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ABSTRACT
THE POLITICAL IDEOLOGY OF THE TALE OF
THE CAMPAIGN OF IGOR’ AND THE HOMILY
ON PRINCES IN THE CONTEXT OF THEIR
CONTEMPORARY POLITICAL REALITY
By

Yulia Mikhailova

Analysis of the political development of Southern Rus' in the twelfth
century (based primarily on the investigation of the Ipatevskaia
chronicle) is used to suggest answers to some disputed questions
related to the Slovo o polku Igoreve and other works of twelfth
century literature. For example, what caused the contemporaries of
Igor's campaign to pay so much attention to it (as indicated by the
chronicle)? In addition, what are the political ideas expressed in the
Slovo and how do they relate to the ideology of its contemporary
literary works and to the political reality of the time? | suggest that
the 7ale assumed that unity could be achieved through consensus
among the princes based on the hierarchy of seniors and juniors
and respect of the rights of all princes and that it has parallels
other works, especially the Homily on Princes. The chronicle
indicates that such unity was achieved by the 1180s and resulted in
the successful containment of the Cumans. | suggest that Igor’s
campaign attracted contemporary attention because it interrupted

this policy of containment and challenged the newly-created unity.
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l. Introduction

This thesis deals with two interrelated topics. The first treats the political
ideology of the /gor’ Tale as compared with that displayed in other literary works
of the second half of the twelfth century, primarily the Homily on Princes; and the
second is an evaluation of Igor's campaign against the Cumans in 1185 in the

context of its contemporary political realities.

1. Scholarly Debate on the Political Ideology of the 7ale
The interpretation of political ideas expressed in the /gor’ Tale has been

widely debated. Scholars agree that it contains a call for unity among the princes
in the face of the Cuman threat, but we must ask ourselves what was to be the
basis for this unity and how did the author view an ideal political system?

The answers given by most specialists in Old Russian literature fall into
one of two categories. The first is best represented by a quotation from
Likhachev who maintains that the author of the 7ale was ahead of his time
preaching "npeto cMNbHON KHAXKE@CKOMW BNACTH, C NOMOLLBIO KOTOPOW AOMKHO
ocyuwiecTBuTbca eguHcTBO Pycckon 3emnu”. He "B pa3Hbix KHA3bAX pucyeT
cobupartenbHbii 06pa3 cunbHoro moryuiectseHHoro KHassa", thus fortelling the
figure of an autocrat in the future centralized state. Although, he remarks that
"mpes CMNbHOM KHSXKECKOW BNacTH He crmnack y astopa "Cnosa" ¢ upeein
epmHoBnacTua” because "ans atoro He 6bIN0 ewe peanbHOM MCTOPUYECKON
nousbl”, the main difference between the ideal of the 7ale and actual autocracy
are, according to Likhachev, a matter of degree: the author was not able "yet"

to incorporate the idea of the authentic autocratic state but he picked up from



his contemporary reality everything that bore any signs of this future political
order. That is why he stresses the rights of the senior princes at the expense of
those of the juniors, or depicts Sviatoslav as "Benukbiin" u "rpo3Hbin”. Likahchev
thinks that in fact "Cestocnae 6bin ogHum M3 cnabenumx KHa3zen, Korpa-nmbo
kHskuewmx B Kuese". But the Sviatoslav of the 7ale - "npepcrasnenue
uaeanbHoe, a He peanbHoe", i.e. the author assigned to him properties of the
future "strong" ruler (Likhachev 1985, 126-127).

Another point of view is expressed by Worth when he says that the Tale
contains "aBTOPCKMI NPHU3bIB K CBOMM COOTEYECTBEHHUKAM BHOBb COEAMHMTBLCS M
BecTh ceba No ToM apxaMyecKoW mMofmenu, OT KOTOPOW OHM TaK AANeKo ywnu"
(Worth 35). Robinson also characterizes the political ideal of the 7ale as "upean
ywepwen 8 npownoe deopansHon moHapxum” (Robinson 1988, 11).

Lotman's approach contrasts with these two predominant points of view.
According to him, the author of the 7ale is "wenosek, norpy»eHHbin B
ONUCBLIBAEMYIO MM aTMOCKEPY, ... HACTONBKO NPONUTaHHBIM NPEACTaBNEeHNAMM
CBOEro BPeMeHH, YTO, faKe OCYKAAs COBPEMEHHOCTb, OH MOXKET eH
NPOTMBONOCTaBUTL NWLLL "OYMLLIEHHbIM", BO3BeAeHHbIl K uaeany obpas ee xe."
"Unes cunbHOM LLEEHTPanM3oBaHHOM BnacTu... asTopy "Cnosa" npocto
HeussecTHa." Thus, the author sees an ideal political system not in the future or
past centralized monarchy but in the cooperation of princes who believe that
they have an obligation to preserve the existing degree of independence: "On
HapeeTcs Ha BPaTCKMM COO3 M eaMHCTBO BEMCTBMM MHOTMX KHa3en-cheonanos, a
He Ha 3aMeHy MX BNacTH Kakou-nubo uHoM, nonutuyecku 6onee onpaspaHHOM
cuctemon.” This unity should be based on "faithfullness to kissing the Cross”

(Lotman 1962, 340-341).



Related to this is the question of how realistic or utopian was the program
offered by the author of the Slovo.

Scholars who interpret the program as an attempt to restore the past, of
course, cannot consider it to be realistic. Robinson thinks that not only was the
program absolutely utopian, but even the general political situation in reality had
nothing in common with that depicted in the 7ale: "Habniopaswascsa 8 1187 r. 8
"Pycn” unm "Pycckon 3emne” ... MmpHas 06CTaHOBKA pyCCKO-PYCCKMX U PYCCKO-
nonoBeuKnx coto3os M Hpakos noaTsepiKaana NONHOE HECOOTBETCTBUE
AENCTBMTENbHOCTU NO3TMHECKN NPEKPACHOro... NpM3biBa ABTopa K 06begnHeHuo
KHa3el ans obuien BOKHbI ¢ Nonosuamu”, "BOMHbI..., KOTOPOM, pa3yMeeTcs He
npou3sowno” (Robinson 1986, 159; Robinson 1988, 11).

A quite opposite point of view is expressed by Rybakov. According to
him, the 7ale is a "Mypapbi nonutuueckun Tpaktat”; and the author's call "to
support Grand Prince Sviatoslav of Kiev" and "to unite all the Rus' princes against
the Cumans" was extremely relevant for the situation of 1185. He believes,
further, that this call achieved its goal: "Moama oka3ana so3pgencraue.
Monoseukmi HaTtck 6bin octaHosnen" (Rybakov 5-6).

Likhachev also characterizes the author of the 7ale as "peanbHbin
nonutuk"”, but he is more cautious about the immediate political result of the call.
He suggests that it "achieved that for which it was intended" only "to some
degree". The actual political meaning of the monument is, according to
Likhachev, however, broader than the attempt to inspire certain concrete actions
on the part of the princes: "... nognuHHbIM cmbicn npu3biea asTopa "Cnosa”,
MoKeT BbiTb, 3aKno4yancs He B NONbITKe OPraHM30BaTb TOT MMM MHOW NOXOA, a B
... 3apave obbveguHUTL OB ecTBEeHHOe MHeHWe NPOTHB PeonanbHbIX Pasnopos

KHA3eMn... 3agaden "Cnosa" 6biN0 He TONbKO BOEHHOE, HO U MaelHoe ChNoYeHue



PYyCcCKux nioaen BOKpYr mbicnu o epuHctee Pycckon 3emnu. ... B otnnume ot
Npu3biBa K OpraH13auumM BOEHHOro NoxoAa NPOTHB NOMOBUEB, OHA MOrNa OXBaTUTb
CBOMM MOBMNM3YIOWMM BNMSIHMEM Lenbii nepuopg, pycckomn uctopmm” (Likhachev
1985, 138, 143-144).

Thus, we see that the scholarly opinions about this subject are extremely
diverse. They depend on how the scholars view the political realities of the time
and particularly on their approach to the central event of the 7ale - the campaign

of 1185.

2. The Igor's Campaign: Contradictory Evaluations
My primary purpose in this discussion of Igor's campaign is to suggest a

plausible explanation for the significant interest in this event displayed by its
contemporaries. | assume the authenticity of the 7ale, but even if one believes it
is a forgery the problem still remains because the campaign is also described in
two prose tales found in different versions of the chronicle; and the authenticity
of these tales, as well as their unusually detailed and emotional style, have never
been questioned.

Likhachev describes the chronicle tales as "camble o6wupHble u, moxeT
6bITb, CaMble XuBble M3 BCEX NOBECTEN O CTEenHbIX NOXOAAax PYCCKUX KHsa3en'
(Likhachev 1972, 13). The tale found in the Lavrentevskaia edition occupies three
and a half columns (PSRL 1: 397-400); and in the Ipatevskaia, it takes up 14
columns (PSRL 2: 637-651). The first is conciderably longer than other similar
accounts, and the latter is absolutely unprecedented. For example, the whole
account of the victory won by the united Rus' princes over the Cumans in the
previous year (1184) takes only two and a half columns in the Ipatevskaia (PSRL

2: 634-637) and less than two columns in the Lavrentevskaia (PSRL 1: 394-396).



The historical defeat on the Kalka took five columns in the Ipatevskaia (PSRL 2:
740-745) and less than one and half column in Lavrentevskaia (PSRL 1: 445-447).
As for the accounts on "ordinary” campaigns made by Rus' princes against the
Cumans, their typical size is less than one column. (See, for example, PSRL 1:
362- 363, 414-415; PSRL 2: 520- 521, 629 and many others.)

It is also worth noting that the two chronicle tales describing Igor's
campaign display the opposite loyalties. The one preserved in the Ipatevskaia
expresses sympathy to Igor' and seeks any possibility to excuse his defeat; the
tale in the Lavrentevskaia, on the contrary, depicts Igor's conceit and
recklessness so sharply that some scholars even call it satirical. (Franchuk 154-
155)

Of cou rse, the chronicles of that time often varied in their interpretation of
events depending on the chronicler's political orientation, but it would be hard to
give another example of such contrasting views so elaborately argued as is found
in these tales. For some reason, both chroniclers felt that it was important for
them to sound very convincing while treating this topic and they were certain
that their readers must be very interested in the reasons for Igor's defeat.

There is no generally established explanation for this phenomenon. Most
investigators of Old Russian literature consider the campaign to be militarily and
politically insignificant. Worth even suggests this insignificance as the reason for
making the campaign the subject of the 7ale: "He3nauutenbHocts Urops u ero
NOXOAAa CNYXXMT CUMBOSIOM TPMBMANBHOCTHM MX 3MNOXM; ANA TOrO OHM M M36paHbI

cioxetom 'Cnosa’ " (Worth 35). While this interpretation could possibly explain
why a great poet would choose the campaign as the subject of his artistic work,

it does not explain why ordinary people were so interested in this event.



Scholars who share the opinion about the insignificance of the campaign
but who also take the prose tales into account, seek to find a reason for the high
interest given it among contemporaries in some of the circumstances
accompaning the event. Robinson sees the eclipse that occurred at the same
time as the campaign as the reason for this interest. He created a genealogical
table of the Olgovichi and compared it to the table of eclipses which occured in
Rus' in the eleventh and twelfth centuries. It turns out that "12 npegkos u
poacTBeHHMKOB Mrops, M3 HUX 5 BenuKMx KHA3eW KMEeBCKMX, ymepnu unm Gbinu
ybuTbl B 6nM3KMX NO BpEeMeHU NPOMEIKYTKaxX OT CONHeuHbix 3aTmeHun.” That is
why Robinson thinks that the Olgovichi and their contemporaries believed in a
special curse of the clan connected with the sun and its eclipses (Robinson 1988,
14-15; Robinson 1978).

This concept raises some questions. First of all, it is well known that many
eclipses go unnoticed by non-astronomers. Robinson is aware of that. He writes
that only four of those twelve eclipses are presented in the chronicles. As for the
other eight, there is no evidence that they were viewed by contemporaries. In
addition, the connection between an eclipse and a prince's death is established
by the chronicler only once. All other examples of "striking coincidences” do not
have any basis in the accounts. One must ask how we can know that the
contemporaries connected the eclipse of 1146 with the death of Vsevolod
Olgovich which happened fifty days later (Robinson 1988, 15-16)? But most
importantly we should note how the eclipse of 1185 is treated in the chronicles.
In the Lavrentevskaia, it is not connected with the campaign at all and is not
viewed as a bad sign, because it is followed by information about the birth of a
princess (PSRL 1: 396). In the Ipatevskaia, the tale about the campaign includes

the eclipse but it is interpreted entirely in a Christian manner without any pagan



connotations. According to this account, Igor's men were scared by the "sign"
but Igor' encouraged them: "TauHbl 60XKHA HUKTO Ke He BeCTb, a 3HAMEHHUIO
TBOpeub bors... a Hamb 4TO CcTBOPUTL Bors ... a To e Hamb BupeTn" (PSRL 2:
638).

Another view is offered by latsenko, who thinks that the 7ale's
contemporaries were interested in the campaign because it was mounted by
people of Novgorod-Seversky. According to him, this principality played a
central role in the political life of the Rus' lands at the time. "Ocrtpas 6opbba 3a
CesepupHy”, "Tsokenoe sxoxpgenve Cesepckon 3emnu B coctas Pycw ...
nopopumno Bcto nutepartypy o noxope 1185" (latsenko 37). Unfortunately,
latsenko provides almost no argumentation to support his conception despite the
fact that it totally contradicts the accepted scholary picture of Rus' history in the
twelfth century.

Other scholars seek the explanation in the campaign itself and not in the
outside circumstances. Likhachev finds it in "4uepTbl ocoboro Tparusma” of this
event: "Bnepsble 3a BCO MCTOpHIO 60pbbbI C NONOBLAMM PYCCKHE KHA3LS ...
oKa3sanuch B nneHy. Bnepsbie pycckoe Boicko notepneno takoe cTpawiHoe
nopaxenune” (Likahchev 1972, 13). He links the choice of this tragic event as the
subject of the 7ale to the Rus' tradition of using defeats and other disasters for
moral teaching: " ... uepKoOBHas ... U Y4CTO CBETCKas NuTeparypa, ...
HpaBoOYy4YeHHe, NONMTHYECKAan arMTaums Haxogunu cebe nosop B obLiecTBEHHbIX
Hecuactbax" (Likhachev 1985, 10). Gudzii also thinks that it was natural for a
twelfth century author to choose a defeat as a subject for his poem because "ox
CTPeMmMMnca NpenogaTth YPOoK NONMTMYECKON MyapocTh KHasbam" (Gudzii 129).

Thus, there is no generally accepted scholarly atitude to the subject

matter of the /gor’ Tale and | suggest that by investigating the chronicles’



information on Rus's political development in 1185 and by comparing the T7ale to

the Homily on Princes we can help to shed light on this problem.

3. On the Homily on Princes
The Homily on Princes survives in three copies, the earliest of which dates

from the fifteenth century. It was discovered and published in excerpts by M. P.
Pogodin in 1843, and the first complete publication was made by Kh. M. Loparev
in 1894. Its full name is "MoxBana u my4yeHne cBaTbIx My4eHuk Bopuca u Mneba.
Mecsua maus B 2 peHb. CnoBo noxsansHoe Ha NepeHeceHue CBATbIX
ctpacrotepney, bopuca n Mneba, pa n npouwm He BpaxkayloT Ha 6paTbio ceoto”.
The Homily was read on the saints' day of Boris and Gleb who were the patrons
of unity among the princes and it delivers a stern rebuke to the princes who fail
to live in peace with each other. The author calls them to stop the strife and to
follow the example of David Sviatoslavich of Chernigov (died in 1123) whose
long, prosperous rule is attributed to his good relations with his "brethren".

