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In evaluating the Uun10n between Duke Daniel alitsky and Kome, researchers usually
wriıte that the Duke's maın objectives al that time WEIC FeCEIVE help TOom the West
1ın resist1ng the Mongol- Tatars and ralse his international „king  ‚CC of Rus’
However, the chronicler Clearly indicates that 1T WAS his mother’'s persuasıon 1C
became the MOST iımportant argumen ın favor of aniel’s Aifficult decision. To
derstand the ';ole of Tan Duchess Komanova, 1T 15 vital consider the meeting
between the Duke of Galicia-Volyn AaNı the Pope 1ın roader historical contfext
This, of CUULSC, WASs nOoTt only the result of the atholıc estern influence, but of the
iımpact of the TINOdOX ast ell

Euphrosiniya of (jalicia anı the (.oronatıon of uke Danıiel Romanovich In
253

The ACCOUNT of the Galicia-Volyn chronicle evoted the coronatıon of Daniel of
(jalicia AaNı the conclusion of the Church's un1ıon with Rome makes mentıon of the
Duke’'s mother According the chronicler, 1T WASs che who managed persuade her
SUI1, who had repeatedly rejected the proposa of the coronatıon AaNı the Uun10n of
churches, S the Pope's proposal: „UH VONHAKO /1, yoenuNa C1I1U

Md1ID, bOoAneCN1aB, 3€eMOBMT, OApe P („But he dAid nOoTt want t &.
anı his mother, AaNı Boleslav AaNı / emoviıt and Polish nobles persuaded him P
Hıs mother’'s influence anijel’s decision WASs that the chronicler ranks 1t
OI1 the maın 1CEASOTNS for the Duke's cCONsSeNT. The chronicle claims that 1T exceeded
the influence of the Polish llies, who promised military aid agalınst the latars 1ın
Support of this UnNn10N.

How ( Al this crucial ole played Dy the Duke's mother be explained 1ın the history
of relations between Daniel and Rome*? What prompte Tan Duchess Komanova,
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In evaluating the union between Duke Daniel Galitsky and Rome, researchers usually

write that the Duke’s main objectives at that time were to receive help from the West

in resisting the Mongol-Tatars and to raise his international status to „king“ of Rus’.

However, the chronicler clearly indicates that it was his mother’s persuasion which

became the most important argument in favor of Daniel’s difficult decision. To un-

derstand the role of Grand Duchess Romanova, it is vital to consider the meeting

between the Duke of Galicia-Volyn and the Pope in a broader historical context.

This, of course, was not only the result of the Catholic Western influence, but of the

impact of the Orthodox East as well.

Euphrosiniya of Galicia and the Coronation of Duke Daniel Romanovich in

1253

The account of the Galicia-Volyn chronicle devoted to the coronation of Daniel of

Galicia and the conclusion of the Church’s union with Rome makes mention of the

Duke’s mother. According to the chronicler, it was she who managed to persuade her

son, who had repeatedly rejected the proposal of the coronation and the union of

churches, to agree to the Pope’s proposal: „Он же однако не хотел, и убедила его

мать, и Болеслав, и Земовит, и польские бояре […]“ („But he did not want to,

and his mother, and Boleslav and Zemovit and Polish nobles persuaded him […]“)
1
.

His mother’s influence on Daniel’s decision was so great that the chronicler ranks it

among the main reasons for the Duke’s consent. The chronicle claims that it exceeded

the influence of the Polish allies, who promised military aid against the Tatars in

support of this union.

How can this crucial role played by the Duke’s mother be explained in the history

of relations between Daniel and Rome? What prompted Grand Duchess Romanova,

1
Ipat'evskaja letopis', ed. Aleksej A. Shahmatov, St Petersburg 1998 (Polnoe sobranie russkih letopi-

sej II), 827.
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who WASs quietly living OuTt her last 1ın moONnaSsterY, entfer the political
for the last time and loudly ralse her VO1lcCe after INa y of complete silence? 'The
iımportant ole of the Duchess of Galicia-Volyn, though 1T WASs repeatedly ointed OuTt

bDy historians, remaıns unexplored, AaNı the 1CASOTNLS why che supported the un1ıon AaNı
the coronatıon of her {}  — have nOoTt been uLLy understoaod. 0Ug certaın
WEIC made discover the Duchess’'s mot1ves, they have produce contradictory
sults According ychajlo Grushevs’ky], anijel’s mother acdvocated the Uun10n
with Kome, for che 35 atholıc princess, COUuUu nOoTt but welcome the of
obtaining roya title“ * Gralya hought that the (jalician dowager duchess, (IIC

of the remalınıng Supporters of Orthodoxy, supported the coronatıon 1t WAS 1ın the
interests of her Tee relatives the powerfu. lan of the Kamaftır, who supported
the 1caean Emperor’s conclude the Uun10n with the Pope.” What made
Daniel listen his mother AaNı accept her arguments? 'This question Iso remaıns
unanswered: researchers confine themselves eneral Oobservations about the 1 IU-
chess’'s extraordinary personal authority AaNı the respect 1ın 1C che WAS held
bDy all the Romanovichi * Assessing the ole played bDy the Duchess of Galicia-Volyn
1ın the history of the un1ıon between Daniel AaNı Rome 1S nOoTt facilitate. bDy the ell-
established idea that the Duk:ı  es maın objectives al that time WEIC FeCEIVE help
TOom the West agalnst the Mongol- Tatars AaNı ralse his international STAaTUSs the
„king  ‚CC of Rus’ > In the cCONnNTexT of these goals, the Aduchess-mother’'s involvemen ın
the coronatıon 00 ike superfluous detail Meanwhile, the chronicler cClearly indi-
Cales that 1t 15 his mother's persuasıon that became the MOST iımportant argumen 1ın
favor of aniel’s Aifficult decision. To understand the ';ole of Tan Duchess Roma-
1NOVA, 1t 15 vital consider relations between the Duke of Galicia-Volyn AaNı the Pope
1ın roader historical cCONTexTt This, of CUULSC, WASs nOoTt only the result of the atholıc
estern influence, but of the ımpact of the TIANOdOX ast ell Unfortunately, 1ın
spıte of several centurlies of dominant Byzantıne influence 1ın Rus’, the ole of the
latter 1S underestimated bDy present day authors. 'The ';ole of the TIANOdOX ast 15
either completely gnored recognized nominal,; with eal significance. Many
authors tend generally discuss how, after the loss of Constantinople 1ın 1204;, the
rulers of the Byzantıne (Nicaea) Empire sought Support TOom the West, agreeing 1ın
exchange the Uunıon of churches and the ule of the Pope ()VCT the Christian WOrFr.
For example, Nilola; Kotljar wriıtes: „In these Cırcumstances, anilel's coronatıon
COUuUu nOoTt particularly negatıve reactlions 1ın Nicaea“ © It 15 Irue that 1caean

Myhajlo Grushevs ky], stor1ja Ukrajiny-Rusy ILL, KIlev 1993, /}
Hıeroniım Girala, Drugıe malzenstwo Komana MScislawicza, In Slavıa Orientalis 1 15—

127
SeEe Darıusz Dabrowski, IStOFr11 drevnerussko] knjazhesko] sSem (otnoshenija mezhdu vzroslymi

det mi ih roditeljami rode Romanoviche], galicko-volynskoj etvı Rjurikovichej), In Vestnik Sankt-
Peterburgskogo unıversıiteta, Ser1Ja stor1ya 3-1 ere 11

Nikolaj Kotljar, Daniil, knjaz' Galickij, Petersburg 2008, 2Z9U; Oleksandr Golovko, Korona
Danila Galyc kogo. Volyn Galychyna derzhavno-politychnomu rozvytku Central no-Shidnoji Je:
YVYIODY rann 0g0 La klasychnogo seredn ovichchja, KIlev 2006, 346f.: Leont1] Vojtovych, Koaral Danylo
Romanovych. Polityk polkovodec, In Zorjana LyFo-Otkovych (ed.) ba korolja Danyla Naucl,;
mYystectVvL, literaturi, VIV 2008,; 22-9/, ere S

Nikolaj Kotljar, Daniil, knjaz' Galickij Se€ Ofe 5) 290
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who was quietly living out her last years in a monastery, to enter the political scene

for the last time and loudly raise her voice after many years of complete silence? The

important role of the Duchess of Galicia-Volyn, though it was repeatedly pointed out

by historians, remains unexplored, and the reasons why she supported the union and

the coronation of her son have not been fully understood. Although certain attempts

were made to discover the Duchess’s motives, they have produced contradictory re-

sults. According to Mychajlo S. Grushevs’kyj, Daniel’s mother advocated the union

with Rome, for she „as a Catholic princess, could not but welcome the prospect of

obtaining a royal title“.
2

I. Gralya thought that the Galician dowager duchess, as one

of the remaining supporters of Orthodoxy, supported the coronation as it was in the

interests of her Greek relatives – the powerful clan of the Kamatir, who supported

the Nicaean Emperor’s attempts to conclude the union with the Pope.
3

What made

Daniel listen to his mother and accept her arguments? This question also remains

unanswered: researchers confine themselves to general observations about the Du-

chess’s extraordinary personal authority and the great respect in which she was held

by all the Romanovichi.
4

Assessing the role played by the Duchess of Galicia-Volyn

in the history of the union between Daniel and Rome is not facilitated by the well-

established idea that the Duke’s main objectives at that time were to receive help

from the West against the Mongol-Tatars and raise his international status as the

„king“ of Rus’.
5

In the context of these goals, the duchess-mother’s involvement in

the coronation looks like a superfluous detail. Meanwhile, the chronicler clearly indi-

cates that it is his mother’s persuasion that became the most important argument in

favor of Daniel’s difficult decision. To understand the role of Grand Duchess Roma-

nova, it is vital to consider relations between the Duke of Galicia-Volyn and the Pope

in a broader historical context. This, of course, was not only the result of the Catholic

Western influence, but of the impact of the Orthodox East as well. Unfortunately, in

spite of several centuries of dominant Byzantine influence in Rus’, the role of the

latter is underestimated by present day authors. The role of the Orthodox East is

either completely ignored or recognized as nominal, with no real significance. Many

authors tend to generally discuss how, after the loss of Constantinople in 1204, the

rulers of the Byzantine (Nicaea) Empire sought support from the West, agreeing in

exchange to the union of churches and the rule of the Pope over the Christian world.

For example, Nilolaj F. Kotljar writes: „In these circumstances, Daniel’s coronation

could not cause particularly negative reactions in Nicaea“.
6

It is true that Nicaean

2
Myhajlo S. Grushevs'kyj, Іstorіja Ukrajiny-Rusy III, Kiev 1993, 72.

3
Hieronim Grala, Drugie małżeństwo Romana Mścisławicza, in: Slavia Orientalis 31 (1982), 115–

127.

4
See: Dariusz Dąbrowski, K istorii drevnerusskoj knjazheskoj sem'i (otnoshenija mezhdu vzroslymi

det'mi i ih roditeljami v rode Romanovichej, galicko-volynskoj vetvi Rjurikovichej), in: Vestnik Sankt-

Peterburgskogo universiteta, Serija 2: Istorija 3 (2005), 3–19, here 11.

5
Nikolaj F. Kotljar, Daniil, knjaz' Galickij, St Petersburg 2008, 290; Oleksandr B. Golovko, Korona

Danila Galyc'kogo. Volyn' і Galychyna v derzhavno-polіtychnomu rozvytku Central'no-Shіdnoji Je-

vropy rann'ogo ta klasychnogo seredn'ovіchchja, Kiev 2006, 346f.; Leontij Vojtovych, Korol' Danylo

Romanovych. Polіtyk і polkovodec', in: Zorjana Lyl'o-Otkovych (ed.), Doba korolja Danyla v naucі,

mystectvі, lіteraturі, Lvіv 2008, 22–97, here 89.

6
Nikolaj F. Kotljar, Daniil, knjaz' Galickij (see note 5), 290f.
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FEecumenical Processes In the mid 13th Century

influence has nOoTt been considered factor 1ın Daniel Galitsky's foreign policy. 'The
only work evoted the significance of aniel’s coronatıon for Kusslan-Byzantıne
relations Cconsısts of chort article bDy Meletij VoJnar, published ın 1955 According

the historian, the coronatıon mean complete independence TOom Byzantıum for
the Galicia- Volyn principality. Daniel WAS certainly of the fact that rece1ving
the TOom the Pope removed him TOm the Byzantıne WOT hierarchy AaNı
transferred him the estern system of church-politica STruciure, „1N the orbit of
the estern CONcept of kingdom’, with all 1ts ega CONSCEUJUCHCCS. The un1ıon the
Duke agreed MmMean the reakdown of church relations with Byzantium.’ Meletij

Vojnar’s ideas WEIC developed bDy Ivan Paslavsky]. According him, Daniel
Romanovich, Dy eciding accept the TOom the Pope, opposed the policy of
the 1caean Empire aimed al subjecting uUss1an principalities the Horde In ( {I)1I1-

the Duke of Galicia-Volyn sought allies 1ın the West, especially 1ın the CISON of
the Roman ontiff. The coronatıon, according the historian, WASs for Daniel

CC„ ESCADC TOom Byzantıum the West.

