 848 131-132
Vsevolodovich
Autumn Destruction of the fortifications of 412—420 848-852 132—-133
1259 the cities in Halych and Volhynia by
Burundai

Beginning  Tatar-Rus’ expedition to Sandomierz  420-428 852-855 133-134
of 1260 and Lysiec

June/ Lithuanian expedition to Mazovia. 428-429 855 134
July 1262 June 23,1262 — death of Siemowit,
son of Konrad of Mazovia

June/ The Lithuanian expedition to the 429-436 855-857 134-136
July 1262 vicinity of Kamien and Mielnica.
Saigat for Danilo
August Summit in Tarnawa 436-437 857-858 136
1262 9
1263 Vaisvilkas reigns in Lithuania 437, 447- 858, 136 §
862—863 o,
R
ca.1249— Insertion encompassing the 437-447 858-862 136-144 §'
1254 following Lithuanian events: QT
Description of the murder of E‘

Mindaugas (ca. 1249-1253); the history
of Mindaugas’ murder and his reign
(1263/1264); the death of Tautvilas
(1264); The death of Treniota

1263 Marriage of Vladimir Vasilkovich 448-450 862 144

with Olga Romanovich. Lithuanian

expedition to Bryansk
ca. 1264 The death of Danilo Romanovich 450—451 862 144-145
1264 Alliance between Shvarno and 450, 862 144-146

Vaigvilkas 451-452
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(cont.)

Year Content Chronica Ipat'evsk-aia Discussion, Construction
2017, letopis' 1908, pages of the
pages columns narrative

July- The appearance of a comet 452—453 863 146

October

1264

1264 The death of Helena, Vasilko’s wife 453-454 863 146

12631264 Civil war among the Tartars 454 863 146

1265 Joint reign of Shvarno and Vaisvilkas ~ 454-455 864 146

1265-1266  Conflict between the Romanovichi 455—463 864867 146
and Bolestaw v. June 19, 1266 — the

Battle of Worota

1266/1267 Shvarno and Vasilko make peace 463—464 867 146-147
with Bolestaw v

End of 1266  Vaigvilkas joins a monastery and 464—466 867 147

or 1267 hands power in Lithuania over to
Shvarno

April 1267 Vaisvilkas’ death at the hands of Leo 466-468 867-868 147-148

1269 The death of Shvarno Danilovich. 468-470 868-869 148
Traidenis’ reign in Lithuania

1269 The death of Vasilko Romanovich. 470—-471 869-870 148-149
Vladimir Vasilkovich reigns in
Vladimir 225

Before Peace between Bolestaw v and the 471 870 149

spring1271  Romanovichi

Spring1271  Bolestaw v’s expedition aided by the ~ 471-472 870 149
Romanovichi into Wroctaw lands

1271-1272 The Romanovichi attack the 472—474 870-871 149
Yotvingians

ca.1273— Battling Lithuania 474-475 870 149-150

1274

14 April Traidenis takes Drohiczyn 465-476 870-871 150

1275

Winter The Rus’-Tartar expedition to 476-482 871-874 150-151

1275/1276 Lithuania

1276 The Prussians come to see Traidenis 482-483 874-875 151

1276/1277 Peace between Vladimir and Traidenis 483-484 875 151
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(cont.)

Year Content Chronica Ipat'evsk-aia Discussion, Construction
2017, letopis’ 1908, pages of the
pages columns narrative

Beginning  The Rus’-Tartar expedition to 488-493 875-878 152

of 1277— Lithuania

beginning

of 1278

1278 Traidenis wages war near Lublin 493-494 878 152—153

1279 Famine in Poland, Rus’ and among 494-498 879-880 153

the Balts. Transport of grain to the
Yotvingians. Vladimir makes an
incursion against Konrad 11 of Czersk.
Peace between Konrad and Vladimir

7 December The death of Bolestaw v 498-500 880 153-154

1279

1280 Rus’-Tartr expedition to Lesser Poland 500-504 881-882 154

1280 Leszek the Black’s retaliatory 504 882 154

expedition
1282 Bolestaw 11 and Wladystaw 1 504-506 882-883 155
Lokietek take Jazdow

1282 and Marriage between Yuri Lvovich and 506-518 883-887 155-156
beginning  Yaroslav Yaroslavich’s daughter.
of 1283 The Romanovichi forces support

Konrad 11 in his battles against

Bolestaw 11. The taking of Gostynin

Beginning  Mongol-Rus’ expedition to Hungary 519, 888, 156,
of 1285 525-527 890-891 158-159
Beginning  Bolestaw 11 invades Szczekarzew. 519-524 888-890 156-157
of 1285 The Romanovichi’s retaliatory

invasion
1280 The Poles wage war near Brest 524 890 157-158
1286 The taking of Gostynin and 528-529 891 159-160

Sochaczew by the Rus’ians and
their allies

1287 Invasion of Poland by Nogai and 528-537, 891-895 160
Talabuga along with the Rus’ians 543-547 897-899

Beginning  Leo’sland losses as a result of 537,634 895 160-161

of 1288 Talabuga’s expedition

1288 The death of Mikhailo Yurevich 537-539 895 161-162

1288 The plague in Polish, Mongol and Rus’ 539-540 895-896 161-163

lands. A flood in the Netherlands
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(cont.)
Year Content Chronica Ipat'evsk-aia Discussion, Construction
2017, letopis' 1908, pages of the
pages columns narrative
June 1288 Leszek the Black’s expedition 540-541 896 163

against Konrad 11 of Mazovia

Summer Lithuania and Samogitia attack Riga ~ 541-542 896-897 163-166
1288

meets with the king of Bohemia

30 The death of Leszek the Black 542-543 897 166
September
1288
1288 Description of the death of Vladimir ~ 543-616, 897— 167-184 e ;r' ES
Vasilkovich. Vladimir’s testament. 628-633 g a E
Yuri wants grods from Vladimir. g § :
Konrad 11's “homage”. Expedition to 223
Lublin. December 10, 1288 — the death g @ 5
of Vladimir. Vladimir’s funeral ¢ *§ 9
o w
1288-1289  Mstislav’s (11) conflict with Leo 633-636, 928-932 184-186 S o
and Yuri. The writing of grammata 616-619 ; ::Dr'
for Brest ® o
o, =
=pi=A
10 April The beginning of Mstislav’s (11) 619-620 932-933 186-188 § 8
1289 reign in Vladimir 0%. g
1289 Konrad 11’s expedition with Rus’ 621-622 933-934 188 g §
reinforcements against Sandomierz c e
8_ =+
1289 The Polish—Rus’ coalition’s battles for ~ 622-626, 934-938 188-189 -3
(=]
Cracow. Expedition to Tyniec. Leo 636—-640 ng ::T
3 £
=
Qo

Winter Necrologies of the Turov-Pinsk 626-627 938 189-190
1289 dynastic line
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