It is generally accepted that the Homily has strong links to the Chernigov lands
and, most likely, was created there. The alternative suggestion made by D. |.
Abramovich about its Vyshegorod origin (Abramovich 19-20) has not been
supported by other scholars (Likhachev 1985, 162; Lenhoff 174).

The Homily has already been compared to the 7ale but only very broadly.
Likhachev refers to it in order to support his idea that "astop "Cnosa" Haxogutcs
He BHe CBOEeMW 3MNOXM - OH TeCHbIMM UAEHHbIMM Y3aMK CBA3aH C NepPenoBbIMM
yCTpPeMneHusMH TorpawHen nonutuyeckon mbicnu.” He sees the similarity of
these two monuments in the praising of "uwpes epuHeHns pycckux KHa3en nepepn
nuuom BHewHen onacHocTh" and the condemnation of the strife found in the

Homily. He also points to the two lexical parallels: firstly, according to the



Homily, military conflicts are sometimes caused by "manas obuga", and in the
Tale "Ha4awa KHa3M NPo manoe ce Benukoe monsutu”; secondly, the Homily
states that princes lose their glory because of the strife and the characters of the
Tale "Bbickouncte usb pepHen cnase” for the same reason. And, finally, Likhachev
draws attention to a traditional belief reflected in both monuments: in the 7ale
"repem 6e3 kHeca" symbolizes death and in the Homily "paccepscs Bepxb
Tepemupo” at the moment of death (Likhachev 1985, 162-163, 251-252).

The general similarity of the ideas of the Homily and the 7ale has been
noted by many scholars (Adrianova-Peretc, 362-363; Eremin, 330-331; Lindberg,
3, and others), but as far as | know, there has been no individual study
dedicated to comparing these two monuments. Indeed, in the past, such a
comparison was problematic, partly because of uncertanty in the dating of the
Homily.

Relatively recently, however, new facts in the history of the Chernigov
lands discovered by Zaitsev (Zaitsev 70-75) support the dating of the Homily in
the 1170s which was first suggested by Golubovsky (Golubovsky 491-510).
Thus, the two works are very close not only geographically (as both are linked
with Chernigov) but also chronologically. Moreover, the Chernigov princes
addressed by the Homily became the protagonists of the events of 1185
described by the 7ale. Therefore, by examining the Homily we can better
understand what kind of political ideas existed in the milieu the characters of the
Tale lived in.

In addition, the comparison with the 7ale helps us to better understand

the Homily which, up to now has not received the scholarly attention it deserves.



ll. The Comparison of the Slovo andthe Homily

4. On the Dating of the Homily
The Homily could not have been created before the death of Iziaslav

Davydovich because he was the last of David's sons to die; and all his sons are
refered to as no longer alive in the text of the monument. Thus, the earliest
possible date is 1161 (Golubovsky 496; Eremin 623). The question of the latest
possible date is more complicated.

The content of the Homily has generally caused scholars to think that it
was created before the Mongol invasion. M. A. Salmina mentions that this
traditional dating does not have sufficient grounds because the central topic of
the Homily, "HeobxoaumocTb noguMHeHus "monoawmx” KHA3en CTapwmm B poae
cTonb e ocTpo crosn, Hanpumep, u B XV-XVI 88" (Salmina 430). It should be
noted, however, that the pre-Mongolian dating of the Homily is based not only
on its central idea but also on details of the text (Golubovsky 493-499). In
addition to arguments presented by Golubovsky, | would like to remark that the
warning against those "noraHbie Ha cBoto 6patuio Bo3sopswe” (226) can hardly
be interpreted in the context of post-Mongolian Russia. In any case, the central
idea of the Homily is broader than that summarized by Salmina. It treats not only
the subordination of juniors to seniors but also the responsibility of seniors, an
idea not very popular in the fifteenth and, even less so, in the sixteenth century.
In addition, of course, the Homily could not have been created later then its
earliest surviving copy and since the earliest dates from the fifteenth century, the
sixteenth century is out of the question. Thus, the general dating in the twelfth -

first quarter of the thirteenth century remains valid.
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1175 as the exact date was suggested by P. V. Golubovsky. He linked
the Homily with the conflict between Sviatoslav Vsevolodovich of Chernigov and
his cousin Oleg Sviatoslavich of Novgorod-Seversky (Golubovsky 491-510).

The suggestion of Golubovsky was supported and slightly modified by
Zaitsev (1174 instead of 1175 Zaitsev 70-75). He discovered that the struggle
between Sviatoslav Vsevolodovich and Oleg Sviatoslavich was the very last
conflict in the Chernigov lands before the battle on the Kalka. It was followed by
a long period of unity and cooperation among the Chernigov princes. The next
conflict after 1174 in the Chernigov lands is mentioned by the chronicle only
under 1226 (PSRL, 1:448; Zaitsev 1981, 75). Thus, the condemnation of the
princely strife and the call for unity was relevant in this region after 1174 only
once - in 1226; and the Homily sounds too politically engaged to suggest that
the author is not referring to any real contemporary events that were important
for him and his audience. It should be noted that the chronicle does not mention
the Cumans in connection with the conflict of 1226; and their participation in Rus'
events is highly unlikely after they were crushed by the Mongols. According to
Pletneva, "poHckue u NnpuaHenpoOBCKHE NONOBLbI ..., NO CyuiecTsy, 6binu
yHnutoXeHbl” at Kalka and "octaswwuecs...He urpanM y»e HMKaKoM ponu B
ncropmn pycckux kHsxkects" (Pletneva 299). Thus, the condemnation of the
princes who resort to the help of pagans does not fit the situation of 1226. In
addition, we would expect that an author who speaks about God's punishment
for princely strife would mention so significant an example of this punishment as
the recent defeat on the Kalka. The absence of such mention also leads us to
believe that the Homily was pronounced before Kalka.

This leaves the period between 1161 and 1174 inclusively. Besides the

struggle of 1174, discussed above, only one more conflict took place in the
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Chernigov lands during this period, in 1167. Thus, the Homily can be linked with
either 1174 or 1167. The discovery of the month when the conflict of 1174 took
place provides more support for the latter dating: for it occured in the end of
April or beginning of May which fits perfectly fits May 2 as the day when the
Homily was delivered (Zaitsev 1981, 70-75). Additional arguments for 1174 are

provided by the analysis of the conflict itself and will be discussed later.

5. The Homily on Princes and the Igor’ Tale: Similarities
Let us, now, begin the comparison of the Homily and the Igor’ Tale with

an exploration of the similarities between the two works.

A connection between interprincely struggle and the Cuman threat is the
most obvious of them. The Homily condemns those "noraHbis Ha csoto 6paTiio
so3sopswe”; the Tale contains many well-khown passages on the same topic, as,
for example, "Bbl 60 cBOMMM KpamMONamu HausiCTe HaBOAMTM MOTaHbIA HA 3EMNIO
Pycckyto, Ha »xu3Hb Bececnasnio. Kotopoto 60 6swe Hacunme ot 3emnum
Monoseuxbm!" (88)

The passionate call for the subordination of junior princes to seniors is
another obvious parallell. The Homily begins with a warning against "kHazu,
npoTtuesecsa ctapeiwen 6patbu”. Saints Boris and Gleb are viewed in the
Homily, in accordance with the Rus' tradition, as the patrons of princely unity and
subordination: "Awe nu CoTtoHa Konu Bpaxay BBepeTb mexay 6patbeto, aa
NOMSAHETL CELO CBATOIO, KAKO CMepTb ynobura naue npusaT, HeXenu spakay
yaepxartu” (226). In the 7ale, the same idea is most explicitly expressed in the
well-known speech of Sviatoslav (zolotoe slovo). He complains about the
"Henocobue" of the princes and blames Igor' and Vsevolod because they

"HewyecTHO oponecTte, HewecTHO 60 KpoBb noraHyto nponusicte” (76).
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The meaning of the complaint is obvious. The accusation levelled against
Igor' and Vsevolod looks more complicated and needs some clarification. When
Sviatoslav says "opgonecrte" he most likely referes to their initial victory over the
Cumans, so the message is that the campaign is a "dishonorable" action not
because it resulted in a defeat, but as even the initial victory was "dishonorable,"
the very concept of this campaign was wrong. We can understand why this was
so if we note that the next thing Sviatoslav says is, "Ce nu ctBopucre moei
cpebpenen cegure?” Thus, he accuses Igor’' and Vsevolod of disrespect to his
seniority. This interpretation can be prompted by comparing this passage to the
account of the Igor' campaign found in the Ipatevskaia chronicle: "Cssitocnass...
cnbiwa o 6paTtbu cBOoeu oxe Wnu coyTb Ha lNonosuy oyrauswecs ero u He nbo
6bicTb emy"(PSRL 2: 645). The chronicler specifically stresses that Sviatoslav
condemned the campaign before he knew about the defeat. When he was later
told about it he said, "Kako »anb mu 6swets Ha Urops, Tako HbiHe Xanyio
6onbmu no Urope”, that is "My pity on Igor' now is greater than my anger with
him was" (PSRL 2: 645). Thus, the very fact that they "wnu, yrauswecs ero",
provoked Sviatoslav's anger. His words from an earlier Ipatevskaia entry helps us
understand why this was so. "U peue Ceatocnas 6patbmn cBoen: "Ce asb crapee
fipocnasa, a Tbi, Uropro, ctapee Bcesonopa, a HbiHe 5 Bamb BO OTLA MeECTO
octancs. A senio Tebe, Uropio, cpe octath cv Spocnasom 6ntocTu
Yephurosa..." (PSRL 2: 618) This statement clearly shows that it was appropriate
for Igor' and Vsevolod to follow the senior and not to take independent actions.
Thus, Sviatoslav was angry with Igor's violation of princely hierarchy. The
definition "HeuecTHo" in the Tale perfectly fits this interpretation, because one of
the meanings of the word "uecTts" was "mecto B heopanbHoU uepapxmum'.

Accordingly, "HeuecTHocTb" refers to disrespect of the hierarchy. Thus, | cannot
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agree with the interpretation of this passage made by Likhachev who thinks that
it contradicts the notion of "yecTb" accepted by the contemporaries: "C touku
3peHus ceopanbHon mopanu, Mrope n Bcesonopg, oTHioab He HapyLuMnM
npepcTaBneHns o "yectu" KHasen. "HecTb" cBOIO OHM ypOHMNM B rnasax
Cearocnaea u aBTopa "CnoBa" TONbKO NOTOMY, YTO B NOMCKAX NMYHOM CNaBbl OHW
npepnanu nHtepecbl Pycckon 3emnu” (Likahchev 1985, 121). | suggest that, on the
contrary, the author of the Tale in the passage in question shared his
contemporary conception of "yectb".

It is also worth noting that Sviatoslav in the Ipatevskaia chronicle provides
an argument for his right to tell other princes what to do. His argumentation,
however, is not particularly eloquent, because nobody questioned his right at
this point. In the 7ale, the same argumentation is strengthened with a reference
to a physical sign of seniority, "silver hair". A parallel to this can be found in the
Ipatevskaia account of a vehement dispute between Viacheslav and Yuri
Dolgorukii in which Viacheslav uses a physical sign of seniority, his beard, as an
ultimate argument: "Ce a3b Tebe cTapen ecTb He ManomMb, HO MHOrOMb, a3b
yxe 6opopatb, a Tbi ca ecu pogunb”. Yuri found this argument to be
undisputable (PSRL 2: 430). Thus, by mentioning his "silver hair", Sviatoslav in the
Tale stresses his right to be the senior prince and to be properly respected by
juniors.

At this point, we come to another important similarity between the two
works. Images of ideal senior princes play an important part in both of them.
They are the characters of Sviatoslav and Yaroslav in the 7ale and David
Sviatoslavich of Chernigov in the Homily. The authors of both works are
concerned to demonstrate that their "model princes" legally and properly

occupied the senior seats. In the 7ale, there is one more passage (besides "silver
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hair") that could possibly be interpreted in this way. It is a well-known "temnoe
mesto” - an "obscure" reference to Sviatoslav as "cokon B mbitex". Scholars have
made various suggestions about the meaning of this image; the most widely
accepted interpretation is an "aged falcon" (Institut russkoi literatury 5: 20, see
references). Thus, we see at least one clear and one questionable evidence of
using Sviatoslav's old age as the ground of his senior position. As for David of
the Homily, the "parable” ("nputua") about him begins with the statement:
"Knsxawe B YepHurose B 6onbliemb KHs)KeHbe, NoHexke 60 ctapuu 6paTtbm
csoen” (226). It is interesting to note that both monuments refer to the senior
prince as "rocnopuH” - a term that was new for the time. According to
Likhachev, it reflected "pocT cdeopanbHOro rnaebi Hag CTOAWMMM HHIKE €ro Ha
nectHuue beonanbHOro NOgYMHEHUs KHa3bAMU''. "TIpUHMMan HOBbIM TepMMH
"rocnopgunH” asTop "Cnosa”, o4yeBuaHO, NPUHMMAN M HOBOE OTHOLLEHWe K
kHsykeckon Bnactn". Likhachev also sees the connection between this term and
characteristics of the senior princes as "Benukue” and "rposHbie” found in the 7ale
(Likhachev 1985, 141).

In the Homily, Davyd's brethren "cnywaxyTb ero, sko otua, u nokopstoTcs
emy, sko rocnoguHy”. This corresponds well with Likhachev's interpretation of
the term cited above with one important correction. He thinks that "o6paiienne
K KHA310 "rocnoamH” Bnepsbie cTano ynotpebnatbcs Ha cesepo-BocToke Pycw,
Tam, rae CKNaabliBanacb HOBas CMNbHaR KHsXKecKas BnacTh". It was later accepted
in Galich - another center of the growing princely authority. The emergence of
the term, that "umeet cosepuweHHo TouHyto xpoHonoruto” is dated in 1170s on
the basis of chronicles (Likahchev 1985, 140-141). The evidence of the Homily
supports this dating but it contradicts the statement on the exclusive use of the

term in the North-East. The Homily shows that it was also used in Chernigov
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which Likhachev did not include as one of the centers of a "new strong princely
power". The evidence of the Homily becomes even more important if we take
into account that the Chernigov chronicle survived only in the sparse and often
distorted excerpts. The term "rocnoguH” is not found in those excerpts but a
Chernigov parallel to its use in the Homily still exists. This is the inscription on the
famous cup of Davyd's son Vladimir where the latter is called "ocnopapb"
(Medyntseva 128-135).