Ecumenical Processes In the mid-13 C entury
It should, however, be noted that the negotlat1ions regarding anilel's coronatıon and
the Uunıon with Rome took place agaınst the background of roader church-politica
PIOCESSCH accompanied bDy egular contfactTt between Nicaea AaNı the Holy See 1ın the
mid-1240s mid-1250s 'This fact WASs correctly emphasized bDy Vladimir Pashuto ”
Recently, the 1SSUE has been raised agaln bDy BOrI1s Florja. *” However, 1ın MOST
studclies the history of relations between estern AaNı FKastern churches, the invol-
VementT of the Duke of Galicia- Volyn, ell that of other uUuss1an ukes, ın the
ecumenical PIOCCSSCH 1ın the mid-13th cCentury remaıns unnoticed,** and 15 SsSOmet1ımes
VEn denied Walter Norden, for example, writes:14 „The about the Uunıon of
Innocent with uUss1an €es Alexander of Novgorod 1248) AaNı Daniel of CGalicia

Meletij VoyJnar, Korona Danyla pravno-politychnij strukturi Shodu Vizantii), In Athanasij
Velyky] (ed.) Korona Danyla Romanovycha, 5-1 Rom-Paris-München 1955 Zapysky Nau-

kovogo LOVarysLva Imen1 Shevchenka 164), 1 16f.
Ivan Paslavs ky], Koronacıja Danyla Galyc kogo konteksti politychnyh cerkovnyh vidnosyn

{11 stolittja, VIV 2003, 71
Vladimir Pashuto, Ocherki PO 1STtOF11 Galicko-Volynsko) Kus1, MOSCOW 1950, 261-7265

10 BHorıs Florja, istaokov religi0znOgO askoala slavjanskogo mıra vek), ST Petersburg 2004,
161f

11 SEE Wilhelm de VrIlieS, Innozenz (1243-1254) Unı der christliche Usten, In (J)5
115-151; Joseph Gill, Byzantıum AaN« the Papacy. —14 New Brunswick 197/9, 66-—95; Anton1iıno
Franchi, La svolta politico-ecclesiastica ira Koma EiSanzıo (1249-1254), Kome L9S; Benjamın Arbel,
Bernard Hamiltom and David Jacoby eds. Latıns and (ireeks In the Fastern Mediterranean ter
1204, Londoaon 19589; Michael Angold, Church AaN« soclety In Byzantıum under the (LomnenL,; 1051—
1201, Cambridge 1995, 505-529; Aphrodite Papayıannı, Aspects of the Relationship BHetween the Em-
pıre of Nıcaea AaN« the Latıns, —12 Landon 2000; Michael Angold (ed.) EFastern Christianity,
Cambridge 7006 The Cambridge Hıstory of Christianity 5) 5361

12 Walter Norden, [)as Papsttum Unı ByZzanz. DIie Trennung der beiden Maächte Unı das Problem
ihrer Wiedervereinigung bis ZU ntergange des byzantinischen Reiches, Berlin 1903, 3672

13Ecumenical Processes in the mid 13
th

Century

influence has not been considered as a factor in Daniel Galitsky’s foreign policy. The

only work devoted to the significance of Daniel’s coronation for Russian-Byzantine

relations consists of a short article by Meletij M. Vojnar, published in 1955. According

to the historian, the coronation meant complete independence from Byzantium for

the Galicia-Volyn principality. Daniel was certainly aware of the fact that receiving

the crown from the Pope removed him from the Byzantine world hierarchy and

transferred him to the Western system of church-political structure, „in the orbit of

the Western concept of kingdom“, with all its legal consequences. The union the

Duke agreed to meant the breakdown of church relations with Byzantium.
7

Meletij

M. Vojnar’s ideas were developed by Ivan V. Paslavskyj. According to him, Daniel

Romanovich, by deciding to accept the crown from the Pope, opposed the policy of

the Nicaean Empire aimed at subjecting Russian principalities to the Horde. In con-

trast, the Duke of Galicia-Volyn sought allies in the West, especially in the person of

the Roman Pontiff. The coronation, according to the historian, was for Daniel an

„escape from Byzantium to the West.“
8

Ecumenical Processes in the mid-13
th

Century

It should, however, be noted that the negotiations regarding Daniel’s coronation and

the union with Rome took place against the background of broader church-political

processes accompanied by regular contact between Nicaea and the Holy See in the

mid-1240s – mid-1250s. This fact was correctly emphasized by Vladimir T. Pashuto.
9

Recently, the issue has been raised again by Boris N. Florja.
10

However, in most

studies on the history of relations between Western and Eastern churches, the invol-

vement of the Duke of Galicia-Volyn, as well as that of other Russian dukes, in the

ecumenical processes in the mid-13th century remains unnoticed,
11

and is sometimes

even denied: Walter Norden, for example, writes:
12

„The talks about the union of

Innocent IV with Russian dukes Alexander of Novgorod (1248) and Daniel of Galicia

7
Meletij M. Vojnar, Korona Danyla v pravno-polіtychnіj strukturі Shodu (Vіzantії), in: Athanasij

G. Velykyj (ed.), Korona Danyla Romanovycha, 1253–1953, Rom–Paris–München 1955 (Zapysky Nau-

kovogo tovarystva іmenі Shevchenka 164), 116f.

8
Ivan Paslavs'kyj, Koronacіja Danyla Galyc'kogo v kontekstі polіtychnyh і cerkovnyh vіdnosyn

XІІІ stolіttja, Lvіv 2003, 71f.

9
Vladimir T. Pashuto, Ocherki po istorii Galicko-Volynskoj Rusi, Moscow 1950, 261–263.

10
Boris N. Florja, U istokov religioznogo raskola slavjanskogo mira (XIII vek), St. Petersburg 2004,

161f.

11
See: Wilhelm de Vries, Innozenz IV. (1243–1254) und der christliche Osten, in: OS 12 (1963),

113–131; Joseph Gill, Byzantium and the Papacy. 1198–1400, New Brunswick 1979, 88–95; Antonino

Franchi, La svolta politico-ecclesiastica tra Roma e Bisanzio (1249–1254), Rome 1981; Benjamin Arbel,

Bernard Hamiltom and David Jacoby (eds.), Latins and Greeks in the Eastern Mediterranean after

1204, London 1989; Michael Angold, Church and society in Byzantium under the Comneni, 1081–

1261, Cambridge 1995, 505–529; Aphrodite Papayianni, Aspects of the Relationship Between the Em-

pire of Nicaea and the Latins, 1204–1254, London 2000; Michael Angold (ed.), Eastern Christianity,

Cambridge 2006 (The Cambridge History of Christianity 5), 53–61.

12
Walter Norden, Das Papsttum und Byzanz. Die Trennung der beiden Mächte und das Problem

ihrer Wiedervereinigung bis zum Untergange des byzantinischen Reiches, Berlin 1903, 362.
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onwards), 1C then continued under Alexander until 1257, have nothing
do with the history of Byzantıne union.“ 1rS of all, there 1S ou that the

people of Galicia- Volyn Rus WEIC ell informed about contfactTt between Nıcaea and
Rome concern1ing the possible Uun1on between the churches. Moreover, TOom the chro-
nicle's ACCOUNT 1t ollows that this contfactTt WASs the precondition for anilel's negotlatı-
()115 accepfance of the papa AaNı the conclusion of the church UnN10N. 'The
Chronicle’s ACCOUNT of the Duke’'s coronatıon mentlions recognıtion of the x  ree
faith‘ bDy Pope Innocent and his promıise (UMNVEILNIC eneral council unıte
the churches: „Innocent Iso condemned those who blasphemed the TYee TINOdOX

C]al AaNı wanted 1111 L1OTN the council of the Irue al reunıte the churches.
According BorIı1s Florja, the information about the forthcoming Uunıon of chur-
hes eached Galicia- Volyn Rus V1a Hungary. 'The wife of the Hungarıan king, ela
I E WAS the aughter of the 1caean CIHNDCLOL e0Odore LascarIıs. In the mid-1240s,
che played ımportant ole 1ın establishing CONTACTS between the Pope AaNı the
Bulgarian king Koloman AÄAsen (1241-1246).*“ It 1S probable, Florja believes, that
the Pope's INCSSASC SCENT 1ın 1245, 1ın 1C. he expressed his willingness (ULNMNVEILNIC

eneral counciıl with the partıcıpation of Tee AaNı Bulgarian cClergy resolve al
thorny issues!> WASs delivered Bulgaria hrough her mediation. From ()UL PEISDEC-
t1ve, the Dukes of Galicia- Volyn WEIC able keep close confactTt with the 1caean
rulers. 'The basis for the direct relationship between olm authorities AaNı Nıcaea
mig have been the posıtion AaNı family ties of the x  ranı Duchess Romanova’, the
aughter of the Byzantıne CINDECLOL Isaac 11 16 Euphrosiniya of CGalicia WAS closely
;elated the ruling dynasty Lascarıs 1ın Nıicaea, and obviously COUuU. nOoTt remaın
distanced TOom their foreign policy, the maın g0al of1C WASs regalın (:onstantiı-
nople The 1caean CINDECLOL ohn 111 atlal7zes (1222-1254) started Offensive actıon
agalınst the alın Empire. Of significant ıimportance WASs his Victory al Pymanıon 1ın
1224,;, 1C resulted 1ın the Empiıre losing al 1ts POSSESSIONS 1ın Asıa Mınor. In quic
SUCCESSION, ohn 111 conquered the slands of Lesvos, Rhodes, 10S, Samos AaNı KOSs,
oreatly weakening the influence of Venice 1ın the Aegean Sea To continue 1ts OTIIeN-
S1Ive, the 1caean Empiıre needed military allies (Ine emerged for 1le 1ın the

1ın the rm of the Bulgarian fsar Ivan AÄAsen 11 (1218-1241), with whose Ssupport
atlal7zes managed 1ın 1234 Capfture 00 1ın Thrace for the subsequent regal-
nıng of Byzantıne pPOsSsesSs1ONSs 1ın the Balkans. !® In the late S, the (r man
o Frederick 11 (1220-1250) became Vatatzes’ LICW ally. 'Their Uun10n WASs prompte
bDy thee of the alın CINDCIOL ohn de Brienne (1229-1237), Frederick II’s father-

Ipat evskaja letopis’ Se€ Olfe 1) S AL
BHorı1s Florja, istoakoav religi0znOgo askoala Se€ Ofe 10), 1682
SeEe Ivan Dujchev, Borislav Primov eds.) Latinski 1Z7VOrF1 blgarskata istor1Ja LV, Sofia 19851,

l
SeEe Alexander Malorov, och vizantijskogo imperatora Isaaka [{ Galicko-Volynsko] Kusı.

Jagınja monahinja, In revnjaja Rus‘. Voprosy medievistiki 56-1
L/ SeEe Michael Angold, Byzantıne government In ey1le: Overnment AaN« soclety under the

Laskarids of Nıcaea. 4-1 Oxford 197/5, 197
15 SeEe Petr Zhavoronkov, Nikejsko-bolgarskie otnoshenija prı Ivane AÄAsene (1218-1241)

/Zinaida Udalcoava (ed.) Vizantijskie ocherk]i. Trudy sovetskih uchenyh Mezhdunarodnomu
kongressu ViIZantinıStov, MOSCOW 19//, 195— 209
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(1247 onwards), which then continued under Alexander IV until 1257, have nothing

to do with the history of Byzantine union.“ First of all, there is no doubt that the

people of Galicia-Volyn Rus’ were well informed about contact between Nicaea and

Rome concerning the possible union between the churches. Moreover, from the chro-

nicle’s account it follows that this contact was the precondition for Daniel’s negotiati-

ons on acceptance of the papal crown and the conclusion of the church union. The

Chronicle’s account of the Duke’s coronation mentions recognition of the „Greek

faith“ by Pope Innocent IV and his promise to convene a general council to unite

the churches: „Innocent also condemned those who blasphemed the Greek Orthodox

faith, and wanted to summon the council of the true faith to reunite the churches.“
13

According to Boris N. Florja, the information about the forthcoming union of chur-

ches reached Galicia-Volyn Rus’ via Hungary. The wife of the Hungarian king, Béla

IV, was the daughter of the Nicaean emperor Theodore I Lascaris. In the mid-1240s,

she played an important role in establishing contacts between the Pope and the

Bulgarian king Koloman Asen I (1241–1246).
14

It is probable, as Florja believes, that

the Pope’s message sent in 1245, in which he expressed his willingness to convene a

general council with the participation of Greek and Bulgarian clergy to resolve all

thorny issues
15

was delivered to Bulgaria through her mediation. From our perspec-

tive, the Dukes of Galicia-Volyn were able to keep close contact with the Nicaean

rulers. The basis for the direct relationship between Kholm authorities and Nicaea

might have been the position and family ties of the „Grand Duchess Romanova“, the

daughter of the Byzantine emperor Isaac II.
16

Euphrosiniya of Galicia was closely

related to the ruling dynasty Lascaris in Nicaea, and obviously could not remain

distanced from their foreign policy, the main goal of which was to regain Constanti-

nople. The Nicaean emperor John III Vatatzes (1222–1254) started offensive action

against the Latin Empire. Of significant importance was his victory at Pymanion in

1224, which resulted in the Empire losing all its possessions in Asia Minor. In quick

succession, John III conquered the islands of Lesvos, Rhodes, Chios, Samos and Kos,

greatly weakening the influence of Venice in the Aegean Sea.
17

To continue its offen-

sive, the Nicaean Empire needed military allies. One emerged for a while in the

1230s in the form of the Bulgarian tsar Ivan Asen II (1218–1241), with whose support

Vatatzes managed in 1234 to capture a foothold in Thrace for the subsequent regai-

ning of Byzantine possessions in the Balkans.
18

In the late 1230s, the German em-

peror Frederick II (1220–1250) became Vatatzes’ new ally. Their union was prompted

by the death of the Latin emperor John de Brienne (1229–1237), Frederick II’s father-

13
Ipat'evskaja letopis' (see note 1), 827.

14
Boris N. Florja, U istokov religioznogo raskola (see note 10), 162.

15
See: Ivan Dujchev, Borislav S. Primov (eds.), Latinski izvori za blgarskata istorija IV, Sofia 1981,

91.