In the Tale, the term is used to refer to Yaroslav of Galich and to Rurik
and Davyd Rostislavichi. They are included in the "list" of princes addressed by
the author's call to unite and to set out against the Cumans (80-86). The first
place in this "list" belongs to Vsevolod Big Nest who was the Monomakhovichi
senior. However, he is not called "rocnogun”. The reason for this might be the
use of the term "Benukui kHa3b" while addressing Vsevolod. Rurik had the
second position in the Monomakhovichi hierarchy, his younger brother Davyd
occupied the third place. Accordingly, they go immediately after Vsevolod in the
Tale. The formal status of Yaroslav was lower than that of the Monomakhovichi
and the Olgovichi because he belonged to a Galician princely line whose
members did not have right to compete for the Kievan throne. The rapid
economic and military growth of Galicia, however, made him de facto one of the
most powereful princes. Yaroslav did not personally claim Kiev, thus formally
observing the dynasty rules; but his military support of some rivals against the
others had great impact on the outcome of the struggle. The author of the 7ale
points to this when he says that Yaroslav "opens the gates of Kiev" (82). |
suggest that this is why the 7ale puts him immediately after Vsevolod, Rurik, and
Davyd and before the other Monomakhovichi. The princes on the "list" after

Yaroslav are all the Monomakhovichi who were placed in order of their seniority.
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None of them is called "rocnopun”. Thus, the prince having the highest position in
the hierarchy is addressed as "Benukui kHa3b," the three most powerful princes
after him are refered as "rocnopa”. It follows that "rocnoguH" might be the title
applied to the status next to that of "Benukui kHa3b". The most essential thing for
the present discussion, however, is that, as Likhachev put it, "npuHumas HoBbIM
TepmuH "rocnoguH” astop "Cnosa", oueBMaHO, NPMHMMAN M HOBOE OTHOLLEHUEe K
KHs)keckon Bnactn”; even if the details of this terminology need further
clarification.

The next and, probably, the most important parallel is the connection
between the appropriate behavior of the seniors and the obedience owed to
them by the juniors which is established in both works. The reference to Davyd's
authority treated above, "Bpatbs e ero Bugsuie Tako Cylia, BeH CNywwaxyTb
ero, KO OoTua, ¥ NOKOPAIOTCA emy, Ko rocnoauHy" (228) serves as a conclusion
to the description of David's virtue. The remark "suasuie ero tako cywa" is quite
interesting. It assumes that if he were not "rako cywmi”, "like that", he couldn't
expect the obedience of the junior princes.

A similar idea can be found in the 7ale. Sviatoslav describes the power of
the "cunbHbIM, 1 6oratbii, 1 mHorosowmit" prince Yaroslav and his victorious
warriors. Immediately after that, he addresses Igor' and Vsevolod: "Ho pekocre:
"My>Kaemecs camu: NPEAHIOID CNaBy CamMMu NOXMTMMDB, @ 3aAHIOIO CH CaMH
nopermm” (78). "Ho" indicates that Sviatoslav sees a contradiction between the
two facts - the power, wealth and the victories of Yaroslav are contrasted to the
separate action of Igor' and Vsevolod. This opposition is easily explained by
noting that Yaroslav sat in Chernigov and thus was an immediate senior prince for
the prince of Novgorod Seversky, who was Igor'. So, by taking his own separate

action, Igor' violated his obligations as Yaroslav's junior. Thus, the message of this
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passage is that Igor' did not have any reason to disobey Yaroslav, who deserved
all due respect from his junior princes not only because of his position, but
because he had the properties necessary for a good senior. The real life
circumstances of Igor's campaign, however, were more complicated. According
to the Ipatevskaia, Yaroslav sent a military detachment to assist Igor' (PSRL 2:
638). It can only mean that Yaroslav was aware of Igor's intention and approved
it. But whatever happened in reality, while analyzing a text we need to deal with
the situation as it is presented and interpreted within itself; and the author of the
Tale certainly put all the responsibility exclusively on Igor'. We will accept this
attitude as far as the ideology of the 7ale is concerned as readily as a student of,
say, Mozart and Salieri would not care to analyze the actual historical reason for
Mozart's death.

Both authors display similar attitudes towards interprincely agreements.
David of the Homily, for example, always fulfiled the agreements he made, even
if the other party broke the treaty: "Komy nu kpectv uenosawe, Bo Becb KMBOTH
CBOM He cTynawe. Alie KTO K HeMy He MCNpPasnsille UEenoBaHWA, OH JKe eanHaKo
ncnpasnswe"” (228). Thus, strict fulfillment of the agreements is an important
property of the positive role model in the Homily. In the Tale, the violation of
agreement plays an important part in the negative picture of "bad times". The
passionate depiction of "HeBecenas rogmHa" is followed by the explanation of its
reasons: "Pekocta 60 6part 6paty: 'Ce moe, a To moe xe'" (68). Likhachev has
demonstrated that this is a satirical reference to the standard formula of
interprincely treaties: "Ce moe, a to tsoe" (Likhachev, 1985, 217-218). Thus, the
disasters happened because "brothers" (that is princes) broke their agreements.

Another interesting similarity is the reference to the glory of the ancestors

as a regulator for the behavior of contemporary princes. This aspect of the 7ale
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has been thoroughly studied. According to Likhachev, princes in the 7ale "scerpa
ABNAIOTCA HOCMTENsSMKM cnasbl x popoHadanbHukos” (Likhachev 1985, 89-90; see
also Lotman 1977, 98-101). Scholars link it to the pagan tradition of "kynst Poga"
among the princes explored by Komarovich. (Likhachev 1985, 27; Komarovich
1960), thus, it seems quite appropriate for a secular monument with as many
pagan elements as are found in the /gor’ Tale. A similar motif found in a church
sermon appears more surprising. Yet, it is nevertheless present in the Homily. Let
us take a closer look at the methods used by the author when trying to convince
the princes to follow his call. His arguments fall into three categories. He cites
Scripture and claims that those who fail to live in peace will be punished by God
while the peaceful princes will be awarded in Heaven. This is, of course, quite
normal and would certanly be appropriate for the church rhethoric. Then, he
promises to those following his instruction prosperity on Earth; for they will rule
as succesfully as David did. Along with these two kinds of "normal” church
argumentation, however, we see a quite different method of addresseng the
audience. "Mo3HauTe, KHA3M, CBOE BENUYECTBO M CBOIO YecTb,” - exhorts the
author. These "BenuuyectBo” and "yectb" are based on the glory of the ancestors
as we see from the further development of the statement: "Kua3a npepa umarto
csatoro Bonogumepa... Kaky 6patbio umare, cus sennkas wroportsopua bopuca u
me6a" (228). The role played by Vladimir, Boris, and Gleb in this passage
appears to be syncretic: for they act as Christian Saints and glorious ancestors at

one and the same time.

5. The /gor’ Tale and the Homily on Princes: Differences
Let us now turn to the ideological differences between the two

monuments. First of all, the idea of the responsibility of seniors is expressed in
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the Homily much more explicitly than in the 7ale. It contains probably the most
detailed exploration of this subject in the whole of Old Rus' literature.
The structure of the Homily perfectly fits this idea. The main part is almost evenly
divided between addressing first the junior princes and then the seniors. The
accusation against those "npotussuwiecs crapeiwen 6partbu” is concluded with a
reference to the inspiring example of Boris and Gleb already cited above: "...na
NOMSHET Celo CBATOID, KAaKO CMepTb yniobuta nave npuat, HeXxenu Bpaxay
yaepxatn” (226). It is further strengthened with the statement that the princes
who follow this recomendation become saint-like: "M To kTo nperepnuTs M MHp
npex>ke HayHeTb, To cuma (Bopucy n Meby - FO. M.) ot bora pasHy m3py
npuumets" (226). Immediately after that, the "parable” about David is
introduced: "Cka)xy )xe Bam NpuUTHIO O CeM, He B YyKe cTpaHe 6biBio” (226);
and a bright picture of a positive role model for seniors follows. "O cem" is
obviously refering to the previous sentences praising those "kTo mup npexe
HauHeTb". But these references, at the same time, summarize the passage on
juniors. In other words, the call not to take military actions and try to peacefully
resolve conflicts is directed at both parties, i. e., to seniors no less than juniors.
It is also worth noting that the possibility of not having any conflicts at
all seems not to come to the author's mind. They are viewed as an integral
part of interprincely relationships. This is especially well demonstrated
by the reasons the author provides to explain why David "Hu ¢ kem He umeawe
BpaXkabl": "Alle KTO Ha Hb paTb BO3ABUIrHETb, OH )K€ NOKOPeHWeMb CBOMMDb PaTb
ycTaenswe... Alle KTO KPMBAY K HeMy coTBopslie OT 6paTbu, OH XKe BCe Ha
cobe nputupawe". Thus, David was involved in the "normal” politics of his time

with its "patu" and "kpuepbl". He managed to rule peacefully, so that "s senuue
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TMWKHe BbicTb KHsXKeHne ero”, only because of the correct way he dealt with
these situations.

The mention of "wrongdoings" (kpuspna) commited by David's breathren
against him, however, contradicts the claim that all members of the clan
"cnywaxyTb ero, Ko oTLa, M NOKOPAIOTCA eMy, Ko rocnoguHy". This
contradiction helps us to better understand the main task of the second part of
the Homily. The author appears very eager to convince the audience that a good
senior who properly treats even non-perfect juniors will be finally awarded with
their obedience and cooperation. The author's concern about the equal
responsibility of seniors and juniors provides an explanation for its "dubious
compositional model” which, according to Lenhoff, consists of "siru?:turing a
sermon around an anecdote" about David while the Saints on whose day the
Homily was pronounced serve only as "the point of departure”; for "the
translation of relics is briefly mentioned" (Lenhoff 73-74). Boris and Gleb
presented a problem for the author of the Homily because in addition to being
the patrons of princely unity in general, they also had more specific connections
with teaching a moral lesson to juniors in particular. As is well known, Boris and
Gleb, according to their Vita, chose to die rather then disobey their senior
prince. Thus, focusing exclusively on the Saints who were supposed to be the
subject of the sermon would distort the message the author wanted to conduct.
He would lack a model for seniors that could be paralleled to the model for
juniors presented by Boris and Gleb. That's why he used a local legend to
"make up" a saintly senior prince,thereby "matching" the junior martyrs.

Such an emphass on the responsibility of senior princes finds its explanation in the
circumstances of the conflict of 1174 and presents one more piece of evidence

suportive of this dating. Thus, | agree with Lenhoff when she rejects Loparev's
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view positing a Greek model of the Homily as an explanation for its unusual
composition and when she characterises the text as "shaped primarily by a
constellation of vertical bonds to a localizable situation" (Lenhoff 74). Let us now
turn to the real life situation that was most likely reflected in the Homily.

The roots of the conflict that occured in 1174 go back to 1166-67, when
Sviatoslav Vladimirovich of Vshchizh and Starodub died (Vshchizh and Starodub
were‘volosts in Chernigov principality).As Sviatoslav did not have any legitimate
heirs, the senior prince of the Chernigov lands had to decide who would get
these volosts. The prince of Chernigov was then Sviatoslav Vsevolodich, the
future Grand Prince of Kiev and a major character in the /gor’ Tale. He gave
Vshchizh to his son and Starodub to his brother Yaroslav. His cousin Oleg
Sviatoslavich of Novgorod - Seversky argued against Sviatoslav's decision and
claimed that Starodub should have been given to him. This claim seems to have
been correct, because he was supported by Rostislav of Kiev and by the citizens
of Starodub. Perhaps more significantly, Oleg's supporters refered to "npasga":
"Poctncnae ke oycMoTpueb npasay, oxe Ceatocnas obuputs Onra, Tem xe
Ha4a nomorath Onrosu. MHoro e nocbina Poctucnass kb CeATOCnaBy Bens emy
oy npasgy Hapenuth Onra u pobpa ums xorsa". | agree with the scholars who
interpret "npasna” here as "law" and write the word with capital I, assuming that
Rostislav checked with some codex when he "ycmotpus® Mpasgy” (Zaitsev 1975,
87) Accepting or not accepting this interpretation is not, however, relevant for
the present discussion. The essential fact is that the junior prince Oleg was,
according to the norms of the time, offended by the senior, whether the norms
existed as a written law or as an oral tradition. Oleg took military action, and
then Sviatoslav gave him four cities but not Starodub. Rostislav urged Oleg to

make peace (PSRL 2: 525-526). He did so but was not satisfied with this
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compromise and in 1174 made another attempt to get Starodub. This time he
was assisted by his younger brothers Igor' and Vsevolod, future main characters
in the 7ale. Oleg and his brothers were defeated and after that, the participants
of the conflict "oymupusumca” on unknown terms and the question of Starodub
was never brought up again (PSRL 1: 367; PSRL 2: 579, 599-600; Zaitsev 1981,
70-75).

We see that the military actions in both cases - in 1167 and 1174 - were initiated
by a junior prince, but the cause of the conflict was an illegitimate decision made
by a senior. The situation of 1174, again, better fits the Homily with its reference
to "manas obupa" made by seniors to juniors. Depriving Sviatoslav of Starodub in
1166 could hardly be called a "minor" offence. According to the norms of the
time, he seemed to have good reason to avenge himself militarily. Certainly, it
was different in 1174 when he started the war after he had already been
compensated for his loss; for this corresponds more to the condemnation of
juniors who could not tolerate even a minor offence on the part of the seniors
and begin wars against them, as well as to the call for seniors not to offend the
juniors which is found in the Homily. In addition, there are more grounds to claim
that the conflict occured because of "epuHoe 3nonomHenne” in reference to the
situation of 1174 rather than to the 1166-67. Golubovsky thinks that the author of
the Homily referes to Oleg's unsuccessful attempt to illegaly occupy the
Chernigov seat that properly belonged to Sviatoslav Vsevolodovich: "Oner
ponro He mor 3abbiTb HM Heypaswerocs gena ¢ YepHUroBom, Hu cTapbix
COMHMTENbHbIX OTHOWweHuW Ceatocnasa Bcesonoposuua k ero otuy” (Golubovsky
502). | suggest that, although all this could have contributed to Oleg's hard
feelings, "3nonomnenne" here primarily referes to his second attempt to get

Starodub. In 1167, as we have seen, the cause of the conflict was quite serious
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and could not be characterized as "epuroe 3nonomuenue”, in other words as
something very petty. In 1174, it was quite different. The four cities received by
Oleg instead of Starodub were likely to be considered as an adequate
compensation. We can assume this because of the change in Rostislav's attitude.
As the Kievan prince, he observed "npasga” in the interprincely relationships and
protected Oleg when the latter was offended. Therefore, if after the
compensation Rostislav urges Oleg to make peace we can conclude that he
thinks that Oleg should be satisfied and has no reason to conduct war. Under
such circumstances, the action taken by Oleg in 1174, seven years after the
conflict was solved, could be indeed called "eguHoe 3nonomuenne". Thus, we
see that the difference between the 7ale and the Homily in stressing the seniors’
responsibility is actually caused by the difference between the two situation
reflected in the both monuments.

Another difference between the two works deals with the princely ideal.
The virtue of a warrior plays an important part in this ideal as pictured in the 7ale.
The Homily, on the contrary, does not even mention the military aspect of
princely duties. It can be easily expalined if we note that the 7ale deals with the
struggle against the external enemies and the author, of course, thinks that it
should be continued, and the Homily treats the subject of internal strife and offers
ways to stop it so that all the princes could rule their lands "8 senuue THwmHe."

Finally, there is a difference in the details of the dramatic consequences of
the military conflicts as described in the Homily and in the 7ale. The Homily treats
them as an exclusively interprincely problem and does not mention the sufferings
of the common people while the 7ale contains a famous passage on "parau”.
However, the "ideological" nature of this difference looks questionable because it

might be a reference to the archaic image of a battle as a "bloody harvesting”
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and thus it might have been caused by artistic reasons rather than by the social
concerns expressed by the author of the 7ale.

The next important group of differences is connected with the very
different nature of the Homily and the Tale as works of literature. | am not trying,
of course, to compare the literary value of the two monuments. Although the
Homily is a good example of church rhethoric, it is unworthy of any comparison
to such a masterpiece as the /gor’ Tale. In addition, their genres are, of course,
also, quite different.

Scholars do not agree on the definition of the genre of the Tale, but it is
self-evident that first of all, it is a work of art. It is highly emotional and has a
complex structure. The author does not present his ideas in a logical order but
expresses them by means of artistic images. This is what makes the work so
beautiful and profound but it also, of course, increases its complexity.

The Homily is, on the contrary, more a political treatise than an artistic
work. Its structure is simple and logical. The author clearly presents his ideas and
supports them with deliberate argumentation. He shows the positive
consequences of following the presented ideal and argues against those who
thinks that it is not practical. He states the point of view of his opponents,
"Peyets nu k10, KO (Prince Davyd - FO. M.) xeHbl He ume ... inu peyeTts KTO,
SIKO AOMa He Mme, Toro pagy 3anosepgb ocnogHio ucnpasu Bo3morke?
MHoraxpabl 60 crnbiwax Hekbis Hesernackl rnaronowa: "Cb KeHo U Cb 4aab!
cBoMMM He moxemb cnactucs,” (228) but shows that this is wrong because
Davyd had a wife, children and "He eguH poMb Mmeawe, Ho mHoru" and still
"3anoBeab BnagbiuHIO MCNPaBu B C€M XKMBOTE CBOEMDb, HM C KEM BPaKabl ume"
(228). The latter phrase summarizes the main idea and repeats the introductory

statement to the "parabola" that reads, "[lasbin, HM c Kem He umealue Bpaxkapbl”.
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Thus, the goal a righteous prince should seek to achieve is first stated; then the
means he should use are given (as was shown above, this is the strict fulfililment
of all treaties and obligations); and finally the goal is summarized again as a
theses that has been proved. This is how the central point of the Homily - the
"parabola” - is created. This logical composition, is, of course, very different from
the emotional exclamations of the T7ale.

If we now compare the authors of the two monuments as they reveal
themselves in their texts we will also find significant differences. It is well
established that the author of the Tale, whoever he was, represents secular
culture and was likely not a member of the clergy. By contrast, the author of the
Homily is, of course, a church person. This is more than just a question of their
formal status. It is interesting to compare their literary references. The author of
the Tale is well familiar with the chronicles, especially with the Primary Chronicle.
Besides the chronicles, he uses folklore extensively, as well as secular poetry but
there are no references to any church literature in his work. A particularly good
illustration of this is the passage on Rostislav's death. It was described in both the
chronicle and the Kievan Caves Patericon but the attitude to the event is totally
opposite. In the chronicle, it is presented in a lyrical and deeply sympathetic
way; in the Patericon, on the contrary, it is depicted as God's right punishment
to Rostislav for the brutality of his men. The author of the 7ale either did not
know the Patericon or purposly chose the version given by the chronicle. In both
cases, we can clearly see his literary preferences (Likhachev 1985, 83-89).

The text of the Homily has, unlike the 7ale, too few references to the
concrete events and that makes it difficult to determine its sources (the source of
the legend about David's death is, unfortunately, unknown.) Although, this very

lack of concrete historical material suggests that the author, may not have been
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very familiar with the chronicles. On the other hand, the nature of the Homily
does not require great historical support and we should seek further evidence of
the author's lack of familiarity with the chronicles. For example, he gives us
information about David's sons: "Mpenopo6bHbin Hukona Cestowa ero cbiH 6e u
uHa aBa cbiHa". In fact, however, David had not three, but at least five sons.
Golubovsky thus explains this inconsistency: "Mbl npymaem, 4to nponoBegHuKy He
6bINO HYXABI FOBOPUTL O BCEX NATEPbIX: TONBKO TPOE M3 HUX Mrpanu B MCTOPUM
CBOENH 3eMNM NONUTHYECKYIO POfb, @ ABOE ... HUKAKOrO 3HaYeHUs He umenu, ... a
MeXnay Tem nponoseab MMeET B BuAY NonuTdeckue cobbitna, a ctano GbiTh,
ecTecTBeHHee YNOMSAHYTb O AeaTensx, urpaswmnx 6onee unu meHee 3HaUMTENbHYIO
nommtnieckyto ponb” (Golubovsky 495). It is true that the Homily as a whole
treats political issues, but the passage on David's sons does not have any
connection with their political activity. They are mentioned not as political figuers
but simply as a part of David's earthly burden along with his wife and his
responsibility for the Chernigov land. The author emphasizes how big this burden

" "

was. He had "not only a wife, but also children, too"”, "not one "gom" but many
of them". These numerous responsibilities, however, did not prevent him from
living a righteous life; therefore nobody can refer to the family as an excuse for
being a sinner. The greater the number of David's children the more valid the
argumentation is, and it is therefore hard to imagine that the author deliberately
did not mention some of them. It seems more likely that he simply did not know
about the less famous sons of David. Nikola Sviatosha was a well- known monk of
the Kievan Cave monastery, and there is a detailed account of his life in the
Patericon with the references to his cell, his books, and other things that are

known in the monastry as "Sviatosha's" "until now" (Kievo-Pecherskii Paterik 376-

384). Two of Sviatosha's brothers are also mentioned in his vita included in the
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Patericon. In addition, they must have been well remembered in the Chernigov
lands. As for Davyd's other sons, the only source of information about them was

the chronicle.

6. The /gor’ Tale and the Homily on Princes: Summary
We have seen that the political ideas expressed in the two monuments

are very similar. The ideal of both authors can be summarized as follows.

They both support a strong and authoritative senior prince which is
indicated by their use of the new term "rocnoguu" and the idealized portraits of
the model seniors. But this ideal is very different from the concept of an autocrat
in the future centralized state. The power of the senior is inseparable from the
power of his whole clan and is based on it. The clan is hierarchically structured;
and every prince in this hierarchy, including the senior, has rights to be
respected and responsibilities to be fulfiled. The subjugation of the juniors does
not appear unconditional, as it became later, with the emergence of the
Muscovite centralized state.

The coexistence of many princes and princely clans pursuing their own
interests is taken for granted in both works, but the conflicts of those interests
also seem to be inevitable. This often results in military struggles that weaken
Rus' lands and encourage external enemies. Both authors condemn strife and
preach internal peace and unity in the face of external threats. They do not view
this harmony in the form of a unified political structure with an autocrat at the
top, however, instead, they believe that their goal should be achieved through a
system of princely treaties, the strict fullfilment of every prince's obligations, and

respect of every prince's rights determined by his position in the hierarchy.
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The responsibility of seniors is better described and is more stressed in the
Homily than it is in the Tale. On the other hand, the ideal prince of the 7ale must
be a brave and victorious warrior, while the Homily does not mention this aspect
of princely duties at all. These differences reflect the differences between the real
life situations that the monuments are based on.

Thus, we see that two works of quite different genres that were created
by very different people address the same problems and offer very similar
political solutions. Therefore, | think we are justified in suggesting that the political
program described above reflected the views existing in society and had some
roots in the political reality of twelfth-century Rus', particularly, as relates to the

Chernigov lands. Let us now turn to the exploration of this reality.

ll. The Political Context

7. "Feudal Disintegration” Revisited
The 7ale and the Homily seek to trace their contemporary problems to the

end of the eleventh - the beginning of the the twelfth century. They both depict
the Olgovichi founding princes: Oleg Sviatoslavich (Gorislavich) in the 7ale and
his brother Davyd in the Homily. The choice of this chronological period seems
quite appropriate for both authors; for it was the time when their contemporary
system of interprincely relationships was founded.

The theoretical basis for this system was given in the "Instruction” by
Vladimir Monomakh. Lotman thinks that this work is close to the Tale "no ayxy
pelueHMs rocypapCcTBeHHbIX BONPOCOB, NOHUMAHMIO NPUPOALI NONUTHYECKOM

HpascTBeHHocTH" (Lotman 1962, 344).An important parallel to the Homily can be
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found in Monomakh's recomendation to his sons "crapeiwmm nokapatucs, ¢
TOYHbIMM M MeHblUMMK Mo6oBb umeTn". As we know, Davyd's "junior brethren"
also not only "cnywaxyTb ero sko otua" but "nokopstorcs emy, sko rocnogmHy”,
as well. This is more than just a coinsidence in a word. The use of the word
"nokapatucs” in the chronicles prompts the suggestion that it was a special term
related to the relationships between seniors and juniors.

The proper establishment of these relationships was of extreme importance
for maintaining the political order in the Rus' lands at the time of the "feudal
disintegration”. It had traditionally been viewed as a time of chaos and decay.
This premise of pre-revolutionary historiography was inherited by Soviet and
Western scholars and had survived until extensive archeological excavations of
Old Rus' began. The results of these excavations contrasted dramatically with the
accepted concept of degradation caused by disentegration and interprincely
wars. "The period of feudal desintegration” was definitely a time of rapid and
successful economic development. First, it was noted as a paradox but further
investigation showed that economic development and political instability had a
cause - consequence relation. The very emergence of numerous new principalities
was the result not of the "disintegration” of a certain entity into many pieces, but
rather the result of the colonization of new lands and the spread of princely
power, "pacnpocTpaHeHnve cyaa u aanm” both in width and depth. The increase in
number of centers of power required certain rules to regulate the relationships
between the bearers of this power, i. e., between the princes. Those rules were
not, and could not be, given by somebody at one time and in a complete form.
They evolved over the course of events and were constantly improved and
modified. Thus we see that it was difficult to achieve a fixed and stable political

order first of all because of the rapid economic growth, for this growth led to
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constant changes in the relative power and influence of the Rus' principalities and
the changes, in their turn, undermined the balance of power among the princes.
While new centers emerged, the old ones became less significant. New trade
routes appeared, and new lands became agriculturally cultivated. This resulted in
the constant redistribution of the relative "political weight" among the
principalities and correspondingly among the princes. The growing political
influence of the urban population made the picture even more complicated. A
prince could not rule without the support of the townspeople and they did not
necessarily support the person who had the most rights to their town according
to the dynastic rules. Some general principles, however, still applied despite all
the complications of practical politics.

It is, of course, impossible to trace the complete political history of the
twelfth century in this thesis, but my two goals are to use the chronicle account
of the political events so that we can see the practical application of the ideas
developed in the "Igor' Tale" and in the Homily on Princes, and then to take a

closer look at the situation in the 1180s when Igor's campaign took place.

8. Principles of Interprincely Relationships: What We Can Learn from the
Chronicle

As we have seen, both the 7ale and the Homily pay attention to the
legitimacy of the position of senior prince and consider physical seniority as the
major ground for this legitimacy. Some of the chronicle evidence related to this
subject was already cited above. (See p. 15) The situation was not always as
clear as it was for the Olgovichi when Sviatoslav, being the oldest in his clan,
acted "B otua mecto” and his junior brethren followed his orders. The cause of

Viacheslav's physical seniority in the Monomakhovichi clan, which has been
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already briefly mentioned in connection with his argument with Yury Dolgoruky
over Kiev, deserves closer attention.

Viacheslav, Monomakh's son, became the oldest among the
Monomachovichi after the death of his brothers Mstislav (1132) and Yaropolk
(1139). He lacked personal characteristics necessary for a senior, however, for he
was a weak ruler and unsuccessful warrior. According to the dynasty rules, he
had prior claims for the Kievan throne, but he never could gain the support of
the Kievan townspeople. As a result, he was repeatedly defeated in the struggle
for Kiev. The major competitors in this struggle were the Olgovichi, Yury
Dolgoruky of Suzdal' (Viacheslav's younger brother), and Viacheslav's brave and
talented nephew lziaslav Mstislavich of Volynia. Both Yury and lziaslav had their
own chroniclers whose works survived as parts of the twelfth century Kievan
chronicle. This work provides us with a valuable opportunity to see how the
violation of the principle of seniority on the part of Yury and lziaslav was
presented to the public opinion.

Yury's chronicler claims that Yury, after his victory over lziaslav,
supposedly offered the Kievan throne to his elder brother Viacheslav: "Torga
kH3b [loprn nosabu Bsuecnaea Ha cton Kuesy". His boyars, however, urged him
to change his mind: "Bospe e pasmonsuwa [iopra, pexkyuye: "bparty tsoemy He
yaep»atb Kuesa, pa He 6ypet ero v Tobe, Hu oHomy". [iopresu e
nocnywaswtio 6ospb” and occupied Kiev himself, offering Viacheslav Vyshegorod
as compensation. Viacheslav, who was very well aware of his inability to hold
Kiev, accepted the offer (PSRL 2: 394). Thus, the chronicler presents Yury as a
supporter of the seniority rule who cared about placing Kiev into the hands of
the oldest member of the clan. It was only extremely unfavourable circumstances

that prevented him from doing so. Trying his best to protect Yury's reputation as
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much as possible, the chronicler puts the ultimate responsibility on the boyars,
which suggests that an accusation of disrespect to physical seniority could
seriously damage a prince's image.

As for lziaslav, he presents a unique example of a prince who for a while
seemed to challenge this very principle. He used to say: "He upets mecto kb
ronose, Ho ronosa Kb mecty" (PSLR 2: 442) and act accordingly. His chronicler
justifies lziaslav's seizure of Kiev by creating a bright picture of his knightly virtues
and the unanimous support of the population which he enjoyed. He seems intent
on drawing his readers to the conclusion that lzaislav, although young, in fact
deserved the Kievan throne more than the legitimate but inept Viacheslav did.
According to some accounts, lziaslav openly boasted: "[lo6bin ecmu ronosoro
csoeto Kuesa" (PSRL 2: 380) thus declaring his disrespect to the seniority of his
rivals Viacheslav and Yuri. Iziaslav's struggle against his uncles in the 1140s
presents a most open and persistent threat to the principle of seniority.

Thus, lziaslav's ultimate failure is all the more remarkable. His abundant
military talents along with the actual support of a significant and influential part of
the population could not help him hold on to Kiev for a long time. Finally, he had
to resort to the very same principle that he had previosly challenged so
vehemently. In 1151, when he captured Kiev again, (Berezhkov 150-151) he
realised that the only way to stay there was to make his rule legitimate. Thus he
turned to his former adversary, Viacheslav, and invited him to occupy the Kievan
throne. lziaslav knew, of course, that Viacheslav was not able to rule
independently and wanted to have him as a legitimizing figure. The fact that
Viacheslav understood this’ is indicated by his reaction to the offer: "Bauecnasn
e peye Cb rHeBOMb Kb M3sicnasy: "Hemy mu ecu BO OHOMDB OHM He fanb, HO C

BEeNMKOMBb COPOMOMDB exaxb uc Kuesa?! Axxe patb mper us lanuua, a gpyra or
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Yephurosa, 1o o1 MHe Knesb paews"" (PSRL 2: 399). lziaslav had to repent and
to formally pronounce Viachaslav as his "father": "Otue, knaHso ™ cs... Tbl MK
ecK oTeup... COrpelmnd ecMmb...TOro Bcero Karocs npen boroms u npepg
Tob010". "Tebe Mobnio akbl OTLA M HbIHE TM MOMNBNIO, Tbl MM €Ch OTeub, a KbieBb
t8om.” (PSRL 2: 399, 417-418) Viacheslav was satisfied with this formal
acknowlegment of his seniority and in exchange gave up seeking real power:
"CbiHy, borbs TM nomo3u, oxxe Ha meHe ecn YeCTb BO3NOXHMND aKbl HA CBOEMDB
OTUM, @ 2 NaKbl, CbiHy, TO6E MONBNIO: 7 €CMb OYXKe CTapb, a BCeX PSAOBbL He
Mory oyxe paguth, Ho 6ynese ob6a Kuese, aue Ham Bypert koTopbm pag..., a
uaese oba No mecTy, a APYKHMHA MOS M NONKDB MOM, a To Byan oboto Hama... a
Tbl €341 C MOMMDB NONKOMDB M cb cBoMMb" (PSLR 2: 419). Viacheslav went even
further after he became quite assured of lziaslav's intention to permanently have
him as a "father" and to render him all the formal honors associated with this
status. In confirmation, he made a declaration that sounds most unusual: "Oxe
Ha MEHA eCH YeCTb BH3NOXKHMNDb... a)Ke Ce feelun, Tbl MOM eCH OTelUb, @ Tbl MOM M
CbiHb, Tbl e mou bpatb” (PSLR 2:418). Thus, he accepted his formal senior
status by pronouncing lziaslav his "son"; he expressed his readiness to give up
real power by pronouncing the same lziaslav as his "father"; and, finally, he
confirmed that they are going to be equal co-rulers by declaring their
"brotherhood". This agreement worked perfectly. Yury was defeated, and no
one else questioned the legitimacy of this "duumvirate” that lasted until
Viacheslav died in 1154 /55. (PSRL 2: 472-473; Berezhkov 156) Thus, the
principle of seniority finally came to dominate, although only formally, even under
the most unfavorable circumstances.