16
See: Alexander V. Maiorov, Doch' vizantijskogo imperatora Isaaka II v Galicko-Volynskoj Rusi.

Knjaginja i monahinja, in: Drevnjaja Rus‘.Voprosy medievistiki 1 (2010), 76–106.

17
See: Michael Angold, A Byzantine government in exile: Government and society under the

Laskarids of Nicaea. 1204–1261, Oxford 1975, 197f.

18
See: Petr I. Zhavoronkov, Nikejsko-bolgarskie otnoshenija pri Ivane II Asene (1218–1241), in:

Zinaida V. Udal'cova (ed.), Vizantijskie ocherki. Trudy sovetskih uchenyh k XV Mezhdunarodnomu

kongressu vizantinistov, Moscow 1977, 195–209.
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in-law, with whom the latter had maintained peacefu relations.!” In 1244, atlal7zes
married Frederick’s aughter Constance, who took the LIALLIC of Anna 1ın Nicaea *9
Frederick 11 inherited the idea of imperialu the unlimited, od-givenu
of Roman emperors.“” Because of this, his attitude towards the alın Empiıre stabli-
ched under the auspices of the Pope WASs hostile 'The (:egrman Emperor sought
eliminate this Negal iInstrumen: of papa influence 1ın the Fast22 Drawıng

alliance with the (1r man Emperor and taking advantage of weakened ulga-
rıa following the en of Ivan AÄAsen IL, atlal7zes continued CONqUeSTS 1ın the Balkans,
and 1ın 1246 annexed the terr1tory 1n Northern Thrace AaNı Macedonia along with
the cıtles of Adrianople AaNı Thessalonica, ell part of the kingdom of EpIrus.
These SUCCESSCS put end the empire of Thessalonica, whose rulers WEIC unwil-
ling submuıit theuof Nicaea ® 'The alliance of Frederick AaNı atlal7zes pose

Ser100Ss threat the Apostolic See Announcing the Emperor’s dethronement al
the meeting of Council of Lyon July 1 E 1245, Innocent (1243-1254) ointed

the INa y atrocıties of Frederick, who had been excommMuUunNicated twıce before
Among them, along with insulting church bishops, negligence the church uilding
and CIs of Y personal immorality AaNı organızıng the assassınatıon of Duke
Ludwig of Bavarıa, he mentlions „ungodly alliance“ with Muslims and the x  ree
schismatics“. 'This last accusatıon referred the marrl1age between Frederick’s
aughter AaNı Vatatzes ** Realizing the danger of the Uunıon between the (r man AaNı
the 1caean I  3 the Pope put deal of effort 1nto SOW1INg iscord be-
ween them To this end, the Pope tried persuade alal7zes negotlate Uun1on
with Rome 1ın exchange for promıise reftiurn Constantinople the Greeks.*> In
autfumn 1247, the Pope's ambassador monk-Minorite (Franciscan) Lawrence, who
WASs appointed legate 1ın Greece, Armenlla, Iconıum AaNı Turkey, ALLIC Nıcaea.
Äs far ( Al Judge bDy the papa bull 1C he delivered C(Jensuram eccliestasticam
ebitum August 3) 1247, addressed „the patriarchs, arc.  ishops and bishops of
the East”, AaNı the [WO papa etters Lawrence, atle August of that yCal, the

19 Petr Zhavoronkov, Nikejskaja imper1na Zapad (vzaimootnoshenija gosudarstvamıi Apenn1ns-
kogo poluostrova papstvom), In Vizantijskij vremennik 36 111 For LLLOTE details s '4

Michael Wellas, Giriechisches AUS dem Umfeld Friedrich L1, München 1983; Franz Tinnefeld, Byzanz
Unı die Herrscher des Hauses Haohenstaufen (1138-1259), In ADipl 41 105— 1727

A() Aiphonse Huillard-Brehaolles (ed.) Hıstor1ia diplomatica Fridericı Secundı. 1VE constıtutiones,
privilegia, mandata, instrumenta UJUAC Supersunt ISTIUS imperatorI1s el filliorum eJus; accedunt epistolae
DaDar ULı el documenta 'arıa VI/L1; Parıs 15061, 14/; Matthaei ParısıensI1s, onachi Sanctı Albanıi,
Chronica majora L ed by enrYy Luard, Londoaon 15// (Rerum Briıtannicarum Medii AÄAevIl Scr1pto-
1CS5 LVID), 00

Al Alexander Vasil’ev, stor1ya Vizantijsko) imper111. (J)t nachala Krestovyh pohodov do padenija
Konstantinopolja, Petersburg 1998, 195
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A SEE Francols Bredenkamp, The Byzantıne Empıre of Thessalonike (1224-1242) Thessalonike,

1995
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in-law, with whom the latter had maintained peaceful relations.
19

In 1244, Vatatzes

married Frederick’s daughter Constance, who took the name of Anna in Nicaea.
20

Frederick II inherited the idea of imperial power as the unlimited, God-given power

of Roman emperors.
21

Because of this, his attitude towards the Latin Empire establi-

shed under the auspices of the Pope was hostile. The German Emperor sought to

eliminate this state as an illegal instrument of papal influence in the East.
22

Drawing

on an alliance with the German Emperor and taking advantage of a weakened Bulga-

ria following the death of Ivan Asen II, Vatatzes continued conquests in the Balkans,

and in 1246 annexed the territory in Northern Thrace and Macedonia along with

the cities of Adrianople and Thessalonica, as well as part of the kingdom of Epirus.

These successes put an end to the empire of Thessalonica, whose rulers were unwil-

ling to submit to the power of Nicaea.
23

The alliance of Frederick and Vatatzes posed

a serious threat to the Apostolic See. Announcing the Emperor’s dethronement at

the meeting of Council of Lyon on July 17, 1245, Innocent IV (1243–1254) pointed

to the many atrocities of Frederick, who had been excommunicated twice before.

Among them, along with insulting church bishops, negligence to the church building

and acts of mercy, personal immorality and organizing the assassination of Duke

Ludwig of Bavaria, he mentions an „ungodly alliance“ with Muslims and the „Greek

schismatics“. This last accusation referred to the marriage between Frederick’s

daughter and Vatatzes.
24

Realizing the danger of the union between the German and

the Nicaean emperors, the Pope put a great deal of effort into sowing discord be-

tween them. To this end, the Pope tried to persuade Vatatzes to negotiate a union

with Rome in exchange for a promise to return Constantinople to the Greeks.
25

In

autumn 1247, the Pope’s ambassador monk-Minorite (Franciscan) Lawrence, who

was appointed as legate in Greece, Armenia, Iconium and Turkey, came to Nicaea.

As far as we can judge by the papal bull which he delivered Censuram ecclesiasticam

debitum on August 3, 1247, addressed to „the patriarchs, archbishops and bishops of

the East“, and the two papal letters to Lawrence, dated August 7 of that year, the

19
Petr I. Zhavoronkov, Nikejskaja imperija i Zapad (vzaimootnoshenija s gosudarstvami Apennins-
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20
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21
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maın PUL DOSC of the legate WASs MeeTl patriarch Manuel 11 (1244-1254) and
inform him of Innocent 1V 's desire unıte the churches conditions favorable
the Greeks.*6 Brother Lawrence elonge: the inner circle of the pontiff. Fra allım-
bene q Adam, monk-Minorite of Parma, the author of extensive chronicle devo-
ted the policy of the Holy See AaNı the history of aly 1ın the mid-13th CeNTUurYy,
mentioned him friend referring the yCal 1251 After tiıme, his reftfurn
TOom Nıcaea, Innocent appointed Lawrence Archbishop of Antivari. */ It 1S nNnNOTe-

worthy that LAawrence succeeded another Miınoriıte, (1Oovannı Aa Pıan del Carpıne,
who held the Cathedral of AÄAntıvarı al the turn of the decade 124017250 *$ 1caean
authorities willingly accepted the Pope's er. After the reconNquest of Thessalonica
1ın 1246, atlal7zes feared the alın According cContemporarYy ACCOUNTS bDy
Matthew of Parıs, the alın CINDECLOL Baldwin 11 (1228-1261) travelled France and
England, enlisting Crusaders defend Constantinople AaNı reftiurn the and annexed
bDy Vatatzes ®> From the chronicle bDy Salimbene q i Adam 1T 15 Iso known that 1ın
March 1249, Nıiıcene ambassador monk Salimbene (namesake of the chronicler), who
spoke both TYee and atın, arrived 1ın Lyon VIis1ıt the Pope. He brought etters
TOom alal7zes AaNı patriarch Manuel requesting that ohn of Parma, Mınıster General
of the er of ST Miınorıtes, who had unquestioned moral authority 1ın the West
AaNı ın the Last, be SCeNT Nıcaea CHSASC 1ın urther negotiations.”” 'The etters of
Innocent ohn 111 atlal7zes and patriarch Manuel that the Pope SEeNT Nıcaea
with the embassy of ohn of Parma ALC ate': May I8 51 In late 1249, hortly after
the arrıval of the delegation of ohn of Parma 1ın Nıicaea, church council WASs held 1ın
ymphaion (NOW Kemalpasa, Izmıiır, Turkey), al 1C Emperor ohn 111 atlal7zes
propose recognıtion of papa plenitudo potestatis 1ın exchange for the Pope's efusal

send assıstance the aln OWECLIS ın Constantinople. However, during the Adiscus-
S10NS 1C ollowe considerable Adifficulties WEIC caused bDy the problem of 1lioque,

bDy the Roman church 1ın the Nicene-Constantinople ree 1C laimed
that the Holy 0S proceeds nOoTt only TOom the Father but Iso TOom the Son NIce-
phorus Vlemid, MenTtfor of the future CINDCIOL e90doOore IL, ()IIC of the Byzan-
tine theologians of the 1 3th CeNTUrY, condemned the alın position.““ The contradic-
t10ons between the [WO churches the 1SSUE of 1lioque ST1 remaın unresolved ® At

2G August Potthast (ed.) Kegesta Pantificum Komanorum inde ab 1110 POSL Christum naLtum 1 19585
adc 1110 1 304 IL, Beralini 157/95, 1065, Full LEXT of document, s '4 Luke
Wadding (ed.) Annales Inorum S€ U1 trium Ordinum Francısco institutorum AUCLIOFE LIL; Komae
1/352, 1/4-17/6 (Anno Chr. 124/, 8-10)

A Chronica fratris Salımbene de Adam, ed Oswald Holder-Egger, In Monumenta (1ermanılae
Hıstorica. Scriptores AAÄAII, Hannoverae 19195, 419

28 Natalija Shastina, Puteshestvija Vostok Planao Karpını (1Hloma Rubruka, In Puteshestvija
vostochnye Strany Planao Karpıni Rubruka/Natalija Shastina (ed.) MOSCOW 195/, 3—2U, ere

Au Matthaei Parıs1iensis Hıstor1a Anglorum, SIVE, uL vulgo dicitur, Hıstor1ia Mınora LIL; ed by Frede-
F1C Madden, Landon 1569 (Rerum Briıtannicarum Medii ÄevVI Scrptores LIV), 24f

(} Chronica fratris Salımbene de Adam, 304{f., 321
S] August Potthast (ed.) Kegesta Pantificum Komanorum IL, —1
SA Nicephorus Blemmydes, Autobiographia SIVE curriculum viıtae, ed Joseph Unıtız, Leuven,

1954, 6/-—-/53
55 For ILLOTE details E Alexandra Riebe, Kom In (emeinschaft mit Konstantinopel. Patriarch
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main purpose of the legate was to meet patriarch Manuel II (1244–1254) and to

inform him of Innocent IV’s desire to unitе the churches on conditions favorable to

the Greeks.
26

Brother Lawrence belonged to the inner circle of the pontiff. Fra Salim-

bene di Adam, monk-Minorite of Parma, the author of an extensive chronicle devo-

ted to the policy of the Holy See and the history of Italy in the mid-13th century,

mentioned him as a friend referring to the year 1251. After a time, on his return

from Nicaea, Innocent IV appointed Lawrence Archbishop of Antivari.
27

It is note-

worthy that Lawrence succeeded another Minorite, Giovanni da Pian del Carpine,

who held the Cathedral of Antivari at the turn of the decade 1240–1250.
28

Nicaean

authorities willingly accepted the Pope’s offer. After the reconquest of Thessalonica

in 1246, Vatatzes feared the Latin response. According to contemporary accounts by

Matthew of Paris, the Latin emperor Baldwin II (1228–1261) travelled to France and

England, enlisting Crusaders to defend Constantinople and return the land annexed

by Vatatzes.
29

From the chronicle by Salimbene di Adam it is also known that in

March 1249, Nicene ambassador monk Salimbene (namesake of the chronicler), who

spoke both Greek and Latin, arrived in Lyon to visit the Pope. He brought letters

from Vatatzes and patriarch Manuel requesting that John of Parma, Minister General

of the Order of St. Minorites, who had unquestioned moral authority in the West

and in the East, be sent to Nicaea to engage in further negotiations.
30

The letters of

Innocent IV to John III Vatatzes and patriarch Manuel that the Pope sent to Nicaea

with the embassy of John of Parma are dated May 28.
31

In late 1249, shortly after

the arrival of the delegation of John of Parma in Nicaea, a church council was held in

Nymphaion (now Kemalpaşa, Il Izmir, Turkey), at which Emperor John III Vatatzes

proposed recognition of papal plenitudo potestatis in exchange for the Pope’s refusal

to send assistance to the Latin powers in Constantinople. However, during the discus-

sions which followed considerable difficulties were caused by the problem of filioque,

added by the Roman church in the Nicene-Constantinople Creed, which claimed

that the Holy Ghost proceeds not only from the Father but also from the Son. Nice-

phorus Vlemid, mentor of the future emperor Theodore II, one of the greatest Byzan-

tine theologians of the 13th century, condemned the Latin position.
32

The contradic-

tions between the two churches on the issue of filioque still remain unresolved.
33

At

26
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the beginning of 1250, INCSSASC composed bDy Patriarch Manuel 11 WAS conveyed
Pope Innocent contamıng the proposa ( UOLMNVEIIC eneral council resolve
all disputes. The 1caean delegation SCeNT the council WASs ranted unrestricted
authority AaNı the patriarch pledged recogniıze al the decisions of this COUNCI134
But, the Greeks stubbornily efused accept the acldition of ilioque the TYee
unless 1t WASs proved bDy Scripture bDy ALLYy divinum oraculum. 'The Pope only CADICS-
sed the hope that the Greeks WOou ()I1C day recognıze the truth of the Romans AaNı
for this he WASs ready recognıze the ecumenical STATUSs of the TYee patriarchate.””
After successful negotlat1ions ın MaYy 1250, the delegation of ohn of Parma returned

Rome accompanied bDy the Pope's ambassadors;, who delivered etters TOom atlal7zes
and Manuel *© However, the ambassadors COU. nOoTt roceed urther Lyon SINCE
they WEIC detained bDy Emperor Frederick 11; who WASs nOoTt pleased with Vatatzes’
confactTt with the Pope;, hence elaying the 1caean representatives arrıval 1ın Lyon
until the early spring of 1251.°/ For atatzes, negotlatıng with the Pope dAid nOoTt
constıitute breaking relations with Frederick. (In the CONTIrarYy, the 1caean Emperor
continued Ssupport his father-in-law 1ın his confrontation with Innocent In
1248, atlal7zes SCENT Friedrich arge {1 of ONCY anı 1ın spring of 1250 provide
significant military force >® 'The e of Frederick 11 December 1 E 125() led

adical change 1ın the alignment of political forces 1ın kurope. Frederick’s SUCCCSSOUL,
the (1rman and Sicilian king Conrad (1250-1254) WASs hostile towards the Nıicene
Emperor. The reakdown between them Ooccurred when Conrad drove OuTt the Italian
family of Lancıa (maternal relatives of Empress Anna, wife of ohn 111 Vatatzes), who
WEIC forced flee Nicaea ” Under these Cırcumstances, supported bDy the Pope;,
aln CINDCIOL Baldwin 11 agaln egan Musier forces 1g atlatl7zes and for this
PULDOSC he WwWenTt the West recrult crusaders. Simultaneously, Innocent SCENT
his miıinısters call for campalgn agaınst Nicaea *9 In the end, atlatl7zes had
S TESUTTIEC negotlations the unification of churches. urıng the second half
of 1253, the 1caean Emperor SCeNT LICW CLVOY Rome consisting of metropoli-
Lans, George of Kizik AaNı Andronicus of Sardinia, AaNı the of the moNnastery
seYy ÄArsen10s AÄAutorelanos who WOU become the future patriarch of (Constantino-
ple, AaNı DAVC the ambassadors O: OWECLIS 1ın negotlating the erms of the Uun10Nn.
'This CHVOY 15 mentioned bDy e90doOore Skutariot 1ın his NOTESs the history wrıtten
bDy George Akropolites.“ The letter of Patriarch Manuel Pope Innocent L AaNı
that of Pope Alexander Bishop C(:onstantine of (Irvieto lays down the conditions
of the Uun1ıon suggested bDy the representatıves of Nıcaea. These WEIC the reftiurn of

Antoniıno Franchi, La svolta politico-ecclesiastica ira Koma Bisanzıo Se€ Ofe 11), 16/-17/9
S — Antoniıno Franchi, La svolta politico-ecclesiastica ira Koma Bisanzıo Se€ Ofe 11), 193—-2)15
SC Chronica fratris Saliımbene de dam Se€ Ofe 27), 667
S Walter Norden, [)as Papsttum Unı Byzanz Se€ Ofe 12), 325
40 Petr Zhavoronkov, Nikejskaja imper1na Zapad Se€ Ofe 19), 114 NSEE Iso Benaoit Grevin,

Une lettre latine de lempereur Frederic [{ Jean 11 Vatatzes desattribuee: PIODOS de Ia 1SS1VE Ky
Ila fidelitatis regula baculo LE castıget, In Byzantıon / 150—- 165

U Charles Diehl, Fiıgures byzantines IL, 'arıs 1 90S8, 2191
Petr Zhavoronkov, Nikejskaja imper1a Zapad Se€ Ofe 19), 114

41 (EeOrgll Acropolitae pera L, eds by August Heisenberg, Peter Wirth, gar 197/5, 790f. SEE
Michael Angold, Byzantıne government In exyvile Se€ Olfe 17), QIf
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the beginning of 1250, a message composed by Patriarch Manuel II was conveyed to

Pope Innocent IV containing the proposal to convene a general council to resolve

all disputes. The Nicaean delegation sent to the council was granted unrestricted

authority and the patriarch pledged to recognize all the decisions of this council.
34

But, the Greeks stubbornly refused to accept the addition of filioque to the Creed

unless it was proved by Scripture or by any divinum oraculum. The Pope only expres-

sed the hope that the Greeks would one day recognize the truth of the Romans and

for this he was ready to recognize the ecumenical status of the Greek patriarchate.
35

After successful negotiations in May 1250, the delegation of John of Parma returned

to Rome accompanied by the Pope’s ambassadors, who delivered letters from Vatatzes

and Manuel.
36

However, the ambassadors could not proceed further to Lyon since

they were detained by Emperor Frederick II, who was not pleased with Vatatzes’

contact with the Pope, hence delaying the Nicaean representatives’ arrival in Lyon

until the early spring of 1251.
37

For Vatatzes, negotiating with the Pope did not

constitute breaking relations with Frederick. On the contrary, the Nicaean Emperor

continued to support his father-in-law in his confrontation with Innocent IV. In

1248, Vatatzes sent Friedrich a large sum of money and in spring of 1250 provided

significant military force.
38

The death of Frederick II on December 13, 1250 led to

a radical change in the alignment of political forces in Europe. Frederick’s successor,

the German and Sicilian king Conrad IV (1250–1254) was hostile towards the Nicene

Emperor. The breakdown between them occurred when Conrad drove out the Italian

family of Lancia (maternal relatives of Empress Anna, wife of John III Vatatzes), who

were forced to flee to Nicaea.
39

Under these circumstances, supported by the Pope,

Latin emperor Baldwin II again began to muster forces to fight Vatatzes and for this

purpose he went to the West to recruit crusaders. Simultaneously, Innocent IV sent

his ministers to call for a campaign against Nicaea.
40

In the end, Vatatzes had to

agree to resume negotiations on the unification of churches. During the second half

of 1253, the Nicaean Emperor sent a new envoy to Rome consisting of two metropoli-

tans, George of Kizik and Andronicus of Sardinia, and the abbot of the monastery

Aksey Arsenios Autoreianos who would become the future patriarch of Constantino-

ple, and gave the ambassadors broad powers in negotiating the terms of the union.

This envoy is mentioned by Theodore Skutariot in his notes to the history written

by George Akropolites.
41

The letter of Patriarch Manuel to Pope Innocent IV, and

that of Pope Alexander IV to Bishop Constantine of Orvieto lays down the conditions

of the union suggested by the representatives of Nicaea. These were: the return of

34
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Constantinople, the restoration of the Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople,
AaNı the departure of alın cClergy TOm Constantinople. In exchange, the 1caean

agreed recognıze the r1Macy of the Pope 1ın church affairs, his rig
(UMNVEILNIC ecumenical councils and chair them, take the oath of the TIAOdOX cClergy,
AaNı finally conceded that the Emperor WASs obliged y Out all the decrees of
the Pope, if they WEIC nOoTt CONT{rary the sacred canons_ *4 'The Nıicene emM1ssarıes
WEIC sei7zed bDy Conrad and eached Rome only 1ın the early “SLUITMLLCT of 1254 *°
However, continuing negotlat1ons “{){)IT1 proved impossible because of the en of
their maın partiıcıpants: Emperor ohn 111 atlal7zes died November 3) 1254, AaNı
his e WAS Ollowe: month later, December 7) Dy that of Pope Innocent
'The LICW 1caean CINDECLOL, e90doOore 11 Lascarıs (1254-1258), WASs brought UD {)I-

ding Aristotle’s ideas AaNı elNleve that ruler’s maın duty WASs his PCO-
ple the Tee natıon for the sake of whom he MUST make Al y sacrifice 44 'Theo-
dore stressed the superl10r1ty of Hellenic culture AaNı Tee al ()VCTL the alın al
supported TYTee philosophers AaNı theologians, held religious disputes al his COUTrT,
AaNı warded Victory 1ın these discussions his countrymen.“” Like Frederick 11
e90doOore 11 considered the emperor’'s 48) be higher than that of the pontiff.
He suggested the LICW PODC, Alexander (1254-1261), that chould be CSU-

med about Uunıon A4SE: uDON the churches equality AaNı the domination of the
o ()VCT them 46

The Struggle between Nıcaea an Constantinople anı the Foreign Policy of the
es of (salicia- Volyn

'The beginning of negotlations between the Dukes of Galicia-Volyn AaNı the Apostolic
See the church un1ıon AaNı aniel’s coronatıon coincides with the resumption of
negotlati1ons unıting estern and Kastern churches. 'These negotlations WEIC held

the inıtlatıve of the Pope with the authorities of Nıcaea AaNı Bulgaria, AaNı their
MOST actıve took place 1ın the late early 12508 4/ 'The question of the
un1ıon with Rome WASs discussed almost simultaneously 1ın Nıcaea and Galicia- Volyn
Rus during the negotlatl1ons conducted bDy Miınaorites close Innocent
Lawrence and ohn (Giovanni Aa Pıan del arpine). In the auftfumn of 1245 the latter,

ecorg Hofmann, Patriarch VO  z ikaia Manuel I1 Unı aps Innozenz L In (ICP XIX
6/-/U0 NSEE Iso Frıtz Schillmann, /ur byzantinischen Paolitik Alexanders (1254-1261), 11}
XII (Freiburg 1908), 115-119

Walter Norden, [)as Papsttum Unı Byzanz Se€ Ofe 12), 36 /
1mıi1ter Angelov, Imperial ideology and political thought In Byzantıum (1204-1330), Cambridge

2007, 204
Michael Angold, Church AaN« soclety In Byzantıum Se€ Olfe 11), 5771
Petr Zhavoronkov, Nikejskaja imperya Zapad Se€ Ofe 19), 116
SeEe Vitalien Laurent, L€ PaDC Alexandre (1254-1261) el l Empire de Nicee, In EOr

30—32; Johannes Haller, [)as Papsttum Se€ Ofe 25), 261£.; Wilhelm de Vrlies Se€ Ofe 11), Inno-
ZEeI17 (1243-1254) un der ochristliche (Usten, 115-151:; Daniel Stiernon, L€ probleme de 1' union
greco-latine VUC de Byzance. De £ermaın [{ Joseph ler (1232-1273), In Michael Moaollat (ed.) 1274
AÄnnee charmniere: mutatons el continuiltes. Colloque international, Parıs, 19//, 145-1572
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Constantinople, the restoration of the Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople,

and the departure of Latin clergy from Constantinople. In exchange, the Nicaean

party agreed to recognize the primacy of the Pope in church affairs, his right to

convene ecumenical councils and chair them, to take the oath of the Orthodox clergy,

and finally conceded that the Emperor was obliged to carry out all the decrees of

the Pope, if they were not contrary to the sacred canons.
42

The Nicene emissaries

were seized by Conrad IV and reached Rome only in the early summer of 1254.
43

However, continuing negotiations soon proved impossible because of the death of

their main participants: Emperor John III Vatatzes died on November 3, 1254, and

his death was followed a month later, on December 7, by that of Pope Innocent IV.