A similar situation took place a few years later. In 1158, lziaslav's son

Mstislav of Volynia who inherited both his father's military talent and popular
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support, managed to defeat the Kievan prince lziaslav Davydovich and to take
over Kiev. It was, probably, his father's unfortunate experience that taught
Mstislav not to try proclaiming himself a prince of Kiev. He realized that a military
victory alone was not enough to take the Kievan seat for a person who lacked
legitimate rights to it. That is why he addressed his uncle Rostislav who was then
the oldest among the Southern Monomashichi and invited him to Kiev. It is very
likely that Mstislav hoped to follow the pattern of the lziaslav-Viacheslav
"duumvirate" and to rule on his own using his senior as a decoration of
legitimacy. But Rostislav, unlike Viacheslav, would not be satisfied with the role
of decorative leader, as is clear when he states his answer to Mstislav's
invitation: "Oxe ms B npaspy 30Bete c nobosuio, TO A BCako uay Kuesy Ha csoro
BOMIO, KO Bbl MMETEe MA oTueMb cobe Bb Npasay M Bb MOEMb Bbl MOCNYLUAHbK
xopmtn". He proved this declaration to be serious by rejecting the metropolitan
supported by Mstislav: "A ce Bbl aBnsto: He xovy Knuma oy mutpononsm
supeth..." It appears that Mstislav saw the question of who gets the real power
of a Kievan prince hidden behind the argument over the metropolitan's
candidacy. He "kpenko npswecs no Knume" and, in his turn, rejected Rostislav's
candidate Konstantin. Finally, after "kpenue peun" the princes worked out a
compromise: "OTnoxucta oba, KO He CeCTM MMA Ha CTONE MHTPONONTLCTEMb M
Ha TOM LLeNoBacTa XPecTb, IKO MHOrO MHMTPOMONMTA NPMBECTH MM U3
Llapsropopa”. (PSRL 2 502-504; Berezhkov 170-171)

After this agreement was achieved, Rostislav became Prince of Kiev and
obtained all real power associated with this title, which is clear from the account
of his conflict with Mstislav that occured two years later. (Berezhkov 171, 175)
"Moexa Usacnasny MbcTcnasb uc Knesa, posbrHesaBbcs Ha CTpbif CBOEro Ha

PocTtucnaBa u mHOro peun Bbcta mexn umu", - states the chronicler. Rostislav
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then confiscated Mstislav's volosts in the Kievan land in accordance with his
intention to be a senior "B npaeay” and to keep his juniors "B nocnywaHbu".
Mstislav made an attempt to create an alliance against Rostislav but he failed, for
other princes almost unanimously supported the legitimate Prince of Kiev. Thus,
Mstislav had to give up and to make peace with Rostislav. After that, he
received his volosts back. The fact that this conflict occured soon after the war
against Izialav of Chernigov is all the more remarkable. The latter attacked
Rostislav and drove him out of Kiev. Rostislav retreated to Belgorod and stayed
there, besieged by lziaslav's troops, until Mstislav came to his rescue. Mstislav
was so famous as a victorious warrior that lziaslav "Hu nonkos® Bugneb, nobexe
ot benaropopa”, when he heard that Mstislav was approaching. Thus, Mstislav
first captured Kiev for Rostislav and then he secured the Kievan seat for him by
defeating lziaslav. Obvious military superiority, however, did not help Mstislav in
undermaining Rostislav's authority which was based on his legitimacy. (PSLR
2:515-521)

After Rostislav died in 1167 (Berezhkov 178) Mstislav repeated his
attempt to get power over Kiev. He drove out Rostislav's weak and unpopular
heir and took over the Kievan seat. This time he did not invite any senior prince
to Kiev. This attempt to overcome the dynastic rules turned out to be disastrous.
The senior Monomakhovich of the time Andrei Bogoliubsky organized a powerful
coalition of numerous princes who were indignant with Mstislav's act and this led
to the famous sack of Kiev in 1169 when Mstislav was defeated. This event has
drawn much scholarly attention, but most of this attention has been paid to what
Andrei did after he restored his rights as senior. This was, indeed, non-
traditional; for, as it is well known, he did not go to Kiev, but assigned the

Kievan seat to one of his "brethren" instead. We must not overlook the fact,
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however, that the restoration of Andrei's position as senior was done in
accordance with traditional dynastic rules.

Thus, we see that the rules based on a princely hierarchy dominated by
seniors were very valid and that the authors of both the /gor’ Tale and the
Homily on Princes derived their principle of seniority from this contemporary
reality.

Another important principle propagated in both monuments is, as we have
seen, the respect of interprincely treaties. This matter also plays a very
important role in Monomakh's "Instruction”. Not only does he teach his sons,
"Auwe nu Bbl 6yaeTte KpecTb LenosaTth K 6paTbM MM K KOMY, a N1 ynpasusblue
ceppue CBOe, HA HEM JKEe MOXKeTe YCTOATH, TOXe Lenynte, 1 Lenosaswe
6niopete, pa He, npectynu, norybute aywm ceoee"; but also the whole
monument generated from the dramatic situation centered around the violation of
an interprincely treaty (Pouchenie Vladimira Monomakha 152). The chronicle also
provides abundant information on this subject.

Respect to the treaties is depicted by the chronicler as one of the main
princely virtues as shown by the obituary of Gleb Yurievich. The first thing the
chronicler states about the prince is "6e kHa3b 6paToniobeup, kK kKomy ntobo
KpecTb uenosaweTb, TO He cTynaweTtb ero u ao cmepth”. Other good things that
could be said about Gleb are mentioned later: he was "kpotokb, 6naroHpaeeHs,
MaHacTbipe nobs, YepHeuKMM YMHDb YTAWwe, HMWan pobpe Habpswe". Thus, all
these qualities were considered less important than the most significant one -
non-violation of cross-kissing (PSLR 2: 563). It should be also mentioned that this
quality is labeled as "6patontobue”, which reminds us of the argumentation of the
Homily with its biblical quotations preaching brotherly love used to support the

author's thesis about right interprincely relationships. "Awe krto rnaroner, sko
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Bora niobnio, a 6parta HeHaBMKIO, NOXKb ecTb,"” (226) that is why princes should
live peacefully and observe the dynasty rules. (This is a kind of a play on the two
meanings of the word "brother" - "neighbour”, "any other person”, and the word
used by the princes to address each other.) The 7ale also uses this word in the
connection with interprincely treaties: "Pekocta 60 6par 6pary: ce moe, a To
moe xe". (See above p. 18)

Iif fulfiling the agreements symbolyzed by cross-kissing is one of the best
virtues, its violation is, correspondingly, one of the worst sins a prince can
commit. A mishap affecting one of the princes served him right, according to the
chronicler, because he "He yctoswe B kpecTHOM uenosaHuu Bcerpga” (PSLR 2:
567).

To violate a cross-kissing meant to risk one's soul. The chronicler cites the
responce given by two princes when they were offered to join an alliance against
Iziaslav, "LienoBana ecse kpecTb Kb M3ncnasy McTucnanuuio... a aywelo He
moxxese urpatn” (PSLR 2: 377).

The chroniclers express the same ideas when they directly present their
opinions on princely duties. "bory Haka3zaBwio kKHA3e KpecTa He nepecTynaTh 1
crapenwmuro 6para uectutn”, writes the chronicler when he explains the defeat of
Yaropolk who took up arms against his senior prince Mikhalko( PSLR 2: 600-602).

Extremely interesting information on this subject is contained in the
conversation between prince Rostislav and the Kievan Caves' Hegumen Polikarp
as it is given in the Ipatevskaia. This conversation deserves close attention.
According to the chronicle, Rostislav wanted to take a tonsure in the Kievan
Caves Monastery, but Polikarp "Bo36oponu” him from doing so because he
thought that Rostislav should not abandon his princely responsibilities. When

Rostislav expressed his wishes "csobogntnca or manoBpemeHHaro u cyeTtHaro
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CBETa CEero M MMMOTEKYLLLAro 1 MHOromsTexHaro xmutua cero” Polikarp objected,
"Bam bor Tako senent 6biT: Nnpasay AesTM Ha cem cBeTe, B Npasay CyAa CYAMTH
M B XpeCTHOMDB LenoBaHbm Bbl ctoaTh". This statement is especially valuable
because, unlike the previous citation ("bory Haka3aswie kHsa3e..."), it is not
connected with any political situation. We can suspect that the chronicler who
supported Mikhalko could name not those princely duties which were really
considered the most important ones but just those violated by Mikhalko's
rebellious nephew. Polikarp, however, was free from such motives. His statement
is purely theoretical. Thus, we can conclude that according to Polikarp princes
have their specific way of salvation different from that of monks. Faithfulness to
cross-kissing is an integral part of this way.! Rostislav insisted on his preference
for the monastic path to salvation: "Poctucnas xe emy Tako peue: Otue,
KHS)KEHWE M MHMp He moXKeTb 6e3db rpexa 6biTH, ... a xoTenb 6biIx NopeBHOBATH

. IKOXKE U CBATMM OTUM, OYAPYUMBLUE TENO CBOE NOCTOM M OY3KbIMb M TECHbIMb
nytems xopuswe..." Polikarp's responce to that was, "Awe cero xenaewm,
KHs)Ke, na sona boxua pa 6ynets”. Although he did not directly object to the
statement that "kHsixeHne n mup He moxkeTb 6e3b rpexa 6bitu", he definitely did
not agree with it. Rostislav can become a monk not because that will help him to
live a more rightseous life than he does as a prince but simply because he is free
to do whatever he wants: "Awe cero xenaewm, kHske". (PSLR 2: 529-531)
Close parallel between Polikarp's attitude and the ideas of the Homily is self-
evident.

Chroniclers not only give theorethical support to the system of

interprincely treaties. They also assume that the princes relied on the cross-

' The reference to a prince as a just judge is also very interesting but it is not relevant for the
present work because neither Tale nor Homily treats this aspect of princely duties.
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kissings in their practical affairs. The Ipatevskaia explains why Monomakhovich
Davyd was hunting in an area where Olgovich Sviatoslav could easily reach him:
"[laBblaoy e He BeAOYLUIO, HM MbICASLLYY Ha CA HHOTKOYAOY )XKe 3Mna, 3aHe
KPecTOMb YeCTHbIMb OyTBepaMncs bsaweTb ¢ HUMDB, TOMOY e BepsweTb" (PSLR
2: 615). We do not know, however, whether this is an authentic description of
Davyd's feelings or a statement made by the chronicler in order to stress how
badly Sviatoslav acted when he violated the cross-kissing and attacked Davyd (it
is a fact, though, that Davyd was caught off guard). Another example of this kind
is presented by a conflict between the Monomakhovichi and the Olgovichi in the
end of the twelfth century. The two clans had a dispute over succession to the
Kievan throne. They kissed the cross in order not to start any military action
before the end of the negotiations. The Olgovichi senior Yaroslav broke the
agreement and attacked some junior Monomakhovichi. They were not able to
properly defend themselves because their senior Rurik left "pocnoyctusb 6parbio
CBOIO M APYXXHHY CBOIO, OYMa Bepy KpecTHOMy uenosaHuio” (PSLR 2: 691).

This "Bepa kpecTHOoMmy uenoBaHuio" was quite reasonable as we can see
from an account of the conflict between Vsevolod Sviatoslavich and Andrei in
1139 /40 (Berezhkov 139). Vsevolod besieged Andrei's Pereiaslavl' but could not
capture it. They started negotiations and worked out a peace treaty. The treaty
should have been sealed, as usual, with the ceremony of kissing a Cross. Before
Vsevolod had time to perform the ceremony, a fire accidentally started in
Pereiaslavl'. It, of course, changed the military situation giving Vsevolod a chance
to capture the city. He, however, did not use this chance and proceeded with
the peace-making. His chronicler praised him a highly for doing so. He stresses
that Vsevolod did not attack the city in spite of the fact that he had not yet

kissed the cross. It is repeated twice. Vsevolod was free to attack the city, the
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chronicler states, and it was only his exeptional good will and Christian feelings
that prevented him from doing so. Vsevolod himself proudly said to Andrei,
"Bupmwum, SKo 1 K Tobe KpecTa He LenoBnb 1 ewe, a To M4 6binb bory pans,
OXe Csl ecTe CaMu 3aXKrnu, axxe 6bl nuxa xotens, To 4To 6bl MU rOAHO, TO Xe
661 ctBopuny” (PSLR 2: 305-306). This passage makes us think that not breaking
the peace treaty after kissing the cross would be something quite natural. There
would be nothing to boast about. This case also illustrates the significance of the
ceremony itself which is also well documented by what took place in Chernigov
in 1164 (Berezhkov 176). The prince died, and the Chernigov leadership
decided not to reveal his death (in order to get the seat inherited by the prince
they prefered). Everybody had to take an oath not to inform other princes about
the death and to kiss an icon of Our Savior. A very interesting remark was made
about a bishop's participation in this ceremony. "Peue MNopru Tbicaukbim: Ham
6bino He neno path nNuckyny uenosatn cestoro Cnaca, 3aHe)e CBATUTENb eCTb, a
Ham cs O HeM He 6nasHMTH, 3aHexe KHs3un ceou nibuns.” (PSLR 2: 522-523)
Thus, kissing of a sacred object (a cross or an icon) can be compared to signing
a document in modern times. It had to be a serious guarantee if the demand to
perform the ceremony was considered a sign of mistrust. It well corresponds to
what Gurevich writes about the Western medieval phenomenon,"Bce BaxHenwme
cOb6bITHA B KM3HU NIOAEN ... MOAHUHANMCD PUTYany, CNPOBOXAANMCL 0CObbIMK
npoueaypamu, HecobnrogeHne KOTOpPbIX aHHynupoBano akT." "CywHocTb akrta
onpepensn putyan" (Gurevich 185,187).