The new Nicaean emperor, Theodore II Lascaris (1254–1258), was brought up accor-

ding to Aristotle’s ideas and believed that a ruler’s main duty was to serve his peo-

ple – the Greek nation – for the sake of whom he must make any sacrifice.
44

Theo-

dore stressed the superiority of Hellenic culture and Greek faith over the Latin faith,

supported Greek philosophers and theologians, held religious disputes at his court,

and awarded victory in these discussions to his countrymen.
45

Like Frederick II,

Theodore II considered the emperor’s power to be higher than that of the pontiff.

He suggested to the new pope, Alexander IV (1254–1261), that talks should be resu-

med about union based upon the churches’ equality and the domination of the em-

peror over them.
46

The Struggle between Nicaea and Constantinople and the Foreign Policy of the

Dukes of Galicia-Volyn

The beginning of negotiations between the Dukes of Galicia-Volyn and the Apostolic

See on the church union and Daniel’s coronation coincides with the resumption of

negotiations on uniting Western and Eastern churches. These negotiations were held

on the initiative of the Pope with the authorities of Nicaea and Bulgaria, and their

most active stage took place in the late 1240s – early 1250s.
47

The question of the

union with Rome was discussed almost simultaneously in Nicaea and Galicia-Volyn

Rus’ during the negotiations conducted by two Minorites close to Innocent IV –

Lawrence and John (Giovanni da Pian del Carpine). In the autumn of 1245 the latter,

42
Georg Hofmann, Patriarch von Nikaia Manuel II. und Papst Innozenz IV, in: OCP XIX (1953),

67–70. – See also: Fritz Schillmann, Zur byzantinischen Politik Alexanders IV. (1254–1261), in: RQ

XXII (Freiburg 1908), 115–119.

43
Walter Norden, Das Papsttum und Byzanz (see note 12), 367.

44
Dimiter Angelov, Imperial ideology and political thought in Byzantium (1204–1330), Cambridge

2007, 204f.

45
Michael Angold, Church and society in Byzantium (see note 11), 527f.

46
Petr I. Zhavoronkov, Nikejskaja imperija i Zapad (see note 19), 116.

47
See: Vitalien Laurent, Le pape Alexandre IV (1254–1261) et l’Empire de Nicée, in: EOr (1935),

30–32; Johannes Haller, Das Papsttum IV (see note 25), 261f.; Wilhelm de Vries (see note 11), Inno-

zenz IV. (1243–1254) und der christliche Osten, 113–131; Daniel Stiernon, Le problème de 1’union

gréco-latine vue de Byzance. De Germain II a Joseph ler (1232–1273), in: Michael Mollat (ed.), 1274.
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FEecumenical Processes In the mid 13th Century

traveling hrough South-Western Rus 1le his WdYy Mongolia, MmMeTt Duke Va-
61 Romanovich, bishops AaNı nobles AaNı ead them the Pope's letter „the
unıty of the Holy Mother Church“.*® Continuing his ourneYy the following Spring,
Carpıne MeTt Daniel himself returnıng TOom the Horde somewhere ın the Steppes of
the 1)on (In his WdY back TOom Mongolia Lyon 1ın June 1247, the papa CLVOY
visited Galicia-Volyn Rus agaln, MeTt Daniel AaNı Vasilko, AaNı the bishops anı „people
worthy of respect” who confirmed that „they desire ord PODC be their father anı
Master AaNı the Holy Roman Church be their mi1stress and teacher“  49 BHetween
1246 AaNı 1248, there WASs egular COI'I'CSPOIIdCHCC between Innocent AaNı the Rus-
S1an ukes, indicating continummg mutual contact. * Shortly after returnıng TOom the
Horde, Daniel Romanovich SEeNT his CLVOY Gregory whose LIALLIC 15 ment10-
ned ın the Pope's letter of September 1 E 1247 the Archbishop of Mal1lnz, AaNı
Archchancellor of the Holy Roman Empire, Siegfried 111 Vo  — Eppstein, Lyon.””
Wladyslaw Abraham chows Gregory be the of St Daniel moNnastery 1ın the
VICINItYy of Ugrovsk.”“ In June 1247, the Dukes of Galicia-Volyn probably SCeNT another
em1ssary Lyon, who arrived there simultaneously with the delegation of Pıan del
Carpine.”” The Pope's with the rulers of Nıcaea and Galicia-Volyn Rus WEIC

conducted AaNı eached their climax almost simultaneously. The Pope's CLVOY,
PIzO of Mezzano, MeTt Daniel 1ın Krakow al the end of July 1253,°* but he faijled
obtain the Duke's prompt CONSENT the coronatıon AaNı the Uun10n of churches,
Daniel hesitated for several months. In autumn, the papa representatives ALLIC

Russia >> The PXAC date of the coronatıon 15 unknown. 'The MOST likely 1S el1eve
bDy Wtadyslaw Abraham be December 12523 6 ychajlo Grushevs ky] argued
that anilel's coronatıon took place 1ın the last months of 1253 .° Mykola Chubatyj

(1HOovannı Ai Pıan Ai („arpıne, STOr1a dei Mongoli 3, eds by EnNrIco enestö AaN« C'laudio
Leonardiıi, Spoleto 1959, 304

(1HOovannı Cli 1an Ai (‚arpıne, StOr1La dei Mongoli Se€ Ofe 48), 35() (IX. 48)
( ] August Potthast (ed.) Kegesta Pantificum Komanorum IL, 1025, 12095-12098, 106/,

12665-12669, 1069, 1076, 107/58, NSEE the full documents: Alexander
Turgenev (ed.) Hıstor1ia Kuss1i1ae Monumenta L, ST Petersburg 1541, 2/-062, 65-68, 62-695,; 6/-6%,

/4; /6, I7
“ ] August Potthast (ed.) Kegesta Pantificum Komanorum IL, 1069, NSEE the full OCU-

MmMent: Alexander Turgenev (ed.) Hıstor1ia Kuss1i1ae Monumenta 1 Se€ Ofe 50), 66, 75
Y Wladyslaw Abraham, Powstanıie Organızacyı kosciofla Lacinskiego Kusı L, LvıVv 1904, 12A7
_ SEE Giünther Stökl,; [Ias Füurstentum Galizien-Wolhynien, In Manfred Hellmann (ed.) and-

buch der Geschichte Russlands 1/1, Stuttgart 19851, 220-524; Sophia Senyk, history of the Church
In Ukraine To the End of the Thirteen Century, Kom 1993, 4532-4539; Peter Jackson, The Mongols
AaN« the West, —1 Harlow 2005, “4-9/, ntı Selart, Livland un die Kus 1mM 13 Jahrhundert,
öln 2007, AMIS—-)14 NSEE Iso Vitalij Nagırny], “(Curientes TulSs votis annuere”: Kto by1 inıcJatorem
rokowan miedZy ksiazetami halicko-wolyniskimi stolica apostolska polowie lat A40-ch {11 wieku?,
In Drogichin 12553 Materialy Mizhnarodnoji naukovoji konferenci]i nagodi /55-1 richnici koronaciji
Danyla Romanovycha, Ivano-Frankivsk 20058, 134-141

Bronistaw WIodarski, Palska Kus, 4-1 Warszawa 1966, 145
— — Mychajlo Grushevs kyj, Hronologija podij Galyc ko-Volyns koli lLtopysy, In Zapysky Naukao-

VORU LOVarystLva iImen1ı Shevchenka 41 Lviv 1901), 36f.
C Wladyslaw Abraham, Powstanıie Organızacyı kosciofla Se€ Ofe 52), 134
=Yi Myhajlo Grushevs ky], Hronol’ogija podij Se€ Ofe 55), 36f.
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Century

traveling through South-Western Rus’ while on his way to Mongolia, met Duke Va-

silko Romanovich, bishops and nobles and read to them the Pope’s letter on „the

unity of the Holy Mother Church“.
48

Continuing his journey the following spring,

Carpine met Daniel himself returning from the Horde somewhere in the steppes of

the Don. On his way back from Mongolia to Lyon in June 1247, the papal envoy

visited Galicia-Volyn Rus’ again, met Daniel and Vasilko, and the bishops and „people

worthy of respect“ who confirmed that „they desire lord pope to be their father and

master and the Holy Roman Church to be their mistress and teacher“.
49

Between

1246 and 1248, there was regular correspondence between Innocent IV and the Rus-

sian dukes, indicating continuing mutual contact.
50

Shortly after returning from the

Horde, Daniel Romanovich sent his envoy Abbot Gregory – whose name is mentio-

ned in the Pope’s letter of September 13, 1247 – to the Archbishop of Mainz, and

Archchancellor of the Holy Roman Empire, Siegfried III von Eppstein, to Lyon.
51

Władyslaw Abraham shows Gregory to be the Abbot of St. Daniel monastery in the

vicinity of Ugrovsk.
52

In June 1247, the Dukes of Galicia-Volyn probably sent another

emissary to Lyon, who arrived there simultaneously with the delegation of Pian del

Carpine.
53

The Pope’s talks with the rulers of Nicaea and Galicia-Volyn Rus’ were

conducted and reached their climax almost simultaneously. The Pope’s envoy, Abbot

Opizo of Mezzano, met Daniel in Krakow at the end of July 1253,
54

but he failed to

obtain the Duke’s prompt consent to the coronation and the union of churches, as

Daniel hesitated for several months. In autumn, the papal representatives came to

Russia.
55

The exact date of the coronation is unknown. The most likely is believed

by Władyslaw Abraham to be December 1253.
56

Mychajlo S. Grushevs’kyj argued

that Daniel’s coronation took place in the last months of 1253.
57

Mykola Chubatyj

48
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Alexander Mailorov

hought that this even took place after the LICW yCadl of 1254,7® Vladimir Pashuto
atle the coronatıon the -ALLIC yCadl (about 254).”” Regardless, 1T 15 evident that the
papa embassy, headed bDy legate plza, waited almost half yCadl for Daniel Romano-
vich's decision accept the roya INS1gN1a ranted him bDy the Roman ontiff AaNı
X1ve his CONSENT the Uunıon of churches. It WASs during the second half of 1253,;
when negotlations the erms of the coronatıon and church un1ıon WEIC held 1ın
Krakow anı then ın olm, that the ambassadors, authorized conclude the un1ıon

erms previously agreed uDON Dy both partles, WEIC SCeNT TOm Nıcaea Rome.
anilel's coronatıon 3001 WAS delayed for half yCdl, AaNı the papa ambassadors,
who delivered the U  11, waited patiently for the opportuniıty ulfill their M1SSION.
Apparently, the elay ( A  — be explained bDy the fact that olm COUr WAS expecting
LICWS TOm Nıicaea, confirming the 1na agreemen of erms of the Uun10n with Kome,
AaNı ending authorized representatives conclude Ly with the Pope. Apparently
this WAS due the partiıcıpatiıon of the uUss1an TIANOdOX cClergy 1ın the coronatıon.
According chronicle of Galicia-Volyn, Daniel took the „from his father Pope
Innocent and all his bishops“.  <c 60 Fbrom the oufsel, the uUss1an cClergy WAS involved ın
the negotlatl1ons with Rome. According Pıan del Carpine, the Dukes Daniel AaNı
Vasilko discussed the Pope's proposals 1C his bishops had brought.®” In ()ULE OP1-
N10N, the need for direct contactT with the 1caean authorities al this tiıme, 1C WASs

ımportant WOTr politics anı the fate of the Kastern church, explains trıp
Nıcaea bDy Daniel Romanaovich's close assoc1ate Kirill who WASs chosen bDy the Duke
of Galicia-Volyn candidate for the pOost of Kıevan Metropolitan. In 1246, his
WdY Nıicaea, he eached HungarYy, where he carried Out another Oorder bDy Daniel
become mediator 1ın the negotlatl1ons the marrl1age between aniel’s {}  — LEeVvV
AaNı Kıng ela 1V 's aughter C(:onstance. For his assıstance 1ın concluding the Mmarrı-
dASC, ela promised Kirill CC him off „al O' with honoar“ Kirill

have successfully fulfilled his M1sSsS1ON 1ın Nıicaea, confirming Duke Daniel Galitsky’'s
willingness strictly follow the objectives of the foreign policy ursued bDy the Nıica-
CAL COUr Hıs reward WASs his promotion Dy the patriarch the pOost of Klev eIrg-
politan Kirill. It WASs such that he returned Russıa before movıng Uuz163
ong with the diplomatic fforts of the papa curla, 1caean diplomacy played
significant ';ole ın promoting negotlatl1ons the church-politica un1ıon of ast AaNı
West. An ımportant tool of this diplomacy NCcIUde the basileuses dynastic t1es with
the rulers of kuropean STAaTtes. 'The wife of the Hungarıan king ela I E Marıa Laska-

_> Mykola Chubatyj, Zahidna Ukrajina Kym {11 ST SvoJih zmagannjah do cerkovnoji un11,
In Zapysky Naukovogo tovarıstva iImenı Shevchenka 12}23—17)4 (Lviv 1917),

o Vladimir Pashuto, Ocherki PO IStTOF11 Galicko-Volynsko) Kusı Se€ OTE 9) 2509 Nikola;
Kotlyar dates coronatıon October November 1253 (Nilolaj Kotljar, Kommentar1ı], In Nilolaj
Kotljar (ed.) Galicko-Volynskaja letopis: Tekst Kommentary]. Issledovanie, ST Petersburg 2005, 7304

G() Ipat evskaja letopis’ Se€ Olfe 1) S AL
G 1 10Vannı Ai Pıan Cli („arpıne, StOr1a dei Mongoli Se€ Ofe 48), 375 (IX. 44)
G Ipat evskaja letopis’ Se€ Ofe 1) S09 ( In the appolintment of KIlev Metropolitan Kirill s '4

Petr Zhavoronkov, Nikejskaja imperya knjazhestva Drevne] KusL, In Vizantijski] vremennik 43
84f.: Koman Sokolov, Obstojatel'stva postavlenija PEL VOROU russkogo PO proishozhdeniju

mitropolita Kirilla, In Vestnik Sankt-Peterburgskogo unıversıiteta. Ser1]Ja stor1ya 3—/
G5 Lavrent evskaja letopis, ed Evgen1] Karskij, Leningrad 192/, 477
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thought that this event took place after the new year of 1254,
58

Vladimir T. Pashuto

dated the coronation the same year (about 1254).
59

Regardless, it is evident that the

papal embassy, headed by legate Opiza, waited almost half a year for Daniel Romano-

vich’s decision to accept the royal insignia granted to him by the Roman Pontiff and

give his consent to the union of churches. It was during the second half of 1253,

when negotiations on the terms of the coronation and church union were held in

Krakow and then in Kholm, that the ambassadors, authorized to conclude the union

on terms previously agreed upon by both parties, were sent from Nicaea to Rome.

Daniel’s coronation ceremony was delayed for half a year, and the papal ambassadors,

who delivered the crown, waited patiently for the opportunity to fulfill their mission.

Apparently, the delay can be explained by the fact that Kholm court was expecting

news from Nicaea, confirming the final agreement of terms of the union with Rome,

and sending authorized representatives to conclude a treaty with the Pope. Apparently

this was due to the participation of the Russian Orthodox clergy in the coronation.

According to chronicle of Galicia-Volyn, Daniel took the crown „from his father Pope

Innocent and all his bishops“.
60

From the outset, the Russian clergy was involved in

the negotiations with Rome. According to Pian del Carpine, the Dukes Daniel and

Vasilko discussed the Pope’s proposals which his bishops had brought.
61

In our opi-

nion, the need for direct contact with the Nicaean authorities at this time, which was

so important to world politics and the fate of the Eastern church, explains a trip to

Nicaea by Daniel Romanovich’s close associate Kirill who was chosen by the Duke

of Galicia-Volyn as a candidate for the post of Kievan Metropolitan. In 1246, on his

way to Nicaea, he reached Hungary, where he carried out another order by Daniel to

become a mediator in the negotiations on the marriage between Daniel’s son Lev

and King Béla IV’s daughter Constance. For his assistance in concluding the marri-

age, Béla promised Kirill to see him off „at Gorka with great honor“.
62

Kirill seems

to have successfully fulfilled his mission in Nicaea, confirming Duke Daniel Galitsky’s

willingness to strictly follow the objectives of the foreign policy pursued by the Nica-

ean court. His reward was his promotion by the patriarch to the post of Kiev Metro-

politan Kirill. It was as such that he returned to Russia before moving to Suzdal.
63

Along with the diplomatic efforts of the papal curia, Nicaean diplomacy played a

significant role in promoting negotiations on the church-political union of East and

West. An important tool of this diplomacy included the basileuses’ dynastic ties with

the rulers of European states. The wife of the Hungarian king Béla IV, Maria Laska-
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7}1FEecumenical Processes In the mid 13th Century

rına, the Sıster of Vatatzes first wife Irene, contributed diplomatic fforts bDy stabli-
shing CONTACTS between ohn 111 atlalzes AaNı Pope Innocent We ( A  — Judge the
mediation fforts of the Hungarıan U  N TOom the information contained 1ın the bull
of Innocent Quod dominum lesum 1C WASs addressed her and 15 ale Janu-
AL Yy 3 E 1247 ©* 'The Pope hanked Marıa for her „SiNcere desire” promote the
reunification of the churches. The letter Iso mentlions the arrıval 1ın Rome of
rother Miınaorites SCeNT Dy the Queen, who „with JOYy AaNı enthusiasm talked about
her „persistent endeavors reiurn atlal7zes AaNı his people the bosom of the
mother church In3 the ontiff ffered send ambassadors Nıcaea 1M-
mediately, choosing for this PUL DOSC „prudent AaNı WISE men , that they CONU.
finally CONVINCE atlal7zes S the union.©> The Popes ambassador, monk-
Miınaoriıte Lawrence, arrived 1ın Nıcaea that YCal, Mediation bDy the Byzantıne Princess
Marıla, wife of the Hungarıan KIing, thus led resumıng direct CONTACTS between the
1caean Emperor AaNı the Pope AaNı the beginning of negotlations the church
UN10N.

In 19 of this data, 1T becomes possible explain initially unexpected fact that
the chronicle ACCOUNT of anijel’s coronatıon features his mother, Byzantıne Princess
Euphrosiniya-Anne, (IIC of the maın figures whose argumen(ts, mentioned, peL-
suaded the Duke accept the TOm the Pope. The Duchess of Galicia-Volyn
MUST have been 1ın touch with her relative 1ın Hungary (Maria of Hungary WASs Euph-
rosiniya's great-niece) anı been of her mediation 1ın of Nıcaea with Lyon
anı Rome. 'The Duchess’ interference 1ın anilel's affairs, al such crucial momen(L,
COUuU. hardly have been due S{)1I11C pro-Kome attitucle the desire help her {}  —

acquıre the roya title (at least, know nothing about this TOom the sources).
'This interference, 1ın ()ULE opınıon, WASs mainly determined bDy the political interests
of Nıcaea, whose maın objective remained the of Constantinople and the
restoration the Byzantıne Empire of Itfs previous Oorders 1ın the Balkans In Oorder

achieve this, all WEIC used AaNı allıy sacrifice WASs considered justified. Euph-
rosınıya of (jalicia obviously Aid nOoTt remaın indıfferent the aspırations of her
fellow Countrymen, AaNı therefore applied al her influence ULSC Daniel achhere

1caean policy. Adherence 1caean foreign policy Iso manıifested itself 1ın the
Duke of Galicia-Volyns relations with the (:egrman CIHNDCLOL Frederick 11 whose help
ohn 111 atlal7zes relied for long time 1ın the struggle for Constantinople. Daniel
Romanaovich’s actıve involvemen ın Austrian affairs, 1C egan 1ın the second half
of the S, noted bDy Vladimir Pashuto, ( A  — be ightly associated with the
alliance, 1C WASs forming al the -ALLIC tiıme, of Nıcaea with Emperor Frederick ©®
The CINCISCIILEC of the Nicaean-German alliance ( A  — be ate far back 1237
The creation of the alliance, though 1t WASs nOoTt irectly reflected 1ın SUUICCS, WASs POst
factum confirmed bDy pleces of evidence. Pope Gregory (1227-1241)
condemned 1t 1ın March 12358 he WAS extremely concerned about Frederick’s inten-

August Potthast (ed.) Kegesta Poantificum Komanorum L1, 1049,
lr ugustın Theiner (ed.) Vetera Monumenta Hıstorica Hungarıam illustrantia maxımam

partem naondum L, Komae 18559, 203, 377
G6 Vladimir Pashuto, Vneshnjaja politika Drevne] KusL, MOSCOW 1965, AS/

21Ecumenical Processes in the mid 13
th

Century

rina, the sister of Vatatzes’ first wife Irene, contributed to diplomatic efforts by establi-

shing contacts between John III Vatatzes and Pope Innocent IV. We can judge the

mediation efforts of the Hungarian queen from the information contained in the bull

of Innocent IV Quod dominum lesum which was addressed to her and is dated Janu-

ary 30, 1247.
64

The Pope thanked Maria for her „sincere desire“ to promote the

reunification of the churches. The letter also mentions the arrival in Rome of two

brother Minorites sent by the Queen, who „with joy and enthusiasm“ talked about

her „persistent endeavors to return Vatatzes and his people to the bosom of the

mother church“. In response, the Pontiff offered to send ambassadors to Nicaea im-

mediately, choosing for this purpose „prudent and wise men“, so that they could

finally convince Vatatzes to agree to the union.
65

The Pope’s ambassador, monk-

Minorite Lawrence, arrived in Nicaea that year. Mediation by the Byzantine Princess

Maria, wife of the Hungarian King, thus led to resuming direct contacts between the

Nicaean Emperor and the Pope and to the beginning of negotiations on the church

union.

In light of this data, it becomes possible to explain an initially unexpected fact: that

the chronicle account of Daniel’s coronation features his mother, Byzantine Princess

Euphrosiniya-Anne, as one of the main figures whose arguments, as mentioned, per-

suaded the Duke to accept the crown from the Pope. The Duchess of Galicia-Volyn

must have been in touch with her relative in Hungary (Maria of Hungary was Euph-

rosiniya’s great-niece) and been aware of her mediation in talks of Nicaea with Lyon

and Rome. The Duchess’ interference in Daniel’s affairs, at such a crucial moment,

could hardly have been due to some pro-Rome attitude or the desire to help her son

to acquire the royal title (at least, we know nothing about this from the sources).

This interference, in our opinion, was mainly determined by the political interests

of Nicaea, whose main objective remained the recovery of Constantinople and the

restoration to the Byzantine Empire of its previous borders in the Balkans. In order

to achieve this, all means were used and any sacrifice was considered justified. Euph-

rosiniya of Galicia obviously did not remain indifferent to the aspirations of her

fellow countrymen, and therefore applied all her influence to urge Daniel to adhere

to Nicaean policy. Adherence to Nicaean foreign policy also manifested itself in the

Duke of Galicia-Volyn’s relations with the German emperor Frederick II, whose help

John III Vatatzes relied on for a long time in the struggle for Constantinople. Daniel

Romanovich’s active involvement in Austrian affairs, which began in the second half

of the 1230s, as noted by Vladimir T. Pashuto, can be rightly associated with the

alliance, which was forming at the same time, of Nicaea with Emperor Frederick.
66

The emergence of the Nicaean-German alliance can be dated as far back as 1237.