All that does not, however, mean that kissing the cross was never
violated. Of course, it was, as are the norms in any society. It is interesting to
compare the attitude towards violations of cross-kissing to violations of some

other norm. A good example can be derived from the chronicle of Iziaslav
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Mstislavich. As we remember, lziaslav violated the principle of seniority, when he
competed for the Kievan throne with his uncles. We saw, that this challenge to
seniority was openly declared and that his chronicler tried to justify Mstislav's
actions. The same lziaslav happened to violate a cross- kissing, when he
promised to acknowledge Igor' as the Kievan prince and after that attacked him,
drove him from Kiev and later captured him. The chronicler's presentation of
these events is very different from the story about the struggle against the
uncles. The fact of kissing the Cross is briefly mentioned, "Ussacnasoy
MbcTtcnaeuuio Hoyka 6bicTb uenoeatn kpectb” (PSLR 2: 318). The description of
Iziaslav's campaign against Igor' begins with the statement, "U1 He yrogeH 6bicTb
kusHomb Uropw" (PSLR 2: 322) Thus responsibility is placed on the Kievan
townspeople rather than on lziaslav. Later in the course of his story, the
chronicler draws attention to the princes who violated a cross-kissings to lziaslav
and refers to lziaslav's evident displeasure at this act. This way he creates the
illusion that lziaslav was a strong supporter of faithfulness to kissing the Cross. In
other words, the chronicler does not try to openly declare the violation of cross-
kissing. On the contrary, he does his best to disguise it as much as possible. We
can conclude that there were no possible arguments for the defence of
"kpectonpectynnenune”. The chronicle of Iziaslav shows that while some parts of
society could support a challenge to seniority, nobody would have supported
violation of kissing the Cross.

A story about Vladimir of Galicia found in the Ipatevskaia presents
additional evidence of how negatively "kpectonpectynnenue" was viewed by
public opinion. This story tells us how Vladimir was punished by God when he
violated his cross-kissing to Iziaslav and made fun of the ritual itself. According to

Likhachev, this story belongs to what he calls "tales of a princely crime"
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(Likhachev 1947, 215, 232). All other tales of this genre describe violent crimes
commited by princes against other princes like murder or blinding. Making a
violation of kissing the Cross the subject of such a tale shows that it was
considered a serious crime.

There must have been, however, a legal procedure for breaking a treaty,
and, as we shall see, it was possible. When one of the princes was called to
take up arms against Yury Dolgoruky, he answered, "XpecTtb ecmb uenosan® k
Hemy, a He mory 6e3 BuHbl Ha Hb BbcTat" (PSLR 2: 490). Therefore, he could
ignore his cross-kissing and act against Yury if there were "BuHa" on the part of
the latter (this word had two meanings - "guilt" and "reason”, most likely, it
means "guilt" here.)

An example of the "suHa" that could lead to breaking a treaty can be
found in the account of the conflict between Rostislav Mstislavich and Sviatoslav
Vsevolodich. Sviatoslav thought that Rostislav was going to capture his son Oleg
and to give Chernigov, which belonged to Sviatoslav, to another prince. The
chronicler states that Rostislav actually did not have any hostile plans against
Sviatoslav and all this was the slander of "3nbie yenoseku”. It is not relevant to
our purpose, however, whether Rostislav was in fact going to do anything bad
to Sviatoslav or not. The essential thing is that both Sviatoslav and Oleg trusted
"3nble yenoseku" and discussed the situation with their retainers who advised
them to break their treaty with Rostislav. They argued that Oleg and Sviatoslav
had a right to do so: "Knsxe, a To nu T nobpo ecTb, oxe Ta xotenu Kuese atu
(Rostislav was then the Kievan prince), a YepHuroe otgatots noao otuemsb
TBOMMDB, @ OyXKe eCTb NPaBb OTeub TBOW M Tbl B KDECTHOMDB LienoBaHbM”, - said
"myxu" to Oleg. Sviatoslav's "Mymu" repeated the same arguments and added,

"A oyxe ecM, KH)Ke, 1 BONoCTb CBOIO norybuns, aepxacs no Poctucnasea, a oH
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Th BCsiko neHuso nomoraetb” (PSLR 2: 513-514). Oleg and Sviatoslav were
convinced by that and broke their cross-kissing. It is essential that they
considered themselves "npasbl B kpecTHOMb uenosaHbu”. Obviously, from their
point of view, "suHa" for this break was placed on Rostislav.

There were, however, some rare cases when a treaty could be
legitimately broken without "suHa" on the part of the other prince. This occured
when a cross-kissing was cancelled by a church hierarch for some serious reason.
For example, Mstislav the Great had a treaty with Yaroslav of Chernigov to help
him against his enemies. Yaroslav's nephew Vsevolod attacked him and drove
him out of Chernigov. Vsevolod was helped by the Cumans; and the war against
him would be very bloody. The hegumen of Saint Andrew monastery interfered
and "He Bpapsiwe MbcTHCNasy BbCTATM paTtbio No Apocnase, peka: "To T meHwe
eCTb, OH )Xe NPecTynuBbL XpecTbHOe LieNloBaHMe Ha PaTb He BCTaHellb, HeXb
KPOBb NPONUTH XPECTbAHCKYIO",- U CbBBbKYNuBLUEe cO60pb MepencKbim
(MuTpononuta e B To Bpemsa He 6swe) u pekowa Mbctucnasy: "Ha Hbi 6ypetsb
TOTH rpexsb”, - U CTBOPKM BOMIO MXb, M COCTYNM xpecTa MbCTHCNaBb Kb Spocnasy,
M Nnakacs Toro BcA AHW xueota csoero” (PSLR 2: 291). The latter phrase shows
again how seriously cross kissing was taken.

A similar situation took place at the end of the century. It was connected
with the conflict between Rurik Rostislavich of Kiev and Vsevolod Big Nest.
Vsevolod was then the senior of the whole Monomakhovichi clan; and Rurik
followed him in the hierarchy as the Kievan prince and the senior among the
Southern Monomakhovichi (in "Pycckas 3emns"). While distributing the Southern
"Pycb" volosts, Rurik did not give any of them to Vsevolod. Vsevolod found this
disrespectful and threatened to deprive Rurik of his military assistance. "Bbi ecte

HapeKn1M MA BO CBOEMb NNemeHu... ctapevulero, a HolHe cegentb ecu B KbleBe, a
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MHe ecH 4acTh He oyunHMnb B Poyckou 3emne, HO paspanb ech MHemb
MonoXbwmnmb 6patbn csoeu. [laxke mHe B HeM 4acTh HeTv, Aa To ... Poyckas
obnacTb, a KOMy €cM B Hen 4acCTb Aanb, C Tem XKe en u bniogn, u ctepexn,... a
MHe He Hapobe", - declared Vsevolod and promised to take this threat back only
if he gets the volosts that had been already given to another prince, Roman. The
situation became very complicated for Rurik because l';e had kissed the Cross to
Roman not to take the volosts back: "Oanb ... PomaHoBM u KpecTb K Hemoy
uenoBans, a)Xkb eMy NoAab HUMB He OTRAaTH HMKomoy xe". That is why he did not
want to grant Vsevolod's request. Vsevolod was ready to start a war to avenge
his honour as a senior. Rurik consulted the metropolitan; "u peye mutpononurs
Propukosu: "KHsxxe, mbl ecmbl npuctasneHbl B Poyckou 3emne ot bora
BOCTArMBaTH BaCb OT KPOBONPOMMTLA ... AXKb €CH Aanb BONOCTb MOMOXbLLUEMOY B
obnasHe npeadb CTapenWMMD M KPECTb €CHM K HEMOY LenoBan®b, a HbiHe asb
cHuMmalo ¢ Tebe KpecTHOe LenoBaHWe M B3MMAO Ha CH, @ Tbl... BONOCTb AaM Xe
ctapeuwemoy, a PomaHoBu aacu mHoyto B Toe mecto”. After that, Rurik
discussed the situation with Roman who agreed to cancel their agreement about
the volosts for the sake of peace and unity among the Monomakhovichi. "Ortue, -
he said to Rurik who was his "father" in the hierarchy, - To um npo meHe To6e He
MMnTH cb cBaToMb cBoMmb (Vsevolod's daughter was married to Rurik's son. - Yu.
M.) n B nto6oBb He BHMTHI! A mHe NGO MHOYIO BONOCTL B TO@ MECTO AACH,
mobo koyHamm flacu 3a Hee BO 4To Byper 6bina.” Finally, the volosts were taken
from Roman and given to Vsevolod (PSRL 2: 683-685). The role of the
metropolitan in this case and the remark about the absent metropolitan in the
previous example make us think that there was a formal procedure of cancelling a
cross-kissing performed by the head of the Rus' church.

All this prompts the conclusion that cross-kissing was a working institution
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and it played an important role in the life of Rus' society.

Let us now turn to the final point of our comparison - the rights of juniors
and the responsibilities of seniors. The chronicles contain various pieces of
information related to this subject. For example, they often cite seniors who
accuse their juniors of non-loyalty. In most cases the seniors try to show how
thoroughly they cared for the juniors. "... BonocTb Bam ecmb n3uckans u pansv
Hosvropoab n Moytuenb” (PSLR 2: 347). "S13b ke T npusxb Bb NpaBay KO
poctonHoro 6pata cBoOero u BONOCTb TM €CMb flantb, KO HW OTeub TOro BAAND,
uto 57 Tobe Baan® M euwe ecmb 1 Poyckom semnm npukasans ctepeun Tob6e” (the
latter was a honoroble assignment) (PSLR 2: 372-373). The message is clear: the
senior fulfilled his duties, so there was no reason for the junior not to fulfill his. It
shows the mutual character of the responsibilities. Seniors liked to stress their
commitment to the interests of juniors not only in conflict situations. For example,
Andrei Bogoliubsky said to the Rostislavichi, who proclaimed him their "father"”
thus becoming his juniors, "Hapeknu ms ecte cobe oTuemb, a xouo Bbl aobpa, a
pato PomaHosu, 6party Bawemy, Kuessv" (PSLR 2: 567).

There is also a remark that shows the participation of juniors in making
decisions. Mstislav was planning a campaign against the Cumans. He called his
"brethren" and the Olgovichi, "6sxy 60 Torpa Onbrosnun B MbcTHCNasnu Bonu"
" Bcum oyropHa 6bicTb ayma ero” (PSLR 2: 538). Mstislav was the oldest among
his "brethren" and "6biTb B BOne" of a prince meant to pronounce this prince a
senior. Thus, the princes called by Mstislav were his juniors but it was still
important that his intention was "yrogHa" to them.

The most valuable information on the relationship between seniors and
juniors can be found in the account of the conflict between Andrei Bogoliubsky

and the Rostislavichi. Andrei accused them of not fulfilling their responcibilities as
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juniors and therefore wanted to punish them by taking away the volosts they had
received from him previously. There are two different stories of this conflict - one
in the Lavrentevskaia that supports Andrei and another in the Ipatevskaia
supporting the Rostislavichi. According to the Lavrentevskaia, "Henokopwmmcs
PocTtucnasnuemb KHs3to AHgpeto u B Bonu ero He xopauwmm” (PSLR 1: 365). The
Ipatevskaia states that the accusation was false: "Haua AHnppen BuHbI
noknapbiBatM Ha Poctucnasuum... U peue AHgpen PomaHoBu: He xoguum B moew
sBonu ¢ 6partbeto cBoeto, a nonau ¢ Kuesa, a [lasbig uch Buiweropopa, a
Mbctucnass u3 benaropopa, a 1o Bbl CMoneHeckb, a Temb ca nogenutn” (PSLR
2: 570). (Smolensk was Rostislavichi' patrimony, so Andrei did not have right to
deprive them of it.) The Rostislavichi vehemently denied the accusation:
"PocTucnasuu xe... nocnawa kb AHppeesu, pekyde: Tako, 6pate, Bb npasay T4
HapeKnu ecCMbl OTUueMb cobe n KpecTb ecmbl Lienosany K Tobe n cToMms Bb
KPecTHOMb LenosaHbu, xoTauye gobpa tobe". We do not know whether the
Rostislavichi properly obeyed Andrei as their "father" and it is not really relevant
for the present discussion. It is relevant, however, that Andrei could not just take
back the volosts he previously had given to them. He could only do that in the
case of wrongdoing on the part of his juniors.?2 Even the hostile Ipatevskaia does
not state that Andrei tried to simply drive the Rostislavichi out of Kiev,
Vyshgorod and Belgorod; he "began to accuse” in order to make it a legal
procedure. The Rostislavichi not only rejected Andrei's accusation, but they, in
their turn, accused him of mistreating them: "Ham nyTtb kakewm usv Pycokomn
semnu 6e3 Hawee BuHbI, pa 3a Bcumu borv 1 cuna kpectHas". Andrei did not

answer; and the Rostislavichi "oy3pesbwe Ha borb 1 Ha cuny yecTbHaro kpecra u

2 The previously discussed case of Rurik and Roman allow us to suggest that he could have kissed
the cross not to take the volosts back.
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Ha monutey cestee boropopuue"” took up arms against him and von a victory
(PSLR 2: 569-578).

"The power of the Holy Cross" is not unintentionally mentioned twice in
this passage. The reference to "kpectHas cuna” in a context like this was usually
made in order to accuse the other party of violating the kissing of the Cross. The
Rostislavichi thought that Andrei did not fulfill his obligations as a senior and thus
broke their treaty. Later in the course of the conflict, they added more details to
their accusations. When Andrei again ordered them to leave the volosts and
expressed the order in an improper and disrespectful manner, the Rostislavichi
answered, "MbI T8 BO CHXD MECTB aKbl OTLA Mmenu No Nobsu; axe ecu cb
CAKbIMU PEYbMM NPMCNaNDb, He aKbl Kb KHA3IO, HO akn Kb NOAPYYHMKY M NPOCTY
4YenoBeKy, a YTO OYMbICIIMNbL ecH, a Toe Aeun, a borv 3a Bcemdp” (the latter phrase
meant an accusation of serious wrongdoing and placed all the responsibility for
the conflict on the other party) (PSLR 2: 573). The difference between
"noppy4Huk” and a junior is stated very clearly. Unlike a "nogpy4nuk” and his
master, a senior and a junior are bound with mutual obligations and they both
have rights that should be respected. Their relationships are regulated not by the
will of a senior but by certain legal procedures. If the senior fails to act
legitimately, the juniors are free from their obligations and can even defend their

rights with arms.

F 4

At this point, we have examined the chronicle for all the main components of
the political ideology found in the Homily on Princes and the Igor' Tale and have
found that the ideas of interprincely relationships founded on the hierarchy of the
seniors and juniors and the system of kissing the Cross were wide-spread in
twelfth-century Rus'. Now, however, we must ask how these ideas worked in a

practical sense. We have had a chance to take a look at this to some degree

48



while examining chronicle accounts, but let us now turn to a closer examination of

the political situation in the 1170s-1180s.

9. In Search of Interprincely Unity
It is well established by scholars that Monomakh's son Mstislav (died in

1132) was the last Kievan prince whose authority was acknowledged in all the
Rus' lands. Soon after his death, the Olgovichi began to fight against Mstislav's
heir Yaropolk; and after this Rus' experienced a series of princely military
conflicts. Those conflicts reflected the constantly changing balance of power
among the principalities that resulted from the rapid economic growth of the
country, on the one hand, and from the lack of communication between the
lands, on the other. (See p. 31-32) Such a situation was typical for the Middle
Ages. "TocnopcTeytoumi Knacc B cpegH1e Beka, Kak npasuno, obHapyusaer
HecnocobHocTb k cnnovennto. TakoBa ero npupopa. Cocrasnsowme ero
cdeopansi, ux rpynnbl M NPOCNOHKM NOCTORHHO CONepPHM4anu mexay cobom u
6binu B cocTosHUM "HenpepbiBHOro 6yHTa" NPOTMB KOPONEBCKOM BNacTH,” -
observes a student of Western medieval history (Gurevich 192-193).
Nontheless, there were, as we have seen, some general principles which
were applied despite all the complications resulting from practical politics. These
principles were constantly being developed and sharpened by the princes
responding to new challenges. As Franklin and Shepard put it, "the idea of an
emerging political culture is more appropriate to the times than that of a fixed
political system" (PSLR 2: 275). When basic principles like respect for treaties
and adherence to the hierarchy of seniors and juniors were violated, the
consequences were usually unfortunate for the princes and for their lands. As

more and more princes realized that and tried to play according to the rules, it
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resulted in the increasing unity of the princely clans. We have already discussed
some important stages of this process, but let us now briefly review it as whole.
A period of bloody conflicts for the Kievan throne that began soon after
Mstislav's death in 1132 ended when one of the major rivals, lziaslav, stopped
excercising his principle "He ugeTt mecto k ronose, Ho ronosa Kk mecrty" and
offered Kiev to the Monomakhovichi senior Viacheslav. (See p. 34-36) The fight
over Kiev resumed after Viacheslav's death and stopped again when the winning
rival, Mstislav, gave the throne to the senior Rostislav. (See p. 36-37) It resulted

in the consolidation of the Monimakhovichi because Rostislav's legitimacy was

=i

indisputable. The Olgovichi did not challenge Rostislav because they were not
able to fight against the united Monomakhovichi. This period is especially
remarkable. Martin summarizes it as follows, "... the traditional principles of
dynastic succession were restored and the feuds between dynastic branches
relaxed. The two branches of Monomakhovichi jointly dominated the lands of
Kievan Rus'. ... The two branches cooperated. ... This balance of power,
founded on a reaffirmation and universal acceptance of the dynasty's guidelines of
legitimacy, provided a basis for political and dynastic stability that lasted through
the reign of Rostislav" (Martin 111).

One of the most bloody events in the internal struggle - the sack of Kiev

in 1169 - occurred soon after Rostislav's death when Mstislav seized the Kievan

r

throne ignoring the Monomakhovichi senior who was then Andrei Bogoliubsky.
Andrei managed to create a powerful coalition of many princes indignant with
Mstislav's illegitimate action; and the rights of the senior were restored. Mstislav
retreated to his patrimony, Volynia; the Monomakhovichi were united again but
now with the nothern, Suzdalian, branch dominating the clan instead of the

southern one as before. This unity met its most serious challenge during the
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conflict between Andrei Bogoliubsky and the Rostislavichi. As we have seen, the
Rostislavichi accused Andrei of mistreating them and of not fulfilling his duties as a
senior. They took up arms against him and Andrei was defeated. His troops,
according to a pro-Rostislavichi chronicler, "npuwnu 6axy... Bbicokombicnswe, a
cmupeHum otugolia B aombl csos”. After that, "Poctucnasuum... nonoxmuwa Ha
Sipocnase ctapelwmHbcTBO M Aawa emy Koiesv" (PSLR 2: 578). It is amazing that
finally, however, the Rostislavichi and Andrei managed to restore their
relationships. We do not know how they worked it out, but in the next year,
"npucnawacsa Poctucnasnun kKo kHA3lO AHpgpeesu... npocaye PomaHosu
Poctucnaeuua kHs>xmutb Bb Knuese". This manner of address used of the
Rostislavichi meant that they must have acknowledged Andrei's seniority again.
Andrei answered, "Moxpute mano, nocnans ecmb Kb 6patbn cBoen B Pycb. Kakb
MK BecTb ByneTb OT HUXB, TOoraa ™M pamb oteets” 3 (PSLR 2: 580; Berezhkov
190). The restoration of the hierarchy after such serious trouble, as well as
Andrei's intention to consult with his Southern "brethren”, show the increasing
unity among the Monomakhovichi. Andrei's murder in 1174 and its aftermath in
Suzdalia brought new complications, but the main tendency towards the unity of
the clan with the domination of its Northern branch remained.

The Olgovichi based in their patrimony Chernigov also managed to
achieve a significant degree of consolidation. (See Golubovsky, Zaicev 1975,
111-117) They actively competed with the Suzdalian princes over the domination
of the Rus' lands (Nasonov 1940, 6-7).

Thus, temporary coalitions made by princes pursuing their short-term goals
were replaced by stable unified clans. This major change opened new

perspectives. Firstly, it dramatically decreased the number of active political

3 He never did answer, because he was killed soon after that.
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players; and, of course, the fewer parties are involved the easier it is to make an
agreement. Secondly, neither clan was strong enough to completely defeat its
rivals; and this pushed the seniors to seek a way to coexist. Rus' thus had a
chance to achieve an internal peace.

The urge for such a peace was increased by the growing Cuman threat.
This threat had becom relatively insignificant after the numerous defeats the
Cumans had suffered from the united Rus' troops led by Vladimir Monomakh.
They would, probably, never have been able to attack Rus' again if not for the
Rus' princes who hired Cuman troops to help them in their internal conflicts.
"Pycckne, TONbKO 4TO pasrpoOMMBLUME MONOBLIEB HAa BCEX HanpaBfeHUsAX, BHOBb
nomoranu m Habpatbca duamueckux u mopanbHbix cun” (Pletneva 275). By the
1160s the Cumans had regained their former power and grew more and more
aggressive. A significant part of them were united under the leadership of
Konchak (Pletneva 282-293). The chronicle demonstrates the growing concern
about the Cuman threat. Short matter-of-fact reports about Cuman participation
in princely conflicts and about their occasional raids, typical for the 1120-1150s,
are very different from pathetic descriptions of the Cuman attacks in 1170s.
"Mpupowa uHonnemeHbHUM Ha Poyckoyto 3emnio, 6e360xHbie UsmannTtsaHe,
OKaHbHMM ArapsiHe, HEYUCTMM MLLLAAbA, NEeNOM U HPABOM COTOHMHbIM, MMEHEMb
Konuyak® 3noy Havanhukb..." (PSLR 2: 612) "Mpupowa ... 6e360xxHen Monosupi
Ha Poycb BoeBaThb ... Cb OKaHbHbIMb KoHuakomb" (PSLR 2: 628) "Mowend 6swe
OKaHbHbIM U 6€360XKHbIM M TpeKNaTbin KOHYaKkb CO MHOXXeCTBOMb Nonoseub Ha
Poycb..." (PSLR 2: 634) Pletneva thinks that "atu-to anutets!, ynotpebnsswmecs
Kpome KoHuyaka Tonbko B oTHOweHun boHsKka, u ceupeTenbCcTBYIOT O ero cune u

CTPeMmneHun NOCTOSHHO Pa3opaATb pycckue kHsectea" (Pletneva 293).
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The chronicle accounts of the 1170s condemns those who involve the
Cumans in internal conflicts. The Cumans make harm "uepksamb, upexxe ums
borxme cnaBuTbCs, CMMM Ke NOraHbIMM XOynuTbCA. TO He peKoy epuHemb
KpecTbiHOM®B, HO U camomoy bory Bpasu. To awe kro ntobutb Bparsl boxxus, To
camu 4to npuumoyTb ot bora?" (PSLR 2: 612) Those loving the enemies of God
are, of course, the princes who resort to Cuman military assistance. The
chronicler also points to the connection between Cuman aggression and the lack
of unity among the Rus' princes: "Ce xe oysegaswe nonosum, oxe KHA3u He B
no6BM XKMBYTb, LWieALIe B NOPOrbl, HaYalla NaKoCcTMTH rpeuHukoms” (PSLR 2:
526). ("Tpeunnkn" were the merchants trading with Byzantium) Thus, public
opinion as reflected by the chronicle wanted the princes not to use Cuman
military help and to live "in love" so that they could effectively defend the Rus'
lands. As those ideas became wide-spread they affected political reality. Let us
see how this process worked by examining the course of political events in the

Southern, "Pycsb"”, lands preceding Igor's campaign.

10. Political Situation in the 1180s and the Igor' Campaign
As we remember, the Rostislavichi broke their relationships with Andrei

Bogoliubsky and gave the Kievan throne to Yaroslav of Luchsk. Later, they
recognized Andrei as their senior again and asked him to give Kiev to Roman
Rostislavich. Andrei was killed before he had a chance to respond. An intense
political and social struggle in Suzdalia followed, making it impossible for the
Northern branch of the Monomakhovichi to pay attention to Southern affairs.
Therefore, the Rostislavichi gave Kiev to Roman on their own. (PSLR 2: 600)
In the next year (1176), the Cumans attacked the Kievan land. Roman

summoned his "brethren" for help. Davyd Rostislavich did not manage or did not
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want to come in time ("6swe He nputarny"). His absence caused "pacnpe mexmu
6patbeto” and finally resulted in a defeat. "To cnbiuaswm Onrosuun, Bcesonogmun
Csesatocnasb obpaposawacs” because that gave him a chance to request that
Davyd be deprived of his volost. He addressed Roman, "Bpare, s He nuyo noab
106010 HMYEro Ke, HO paf, Halb TaKb €CTb: OXKe CA KHA3b M3BMHUTbL, TO Bb
BOMNOCTb, @ MOYXb Oy ronosoy. A [lasbigb suHoBaThL". Roman did not grant
Sviatoslav's request; then Sviatoslav together with his "brethren” attacked him
and drove him out of Kiev. He was aware, of course, that Roman would try to
get the Kievan throne back, so he summoned the Cumans for help in the
forthcoming struggle. The Rostislavichi gathered their forces and attacked
Sviatoslav in Kiev. Sviatoslav ran away; but his Cuman allies made a raid on
Torchesk and "mHoro niogun noumawa”. This raid forced the Rostislavichi to give
up and to leave Kiev to Sviatoslav. According to their chronicler, they did so "nHe
xoTave roybutn Poyckon semnm m KpecTbaHckou Kposu nponmeaTh”. Even if their
true motives might have been less idealistic, this kind of explanation is still
remarkable (PSLR 2: 603-605; Berezhkov 194).

Thus, the Kievan seat was now occupied by Sviatoslav Vsevolodich. He,
however, could never feel safe. A new crisis broke out after only four years. In
1180, Sviatoslav interfered in a military conflict in Suzdalia where Vsevolod Big
Nest had in the meantime won a victory in the struggle for Andrei's heritage.
Vsevolod had a conflict with the princes of Riazan'; and Sviatoslav sent his son
Gleb to help them against Vsevolod. Vsevolod captured Gleb and kept him in
chains as a prisoner. Sviatoslav was anxious to liberate his son and to take a
revenge but he was not able to get involved in any serious military action
because he had always to guard his Kievan seat against the Rostislavichi. He then

made a desperate decision to completely crash the Rostislavichi and to turn
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against Vsevolod after that. Besides securing his rear, victory over the
Rostislavichi would be in part revenge against Vsevolod because they belonged
to the same clan of the Monomakhovichi. His reasoning is summarized by the
chronicler as follows: "Cestocnasb pacnonecs rHeBomM® M paabca APOCTbIO, U
Pa3MbICAiM BO OyMe CBOEMb, PeKa, KO MbcTnbca 6bixb Bcesonopoy, Ho He n3e,
Poctucnasuum, a Te mu Bo Bcemb nakoctatb B Poyckomn semne, a b Bonogumepe
nnemeHn, KTo mu 6nmkHM, Tots nobprb” (i. e. whoever of the Monomakhovichi is
close to me, he will do to gain my revenge). "[laebina umoy, a Propuka
BbDKEHOY M3b 3emne, U NPUMMOY eauHb Bnactb Poyckoyto u ¢ 6patbeto, u Torga
mbuyoca Becesonony obuppi csos”. Accordingly, Sviatoslav suddenly attacked
Davyd Rostislavich who was at that moment nearby him. Davyd, however,
managed to escape and to inform his "brethren”. Sviatoslav, who placed all his
hope on an unexpected attack, could not stand against the united and well
prepared Rostislavichi and escaped from Kiev. Rurik Rostislavich occupied the
Kievan seat.4 (PSLR 2: 614-616; Berezhkov 200).

Of course, he did not stay in Kiev for long, for the next year, Sviatoslav
gathered his "breathren" and the Cumans, defeated the Rostislavichi and got the
Kievan throne back. The Cumans did not even have time to return when Rurik
attacked them and won a victory. The Kievan seat belonged to Rurik again. The
cycle was ready to repeat itself. It looked like Kiev could go on being taken
back and forth forever. This time, however, the princes changed their approach.
The chronicler used his high style to report what occurred after Rurik's victory:
"Plopuks e, aye nobepoy BO3Ma, Hb HUHTO Ke ropaa Oy4MHM, HO BO3NO6H
Mupa nadve patn, 6o nTH xoTa Bb bpaTontobbm, Nave xe M xpecTbaHb aens,

nneHsembl NO BCA AHW OT NOraHbiXxs, U NPONMUTbA KPOBM UXD HE XOTH BMOAETH, MU

* Roman had died by that time, and Rurik became the oldest brother.
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Pa3sMmbICNIMBB C MOYXM CBOMMM, Oyranaeb, 6e 6o Ceatocnasb ctapeu netbl, u
OYPAAMBBCS C HUMb - COCTYNM emoy cTapelumHbcTea M Kuesa, a cobe B3s Bcto
Poyckoyio 3emnio, u OyTBEpAMLLACS KPECTOMDB YECTHbIMDB, M TaKO JKMBACTA B
nobeu” (PSLR 2: 621-624, Berezhkov 200). Thus, they became co-rulers with
Sviatoslav as a senior. This agreement broke the vicious cycle of wars over the
Kievan throne and put an end to the feud between the Olgovichi and the
Southern Monomakhovichi. After uniting their forces, they became very powerful.
Their new power is well indicated by the reaction of Vsevolod: "Bcesonogs »e
Coyxpanbckum noyctu Mneba CeaTocnaBuya M3 OKOBB M Npus BenuKkoyto nobosb 3
cb Ceatocnasomb” (PSLR 2: 624). So, the head of the Northern Monomakhovichi H
joined the alliance; and the long-desired peace and unity among all the Rus'
princes were, finally, achieved. The princes' intention to adhere to the agreement
for a long period of time was signified by the marriages that tied the three
families together: in the next year one of Sviatoslav's sons was married to Rurik's
daughter and his another son was married to Vsevolod's "csectb" (PSLR 2: 624-
625; Berezhkov 200-201).

This situation had a tremendous effect on the struggle against external
enemies. The first land to take advantage of the new internal unity was Suzdalia.
Vsevolod arranged a campaign against the traditional Suzdalian adversaries, the
Bulgars. Sviatoslav sent him military assistance; and the united forces won a
significant victory (PSLR 2: 625-626).

The success of the anti-Cuman struggle in the South was, of course, far
more important. Sviatoslav and Rurik, assisted by many other princes,
overwhelmingly defeated the Cumans and captured a number of their leaders.
The chronicler ascribes their victory to the help of Boris and Gleb: "no6epoy

NPMEeMLLa MOMMTBaAMK CBATOIO My4eHuKoy bopuca u Meba" (PSLR 2: 636). This
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type of reference to Boris and Gleb is rather rare. In the whole Kievan chronicle
("Kuesckum csopg”), | found only three.