The creation of the alliance, though it was not directly reflected in sources, was post

factum confirmed by numerous pieces of evidence. Pope Gregory IX (1227–1241)

condemned it in March 1238 as he was extremely concerned about Frederick’s inten-

64
August Potthast (ed.), Regesta Pontificum Romanorum II, 1049, nr. 12406.

65
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66
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tion reftiurn Constantinople Vatatzes ©/ ÄAs early the spring of 1238,; 1caean
LrOODS WEIC ighting 1ın aly the side of the Emperor.®“® Frederick 11 WASs mediator
1ın the relations of Nıcaea with the alın Empire and the patron of the TYee Church
1ın southern Italy.°” In 1238, the Emperor Orbade the Crusader AaLINYy led Dy Baldwin
11; who opposed atatzes, Lrespass hrough his anı  S, AaNı closed the of
southern aly them ©

The rhymed chronicle Dy Philip Muske, Bishop of JTournal; PICESCIL VECS the informa-
tıon that contfactTt between the (:grman Emperor with the 1caean ruler egan 1ın
1237 when alal7zes ffered plea his jege, 1ın exchange for promıise TOom Frede-
Ck 11 Tee Constantinople and drive the aln CINDCLOL Baldwin 11 back
Erance /} 'The conclusion of the strateg1c alliance between aTlal7zes and Frederick
coincides with the beginning of the Romanovichs’ Austrian ep1C, during 1C the
Dukes of Galicia- Volyn maintained egular contactT with the (r man Emperor. The
first of these COMMUNICATIONS Ooccurred al the beginning of the ALLIC yCdl of 1237
urıng his STay 1ın Vıenna (January the first half of pri Frederick 11 MmMeTt

certaın „king” of Rus’, whom the Emperor rdered PDaYy ()VCL five hundred marks
1ın silver hrough ambassadors, 1aimed 1ın the mandate of 15 anuary 1240 * 'The
„king” of Rus mentioned 1ın the document COUuU. have only been Daniel Romanao-
vich, who WASs then 1ın ustria. ”® Another meeting of Daniel and Frederick’s ambas-
sadors, described 1ın Galicia-Volyn chronicle, WASs held 1ın Pressburg (Bratislava) 1ın
the SLUITELLLICT of 12458 1249 /% Acceptance of the roya WAS Aifficult decision
for Daniel Romanaovich. It mean(t, OI other things, obeying Rome 1ın Matfiers of
foreign policy, and 1ın Al y CdASC, recogniızıng the Pope's ole the SUDICINEC arbiter
1ın disputes of Christian rulers concerning and rights. For the Romanovichs, 1T INEeVI1-

entailed the efusal of their due rights the Austriıan SUCCESSION hrough their
mother’'s sicle and relinquishing the struggle for the throne of the Babenbergs, 1C
according the Pope's plans WASs be gıven other candidates. It 1S accıdent
that aniel's coronatıon coincides with the departure of his SUI1, Roman Danilovich,
TOom Austrıa and the reakdown of the marrlage between the latter and Gertrude

G / Walter Norden, [)as Papsttum Unı Byzanz Se€ Ofe 12), 325
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/eit -1Jahrhundert): eın Beltrag ZUTE Geschichte Suditaliens 1mM och- Unı Spätmittelalter, BHam-
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7 SeEe Alexander AalOFrOV, Damiliil Galickij Fridrih VolnstvennYy]: russko-avstrijskie otnoshenija

seredine {11 In Voprosy IStOFr11 3945
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tion to return Constantinople to Vatatzes.
67

As early as the spring of 1238, Nicaean

troops were fighting in Italy on the side of the Emperor.
68

Frederick II was a mediator

in the relations of Nicaea with the Latin Empire and the patron of the Greek Church

in southern Italy.
69

In 1238, the Emperor forbade the Crusader army led by Baldwin

II, who opposed Vatatzes, to trespass through his lands, and closed the ports of

southern Italy to them.
70

The rhymed chronicle by Philip Muske, Bishop of Tournai, preserves the informa-

tion that contact between the German Emperor with the Nicaean ruler began in

1237 when Vatatzes offered to plead his liege, in exchange for a promise from Frede-

rick II to free Constantinople and drive the Latin emperor Baldwin II back to

France.
71

The conclusion of the strategic alliance between Vatatzes and Frederick

coincides with the beginning of the Romanovichs’ Austrian epic, during which the

Dukes of Galicia-Volyn maintained regular contact with the German Emperor. The

first of these communications occurred at the beginning of the same year of 1237.

During his stay in Vienna (January – the first half of April 1237), Frederick II met

a certain „king“ of Rus’, whom the Emperor ordered to pay over five hundred marks

in silver through ambassadors, as claimed in the mandate of 15 January 1240.
72

The

„king“ of Rus’ mentioned in the document could have only been Daniel Romano-

vich, who was then in Austria.
73

Another meeting of Daniel and Frederick’s ambas-

sadors, described in Galicia-Volyn chronicle, was held in Pressburg (Bratislava) in

the summer of 1248 or 1249.
74

Acceptance of the royal crown was a difficult decision

for Daniel Romanovich. It meant, among other things, obeying Rome in matters of

foreign policy, and in any case, recognizing the Pope’s role as the supreme arbiter

in disputes of Christian rulers concerning land rights. For the Romanovichs, it inevi-

tably entailed the refusal of their due rights to the Austrian succession through their

mother’s side and relinquishing the struggle for the throne of the Babenbergs, which

according to the Pope’s plans was to be given to other candidates. It is no accident

that Daniel’s coronation coincides with the departure of his son, Roman Danilovich,

from Austria and the breakdown of the marriage between the latter and Gertrude
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Babenberg.”” 'The Duke of Galicia-Volyn WASs compensated for these CONCESSIONS
the Pope bDy military aid TOom the atholıc monarchs oya the Apostolic See for
his opposiıtion the Jatars, 1ın whom Rome A threat all Christians.

The Unıion with ome an Relations wiıth the Tatars

few months before his coronatıon, Daniel alitsky, who had received the LICWS of
the 'Tatars‘ preparatıon for LICW attack the anı of Southern Rus’, turned
Innocent with several 1881 calling for help. 'The of these etters have nOoTt
survived, but ( A  — Judge their CONTENTS bDy drawing the cCONTEeNT of the papa bull
( um Ad aliorum, atle MaYy 1 E 1253,/° 1C read,

„From the of (JUT C{}  Z beloved 1n Christ, (JUT SOI1, glorious king of Kuss1ya, who
because of the neighborhood üıth them /'The Tatars, M.| became of INalıy of their
secrels, AVE earned recently that these Tatars ATC preparıng destroy Al those who, 1n
INalıy places, by the of (j0d, managed CSCAdDEC, and that, unti;| their (G0od them,
they 311 violently trample their neighboring Christian landsil

The Pope then called „all Christians within the kingdom of Bohemia, Moravıa;,
Serbia AaNı Pomerania’, AaNı „all Christians within Poland“ MOouUnN: LICW crusade
agaınst the Jatars, and ın Oorder organıze 1t he SEeNT his legate DIZO of
Me77an0. In Kegesta of Innocent 1ın Vatıcan Secret Archives, CODY of etters
addressed Czechia AaNı Poland, AaNı ate May 1 E 12553 (Reg Or1g. vol I1 EP. 031

308) has Survived. According postscrıipt, bull with the -ALLIC cCONTEeNT WASs SCeNT
Rus’ “ Athanasi) Velyky], referring another volume of RKegesta (Reg. Vat., vol

AAIL; 2 E 308v-309) published the -ALLIC texTi bull, addressed „archbis-
hops;, bishops and al Christians 1ın Russia” and Itfs abridge: version bull; addres-
sed „all Christians 1ın Poland“ AaNı ate': May 21, 1253 ”

„Let V  y Christian y his Cross”, the Pope wrole, spurrıng Christians 1ın
Central AaNı Kastern kurope for holy Wr agalnst the Jatars,

„and follow fully armed the glory S19n of the Almighty Kıng And that nothing would
prevent such salutary CdSC, Al those who, inspired by this appeal 11 take 11
generously S1Ve absolution of their S1NS and them üıth the SA1A111C privileges those S01Ng

the ald of the Holy and“ 80

Another bull of Innocent Cum ONM 15 ale March 9) 1254, 1ın 1C he
appoılnts Archbishop Albert Suerbeer papa legate ın Pruss1la, Eston1a and Rus’,

7 SEE Alexander AalOFrOV, Rus’, Vızantıja Zapadnaja Evropa. I7 IStOFr11 vyneshnepoliticheskih
kulturnyh SVJaZze] X II—-AXI V V.y ST Petersburg Z2O11,; 6541

76 August Potthast (ed.) Kegesta Poantificum Komanorum L1, —1
E1 Cited Dy: Vera Matuzova, Flena aZzaroVvVa, KrestonOScCYy Rus Konec XII 1277/0) Teksty,

perevod, kommentarij, MOSCOW 2002, 365
/5 NSEE full document: Alexander Turgenev (ed.) Hıstor1ia Kussiae Monumenta Se€ Ofe 50),
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Babenberg.
75

The Duke of Galicia-Volyn was compensated for these concessions to

the Pope by military aid from the Catholic monarchs loyal to the Apostolic See for

his opposition to the Tatars, in whom Rome saw a threat to all Christians.

The Union with Rome and Relations with the Tatars

A few months before his coronation, Daniel Galitsky, who had received the news of

the Tatars’ preparation for a new attack on the lands of Southern Rus’, turned to

Innocent IV with several messages calling for help. The texts of these letters have not

survived, but we can judge their contents by drawing on the content of the papal bull

Cum ad aliorum, dated May 14, 1253,
76

which read,

„From the messages of our son beloved in Christ, our son, glorious king of Russiya, who

because of the neighborhood with them [The Tatars, A. M.] became aware of many of their

secrets, we have learned recently that these Tatars are preparing to destroy all those who, in

many places, by the grace of God, managed to escape, and that, until their God stops them,

they will violently trample their neighboring Christian lands“.
77

The Pope then called on „all Christians within the kingdom of Bohemia, Moravia,

Serbia and Pomerania“, and „all Christians within Poland“ to mount a new crusade

against the Tatars, and in order to organize it he sent his legate – Abbot Opizo of

Mezzano. In Regesta of Innocent IV in Vatican Secret Archives, a copy of letters

addressed to Czechia and Poland, and dated May 14, 1253 (Reg. orig. vol. II. Ep. 931.

p. 308) has survived. According to a postscript, a bull with the same content was sent

to Rus’.
78

Athanasij G. Velykyj, referring to another volume of Regesta (Reg. Vat., vol.

XXII, nr. 25, pp. 308v-309) published the same text as a bull, addressed to „archbis-

hops, bishops and all Christians in Russia“ and its abridged version as a bull, addres-

sed to „all Christians in Poland“ and dated May 21, 1253.
79

„Let every Christian carry his cross“, the Pope wrote, spurring on Christians in

Central and Eastern Europe for a holy war against the Tatars,

„and follow fully armed the glory sign of the Almighty King […] And so that nothing would

prevent such a salutary case, all those who, inspired by this appeal will take a cross, we will

generously give absolution of their sins and grant them with the same privileges as those going

to the aid of the Holy Land“.
80

Another bull of Innocent IV (Cum te olim) is dated March 9, 1254, in which he

appoints Archbishop Albert Suerbeer as papal legate in Prussia, Estonia and Rus’,
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AaNı Orders him continue the work of legate Opizo,“ AaNı 1ın the bull AttenHhone
vigili debent of MaYy 1 E 1254 the Pope B' archbishop, bishops, AaNı the chapters of
the Pruss]ıan province, follow the example of Christians 1ın Czechia and Poland
AaNı eclare crusade agaınst the Tatars * Perhaps these fforts ( A  — be explained bDy
Innocent 1V's SINcere desire Support Daniel, AaNı with his help create protective
barrier agaınst the latars 1ın the ast of kurope. But CannoOoT CC ALLYy angible S19NS
of military aid the Duke of Galicia- Volyn TOm the West. In the the
Romanovichs had 19 han Orenza (Kuremsa) virtually single-handed.®” From
the above bull of Pope Innocent of MaYy 1 E 1253, 1T 15 clear that Daniel alitsky
warned Rome of the impending 'Tatars’ attack 1ın advance. Sources Aid nOoTt

ALLYy information of the Duke of Galicia-Volyn requesting help TOm the Pope during
his 19 agalnst uremsa. But 1T 1S probable that such requeSTS took place AaNı the
Duke's emands ALC reflected ın letter TOm anilel's ally, the Hungarıan king ela

the Pope, 1C 15 ate mid November 1254 Confronted with the eal threat
of latar attack his kingdom, ela bitterly complained about the complete ack
of the promised aid bDy Rome: instead, the people of Germany, the Kıng wrole, atta-
cked his and anı he goL nothing but worcds TOm France. ela openly threatened
reqg the alliance with Innocent and submit the (:egrman Emperor the
Pope's H  y 1ın Oorder SC(UTIC the I1ECCSSdL Y support.““

Researchers unanimously claim that 1T WAS the Pope's unwillingness inabili
provide the Duke of Galicia-Volyn with eal military Support 1ın resist1ng the Tatars‘
aggression that WAS the maın 1CASON for the reqg 1ın Daniel Romanaovich’s relations
with Rome  ÖD

In the latest literature, 1t 1S Iso commonly elleve that this rea Occurred 1imme-
diately after the e of Pope Innocent I E who WASs favorable Daniel, AaNı the
election of LICW PODC, Alexander I E who supported the Lithuanian king Mindaugas.
ÄAs evidence, the researchers refer the bull of Pope Alexander Catholice fidei cultum
of March 6) 1255, 1ın 1C the Pope granis Kıng Mindaugas and his SUCCECESS0UTS an
of the „Kuss1an king  CC occupied bDy Lithuania. ®©

x | August Potthast (ed.) Kegesta Pantificum Komanorum IL, —12 NSEE full
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brief“ Belas aps Innozent ber eINem erwartenden zweıten Finbruch der Mongolen
1mM 1250, In Überlieferung Unı Auftrag: Festschrift für Michael de Ferdinandy ZU Geburtstag,
Wiesbaden 197/2,
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and orders him to continue the work of legate Opizo,
81

and in the bull Attentione

vigili debent of May 19, 1254 the Pope urges archbishop, bishops, and the chapters of

the Prussian province, to follow the example of Christians in Czechia and Poland

and declare a crusade against the Tatars.
82

Perhaps these efforts can be explained by

Innocent IV’s sincere desire to support Daniel, and with his help to create a protective

barrier against the Tatars in the East of Europe. But we cannot see any tangible signs

of military aid to the Duke of Galicia-Volyn from the West. In the 1254–1255 the

Romanovichs had to fight Khan Corenza (Kuremsa) virtually single-handed.
83

From

the above bull of Pope Innocent IV of May 14, 1253, it is clear that Daniel Galitsky

warned Rome of the impending Tatars’ attack in advance. Sources did not preserve

any information of the Duke of Galicia-Volyn requesting help from the Pope during

his fight against Kuremsa. But it is probable that such requests took place and the

Duke’s demands are reflected in a letter from Daniel’s ally, the Hungarian king Béla

IV to the Pope, which is dated mid November 1254. Confronted with the real threat

of a Tatar attack on his kingdom, Béla bitterly complained about the complete lack

of the promised aid by Rome: instead, the people of Germany, the King wrote, atta-

cked his land and he got nothing but words from France. Béla openly threatened to

break the alliance with Innocent IV and to submit to the German Emperor – the

Pope’s enemy – in order to secure the necessary support.
84

Researchers unanimously claim that it was the Pope’s unwillingness or inability to

provide the Duke of Galicia-Volyn with real military support in resisting the Tatars’

aggression that was the main reason for the break in Daniel Romanovich’s relations

with Rome.
85

In the latest literature, it is also commonly believed that this break occurred imme-

diately after the death of Pope Innocent IV, who was favorable to Daniel, and the

election of a new pope, Alexander IV, who supported the Lithuanian king Mindaugas.