The first is made in the account of the victory over the Cumans under 6681
(1173): Mikhalko and Vsevolod who were sent against the Cumans by their older
brother Gleb of Kiev praised not only the often mentioned on such
occasions,"bora u Csaryto boropopmuy, u cuny yectHoro kpecra”, but also
"cBATas MyuyeHuka, nomoratow,a Ha 6paHexb Ha noraubia” (PSLR 2: 563). This
reference to the Saints may have been made because Gleb was the Kievan
prince's patron. This suggestion becomes more plausible if we compare the two
different accounts of this event (PSLR 2: 554-559, 562-563; PSLR 1: 357-361).
One of them is thought to have originated from Pereiaslavl and the other from
Kiev. It is only the latter one that has the reference to Boris and Gleb. This
account is also more favourable to Gleb than the Pereiaslavian one (Nasonov
1969, 96-97). Thus, it seems quite appropriate that the Kievan chronicler
ascribed the victory to the help of the Kievan prince's Saint patron.

The help of Boris and Gleb is mentioned again in the account on the battle
for Vyshegorod which occured during the conflict between the Rostislavichi and
Andrei Bogoliubsky. Andrei's troops besieged Mstislav Rostislavich in
Vyshegorod. Mstislav started the battle "oy3peswe Ha boxbio munocTb u Ha
ceaTylo MydeHuky bopuca n Fneba nomoub” and won a victory (PSLR 2: 576).
Mstislav's hope for such help is very easy to explain: the Saints’ relics were kept
in Vyshegorod; and for the medieval mentality, it was natural to expect that the
Saints would protect "their" town from being taken.

The case of the anti-Cumanian campaign led by Sviatoslav and Rurik is
different. The Saints were not those princes' patrons: Sviatoslav's and Ruriks'

Christian names were Mikhail and Vasilii, respectively (lanin 1: 125). The victory
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was not won on the Saints' day, either. Yet, Boris and Gleb are not only
mentioned but their "participation” is stressed even more than is done in the two
other accounts discussed above. The Saints are not simply named among the
other Heavenly intercessors, but the victory is said to be caused primarily by
their support. | suggest that it can be interpreted as the reference to the newly
created unity that made the victory possible (noting the Saints role as the
patrons of princely unity and subordination). Contemporaries had every reason to
celebrate this unity: not only did it bring internal peace and a victory over
external enemies, but the next campaign was being planned that intended to
completely crush the Cumans: "Benukbii kHasb Bcesonopmub Cestocnas...
cbupawerTb... BOou, xOTa uTM Ha nonosum K [loHosn Ha Bce neto" (PSLR 2: 644-
645). Rus' people could reasonably hope for a prolonged period of safety and
stability.

It was at this very time then that Igor' took his unexpected action. Some
scholars argue that the campaign of 1185 did not have any significant
consequences for the Rus' lands (Robinson 1988, 13). The chronicle indicates that
the contemporaries thought otherwise. When Sviatoslav learned about Igor's
defeat, he, according to the Ipatevskaia, "oytep®v cnesb csoux" (PSLR 2: 645). It
is extremely rare that a prince is depicted crying. The people of the Chernigov
land felt "ckop6bb 1 Toyra nioTa, AKOXKeE HMKONM Ke He GbiBana ... No Bceu
Bonoctu Yepuurosckon”. The pathetic picture of this "tryra" does not have any
parallels in the accounts of other unsuccessful anti-Cuman campaigns. It was,
however, caused not only by the mourning for the captured princes and dead
retainers. The chronicle clearly refers to the consequences of Igor's defeat.
Sviatoslav expressed his concern about the damage to the Rus' land even before

expressing his sympathy to Igor'. Speaking about the defeat, he addresses a
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surprisingly broad audience: "O, nlo6a mos 6paTtbs, U CbIHOBE, H MOYIXKM 3emne
Poyckoe!"” The latter phrase sounds very unusual. The situation looks very
dangerous: "[lan mu bors NPUTOMMTH NOraHbIfR, HO... OTBOPMLLA BOPOTa Ha
Poycbckoyio s3emmio. Bons MNocnogns pa 6oynets o Bcemb”. A few lines later,
the chronicle shows what the "opened gates” means in practice: "lMonosubi
nobepvebwe MUropsa c 6patbeto u B3sWaA ropaoCcTb BENMKOY M CKOYNMLIA BCb
A3blKb cBoM Ha Poyckoyto 3emnto”(PSRL 2: 645-649). To explain such a tragic
perception of this Cumanian campaign, let us compare it with their previous raids.

The Cumans used to attack travelling merchants. After a successful anti-
Cuman campaign, the Rus' princes expected revenge: "Ce, 6patbe, MNonosuemsb
€CMe MHOTO 3112 CTBOPMIM, ... @ T@Mb BCAKO NAKOCTUTH FPEYHMKY HALLEeMY M
3ano3nuky"” (PSLR 2: 541). Thus, the trading routes were the most common
object for Cuman attacks. They also made raids against the countryside,
capturing people and property in rural communities. "lMpuexawa kb MonoHomy...
Kb rpagy... 4 Kb Cembuio 1 Bb3sila cena 6e3b Oy4bTa Cb NOAMM... U KOHE, M
cKoTbl, 1 osue norHawa B Monosupt” (PSLR 2: 556). This passage shows us the
meaning of the commonly used expression "the Cumans came to such and such
town" (PSLR 2: 605, 612, 628 and others). They, in fact, damaged the area, but
not the town itself. Only once did they manage to take over six "ropopgosb
Bepenguub"”, but the Berendian towns were, in fact, small outposts on the border
and were thus much more vulnerable than other Rus' cities. When the Cumans
took over the Berendian towns, the Rus' troops retreated to nearby Rostovets
("sbberowa b PoctoBeup"). No battle for or near Rostovets is mentioned (PSLR
2: 603). Thus, even the victorious Cumans did not dare to attack this town which
is not famous for being a strong fortress. Konchak once intended "nnexurh...

rpaabl Poyckbie n noxewy oribmb” but he did so only because he received
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technical assistance from outside: "6awe 60 obpent moyxka Takosoro
6ecoypmeHuHa, wke CTpensiie XHBbIMb OFHbMb; HAXOY e U Oy HUXB NoyLM
TOoy3u camocTtpenHum oasa H (50 - KO.M.) moyxxb moixaleTtb Hanpswu”. But all
these armaments did not help; Konchak's troops were defeated by the joint
forces of Sviatoslav and Rurik and "oHoro 6ecoypmenuHa filia ... u Ko
Csatocnasoy npmsepowa co oyctpoeHbimb” (PSLR 2: 635-636). Thus, Rus' cities
could suffer from the Cumans only if the latter were helping some Rus' princes in
their struggle against other princes. The Cumans did not attack cities on their

own.

T ——

The campaign following Igor's defeat made a big difference. It is stressed
in the famous dialogue between Kza and Konchak found in the Ipatevskaia,
"Moupemb Ha Cemb... emnem xe ropopasl 6e3 onaca” (PSLR 2: 646). Kza, who
made this proposal, attacked Putivl. Although he did not manage to take it, he
burnt down a part of it (in addition, of course, his troops "nosoesaswu sonocte u
cena uxb noxrowa"). Konchak dared to besiege strongly fortified Pereiaslavl.
The battle lasted the whole day, the prince of Pereiaslal was severely wounded.
The Cumans retreated only when they heard "Cearocnas ... cb Propukoms n co
nHemmn nomoubmu" coming. On their way back, they "s3swa ropopan Pumoss u
ononoxuwacsa nonoHa" (PSLR 2: 646-649).

Thus, the military consequences of Igor's defeat were severe. The bloody
raid provoked by it and the damage sustained by the towns must have
generated hard feelings among contemporaries. The moment that it occured,

i. e. after the Cumans had suffered a defeat and were by no means expected to
attack, made these feelings even worse. | suggest, however, that the major
concern caused by Igor's campaign was not external aggression but the threat to

internal stability.
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It is well-known in history that military defeats often lead to social and
political crises. Old Rus' was no exception. For example, the famous Kievan
uprising in 1068 occurred after the Rus' troops were defeated by the Cumans. It
is more important for the present discussion that the period of military conflicts
over Kiev between Sviatoslav and the Rostislavichi was triggered, as we have
seen, by the defeat for which Davyd Rostislavich was blamed. As we remember,
Sviatoslav requested that Davyd's senior, Roman of Kiev, punish him by taking
away Davyd's volost. Roman did not do that; and five years of interprincely wars
followed. (See p. 55-57) The damage done by Igor' in 1185 was, of course, far
worse then that of Davyd. Firstly, Davyd did not cause the Cuman attack;
secondly, there was no guarantee that the Rus' princes would have won a
victory had Davyd come in time. They may have been defeated, anyway. On the
contrary, the raid of Kza and Konchak on Putivl and Pereiaslavl would have never
happened if not for Igor'. The head of the clan Igor' belonged to was the senior
in the Kievan "duumvirate". Was it not quite reasonable to expect that the
Monomakhovichi would use their chance to debase the Olgovichi and to regain
their dominance in Rus'? In addition, the defeat of the Novgorod-Seversky and
Kursk military forces weakened the Olgovichi making it easier for the
Monomakhovichi to initiate a struggle.

| suggest that this threat to the newly created unity can help us to explain
the prominent role given to the topic of strife in the /gor’ Tale. Its condemnation
is the most explicitly and vehemently expressed part of the 7ale's political
program. Igor’, however, was not involved in any conflict when he made his
unfortunate campaign. His true fault was insubordination; but it is given much less

attention than that paid to the condemnation of strife. It is also remarkable that all
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the examples showing the damage caused by the strife are taken from the distant
past.

Scholars long ago noted that the 7ale does not mention anything that
occurred after the times of Viadimir Monomakh and Oleg Gorislavich and before
1185. | think that this is consistent with the author's intention to help the princes
to preserve internal peace. It can be compared with the chronicle account of the
argument between Sviatoslav and Rurik. The Monomakhovichi supposed that
Sviatoslav had some hostile plans against his co-ruler and they sent him a
warning, "Tel, 6paTe, K HaMb KpecTb uenosansb Ha PomaHose psgy... [axb
CTOUWMK B TOMD PSAOY, TO Tbl HaMb 6patsb. Makbl NM NOMHHaeWDb AaBHbIA TAXKA,
koTopbiM 6binu Nnpu Poctucnase, To ctynunb ecu pspoy” (PSLR 2: 670).
Unfortunately, the content of "Pomaros psag" is unknown, but the above citation
leads us to suggest that it somehow settled the disputable questions between
the Monomakhovichi and the Olgovichi and that it included the agreement not to
raise them again. We do not know, of course, whether the author of the 7ale
took into account this agreement. But the agreement itself, as well as the cited
Monomakhovichi declaration, must have reflected the existing tendency to forget
"pasHbig TsXKa" in order to keep peace; and besides all that, just simple common
sense would tell us that mentioning the recent conflicts could not promote peace
and unity.

That is why the author of the Tale turned to the past to derive his
examples of disastrous interprincely feuds. | think that viewing the situatian from
the perspective of the potential threat of a new struggle for Kiev can help us to
understand better the choice of particular examples such as the bitter fate of
Vseslav and battles of Nemiga and Nezhatina Niva. The story of Vseslav serves

as a warning to the princes: "Awe 1 sewa aywa 8b gpb3e Tene, Hb YacTo 6eapi
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cTpapawe... Hu xbiTpy, HM ropasgy, Hu NTUUtO ropa3say cyaa boxkna He muHyTH"
(92). Those sufferings followed Vseslav's attempt to get the Kievan throne when
he "poTyecs cTpy»uemb 3nata ctona kuesbckaro'. As is well known, Vseslav
used the trouble in Kiev caused by the defeat suffered by the Rus' princes from
the Cumans in 1068. | think that the author meant to call his contemporary
princes not to use Igor's defeat for their political purposes. This call was
addressed primaraly to the Monomakhovichi; so we can suggest that it was wise
not to hurt their feelings by presenting one of them as a negative example. All
this made Vseslav an ideal figure to use as a warning against initiating strife.

The author turns to the origins of the two princely clans and their feud at
the times of Vladimir Monomakh and Oleg Sviatoslavich and shows how harmful it
was from the very beginning, "Torga, npu Onse Nopucnasnuun, cesweTscs 1
pactaweTtb ycobuuamm, norubawetsb u3Hb [laabb0iKa BHYKA; B KHEKMXD
Kpamonaxb Beuyu YenoBeKomb cKpartuwacbk. Torga no Pyckoi semnu petko
paTtaeBe KMKaxyTb, Hb 4acCTb BPaHu rpasxyTb, Tpynua cebe aensue, a ranum
CBOIO peyb roBOpAXyTb, XOTATb nonetet Ha yegue" (62). The bloody apex of this
feud was the battle of Nezhatina Niva. Its depiction presents a most vehemant
condemnation of strife between the princes: the author does not care who won
the battle and who was defeated, who was the villain and who was the hero; the
only one thing to be stressed is the death of princes from the opposite sides.
Both Boris Viacheslavich who supported Oleg and lziaslav Yaroslavich who fought
against him were killed. "therefore, both sides were defeated, " - thus Likhachev
summarizes the main idea of this passage (Likhachev 1972, 165).

The same idea is expressed even more explicitly in connection with the
battle of the Nemiga. Vseslav was defeated by the united forces of the

Yaroslavichi; so, the ancestors of all Rus' princes were involved into the battle.
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The author equally mourns all those killed on the Nemiga: "Hemuse kposasbi
6pese He 6onoromb 6sxyTb NOCEsHM — NOCEAHU KOCTbMMU PYCKMXB cbiHOBB" (90).
Thus, | suggest that the way the author chooses and treats his examples from
the past can be best explained by his concern for the threat of the strife that

might break out after Igor's defeat.

IV.Conclusions

The twelfth and the beginning of the thirteenth centuries was the time
when Old Rus culture had some of its greatest achievements. Literary and artistic
monuments of this period have attracted a lot of scholarly attention. If we want
to better understand a cultural monument, it is, of course, very helpful to know
as much as possible about the life of the society in which this momument was
created. The economy and the everyday life of the discussed period is being
intensively studied by archeologists. However, the political history of the twelfth
century, especially that of the Southern Rus' lands, still lacks thorough study by
contemporary scholars.

In the present work, | attempted to show how important a political
context is for understanding literary works of the twelfth century. | suggest that
the choice of Igor's campaign as a subject matter of the three (or two, if one
believes the Tale is a forgery) literary monuments can be explained by the
specific political situation of the 1180s. The unity among the princes achieved by
the 1180s, the resulting successful struggle against the Cumans, and then its

interruption by Igor's campaign, which also challenged the unity itself, provides, |
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believe, a plausible explanation for the close attention paid by contemporaries to
these events.

While examining the Homily on Princes, | followed Golubovsky who had
analyzed the political situation in the Chernigov land in order to date this
monument. Recently discovered facts support Golubovsky's dating (with a slight
correction).

The comparison of the Homily on Princes with the Igor’ Tale has prompted
me to suggest that the political ideas expressed in those two monuments have
much in common. The call for the unity contained in both works assumed the
achievement of this unity through consensus among the princes based on their
adherence to the hierarchy of seniors and juniors, strict fulfilment of their
obligations and respect to the rights of all princes. The examination of
contemporary chronicles shows that this type of political program was wide-
spread in the twelfth century and that it reflected the processes which were

going on in the Rus' lands at this time.
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