As evidence, the researchers refer to the bull of Pope Alexander Catholice fidei cultum

of March 6, 1255, in which the Pope grants King Mindaugas and his successors lands

of the „Russian kingdom“ occupied by Lithuania.
86
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It 15 this pope's INCSSAaSC that Matuza egards evidence of breakup of
relations between Daniel AaNı the ( urla SINCE „the Pope permitted Lithuanian king

CC /Mindaugas 1g agalnst the uUss1an and AaNı the uUss1an people the NIıdels
According Ivan Paslavs’ky];, 1ın bull 1C WAS SCeNT the Lithuanian Kıng 1ın
March 1255, Alexander » his King Mindaugas M.| struggle agalnst
Daniel AaNı granits Lithuania uUssi1an anı captured bDy Mindaugas“.”“ Äs Oleksandr

Golovko wriıtes, „ The LICW Pope, Alexander L under the preftext ofaniel’s intran-
S1igence 1ın religious maLftTters, abandone the promises of his predecessors have
Russıa under the protection '‘of the throne of ST Peter’, AaNı egan incıte Kıng
Mindaugas attack anijel’s lands“  C 59 Nilolaj Kotljar developed this idea urther
claiming that

„ In letter dated March 6, 1255, the Pope permitted Mindaugas cCapture and plunder Russıjan
lands In Order somehow "'rehabilitate the Pope, Mykola Chubaty; admıits that Alexander

C id NO 111A111 the Russıian lands of the Romanovichs but of other dukes But which ONnes*?
CC i}The PapacY CVECIN tried declare cerusade agaınst Galicia-Volyn principalit

We elieve that the cCONTEeNT of the bull Catholice el cultum does nOoTt OW such
interpretation AaNı chows quite the opposıte: the un1ıon between South- Western Rus
anı Rome ST1 existed, AaNı the anı of (jalicia AaNı olyn WEIC ST1 under the O-
NASC and protection of the Apostolic See Addressing Kıng Mindaugas, Alexander
WTrolte

„As YOU AVE chown us, YOU ATC agaınst the Russıian kingdom and ıts inhabitants, who ATC

established 1n wickedness, ıth untirıng 7zea] leading decisive battle, having subjugated S{(}IL1C

lands of the kingdom. ÄAs hear, the mentioned lands are| Car the heathen and infidel
that YOUu WEITIC also| easily able subdue and Jo1in the Christian faith Heartily S1VINg

/ Our| CONSEeNT VYOUFr reques(is, YOUu and YOUFr heirs by apostolic authority the a bhOove
lands, but under CIrCUuMsStances should they be Catholic, this letter confirms / Our| patrona-
SC«.91

Äs ( A  — SCC, the Pope, usıng his authority, dAid nOoTt Kıng Mindaugas AaNı his
heirs al the anı of the „Kuss1lan king  CC captured bDy Lithuania, but only those
whose residents „dIC established 1ın wickedness“ (ie who have turned AWAY TOom the
Church of Rome AaNı the atholıc faith) 'The Pope the Lithuanian Kıng that
he 1S ranted only schismatics‘ anı  S, „but under CIrCcumMstaANcCES they c<hould be
atholic  c The only and the Pope COUuUu have called „Catholic” an of the „Kusslan
kingdom  CC al the beginning of 1255 WAS that of Galicia- Volyn Rus 'This 15 proved Dy
the fact that later Alexander ST1 regarde Daniel alitsky ()IIC of the

S Vera Matuzova, Flena Nazarova, KrestonOSCYy Rus Se€ Olfe 77), 361
K Ivan Paslavs ky], Koronacıa Danyla Galyc kogo Se€ Ofe 85), S}
A Oleksandr Golovko, Korona Danyla Galyc kogo Se€ OTE 5) 3449
(} Nilolaj Kotljar, Kommentar1] Se€ Ofe 59), 0905
l „Cum SICHT fa fuit propositum nobis, CONIfra Regnum Russiae IDSIUSGUE mmn habi-

AfOres IM infidelitatis AdevViO COMNSTITUTOS indefessa STIreMNUItTAte decertans, nOoNNUHASs Terras LDSIUS regni TuUAae

subiugaveris ditioni, HON attendentes, quod de erras habente praedictas, VICINAE Pügüfl OFuUmM ef infidelium
regiONnes de facili 140 AdOomimnio subjict F14ES benigne precibus annueENTteES, praefatas ferras Hi
FULSGUE SUCCESSOTLOUS, absque Catholicorum quorundam praejudicio, Aaucforıtate Apostolica confirma-
HMS  ‚6s Alexander Turgenev (ed.) Hıstor1ia Kussiae Monumenta Se€ Ofe 50), ÖD, U3 NSEE
Iso ugustın Theiner (ed.) Vetera Monumenta Polaniae el Lithuaniae Se€ Ofe 78), 6U, 125
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It is this pope’s message that V. I. Matuza regards as evidence of a breakup of

relations between Daniel and the Curia since „the Pope permitted Lithuanian king

Mindaugas to fight against the Russian land and the Russian people as the infidels.“
87

According to Ivan V. Paslavs’kyj, in a bull which was sent to the Lithuanian King in

March 1255, Alexander IV „approves his [King Mindaugas’ A. M.] struggle against

Daniel and grants Lithuania Russian lands captured by Mindaugas“.
88

As Oleksandr

B. Golovko writes, „The new Pope, Alexander IV, under the pretext of Daniel’s intran-

sigence in religious matters, abandoned the promises of his predecessors to have

Russia under the protection ‘of the throne of St. Peter’, and began to incite King

Mindaugas to attack Daniel’s lands“.
89

Nilolaj F. Kotljar developed this idea further

claiming that:

„In a letter dated March 6, 1255, the Pope permitted Mindaugas to capture and plunder Russian

lands […] In order to somehow ‘rehabilitate’ the Pope, Mykola Chubatyj admits that Alexander

IV did not mean the Russian lands of the Romanovichs but of other dukes. But which ones?

The papacy even tried to declare a crusade against Galicia-Volyn principality“.
90

We believe that the content of the bull Catholice fidei cultum does not allow such

interpretation and shows quite the opposite: the union between South-Western Rus’

and Rome still existed, and the lands of Galicia and Volyn were still under the patro-

nage and protection of the Apostolic See. Addressing King Mindaugas, Alexander IV

wrote:

„As you have shown us, you are against the Russian kingdom and its inhabitants, who are

established in wickedness, with untiring zeal leading a decisive battle, having subjugated some

lands of the kingdom. As we hear, the mentioned lands [are] near the heathen and infidel

areas that you were [also] easily able to subdue and join to the Christian faith. Heartily giving

[our] consent to your requests, we grant you and your heirs by apostolic authority the above

lands, but under no circumstances should they be Catholic, this letter confirms [our] patrona-

ge“.
91

As we can see, the Pope, using his authority, did not grant King Mindaugas and his

heirs all the lands of the „Russian kingdom“ captured by Lithuania, but only those

whose residents „are established in wickedness“ (i.e. who have turned away from the

Church of Rome and the Catholic faith). The Pope warns the Lithuanian King that

he is granted only schismatics’ lands, „but under no circumstances they should be

Catholic“. The only land the Pope could have called „Catholic“ lands of the „Russian

kingdom“ at the beginning of 1255 was that of Galicia-Volyn Rus. This is proved by

the fact that two years later Alexander IV still regarded Daniel Galitsky as one of the

87
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88
Ivan Paslavs'kyj, Koronacija Danyla Galyc'kogo (see note 85), 82.

89
Oleksandr B. Golovko, Korona Danyla Galyc'kogo (see note 5), 349.

90
Nilolaj F. Kotljar, Kommentarij (see note 59), 295.
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„Cum sicut ex parte tua fuit propositum coram nobis, tu contra Regnum Russiae ipsiusque inhabi-

tatores in infidelitatis devio constitutos indefessa strenuitate decertans, nonnullas terras ipsius regni tuae

subiugaveris ditioni, nos attendentes, quod de terras habente praedictas, vicinae paganorum et infidelium

regiones de facili poterunt tuo dominio subjici; tuis benigne precibus annuentes, praefatas terras tibi
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„Catholic” rulers of Rus’ From the CODY of the bull ANTtTer Hia GUE of February 1 E
1257 published bDy Athanasij Velyky; un 1ın the archives of the Sacred ongrega-
tion for the Propagatiıon of the Faith APF. Miscellanea. vol 07-108), 1T
ollows that, bDy addressing the Duke of Galicia-Volyn, the pontiff wished him
„adhere the atholıc al 1C he has recently been converted“ (ut persistat
1ın fide catholica, acl UL um (OUOLMNVELSUS est); 1ın the ALLIC letter, the Pope called
Daniel ON the „Talthfu. rulers”, d  ering the atholıc faith“ %2 'The Pope's
perm1ss1on SP17€ uUss1an anı gıven the Lithuanian Kıng 1ın bull Catholice
el cultum referred, of CUULSC, terrıtory 1ın another part of the „Kussl1an king  CC
AaNı WASs aimed agaınst another ruler of Rus the Tan Duke of Novgorod AaNı
Vladimir Alexander Nevsky, who efused accept the Uunıon with Rome  95 'The bull
of March 6) 1255 1S ON other similar documents demonstrating ODECN confron-
tatıon between Rome and Novgorod 1ın the struggle for an 1ın the FKastern Baltic
reg10n. 'The MOST iımportant of them ( A  — be considered serles of Qui 114SEES
CAUSIS of March 11, 1256,7* 1ın 1C Pope Alexander called the atholıc cClergy
of Sweden, orway, Denmark, Gotland, ast Germany AaNı Poland egin preaching

LICW crusade agaınst the Pagalls of odskaya, Izhorskaya anı Karelian anı  S, L€.
those belonging Novgorod.”” The ALISWECTL WASs decisive military action, taken bDy
Alexander Nevsky 1ın the ALLIC yCadl of 125679 We find TAaCE€E of the Duke of
Galicia-Volyns involvemen 1ın the confrontation with the atholıc West ın the mid-

'This fact ( Al Clearly be interpreted 1ın favor of preserving the un1ıon of outh-
estern Russıa AaNı Kome, 1C longer existed 1ın What, then, COUuUu
have caused the subsequent break? In ()ULE Op1In10N, the 1CASON for this ( A  — be OUunNn:
nOoTt 1ın the West but rather ın the ast 'The un1ıon of Galicia-Volyn Rus with Rome
WAS part of the ecumenical PIOCCS, 1C developed mainly relationship of
Nıcaea with Rome. In this CdASC, for the uUss1an €es the posıtion of the 1caean
Emperor WAS of greater ımportance than that of the Pope.

KeJection of the Unı1on by the Nıcaean Ekmperor -Danıiel (alitsky's breakup
wiıth ome

In 1256, after rea. the Nıcaean-Roman negotlati1ons the Uunıon of churches
resumed. 'The inıtlatıve of the WAS auncnNne: bDy Nıcaea. e90doOore 11 SCeNT

. Athanasij Velyky) (ed.) Documenta Pantificum Komanorum historiam Ucrainae Se€ Ofe
/) U, 34

S SeEe BHorı1s Ja. Kamm , Papstvo Rus XX V V.y Moscow-Leningrad 1959, 1/5; FEduard Wınter,
Russland Unı das Papsttum L, Berlin 1960U, 104; Oleg Kudrjavcev, Aleksandr Nevskij PapsSLvo, In
Anatolij Torkunov (ed.) Aleksandr Nevskij. CGosudar , diplomat, vo1n, MOsScCOWw 2010, 159—17/7) ere
1/1

August Potthast (ed.) Kegesta Pantificum Komanorum IL, 133/,
.. SeEe Albert Ammann, Kirchenpolitische Wandlungen 1mM Ostbaltikum bis ZU Tode Alexan-

der Newski's, Koma 19536, 298f.; Igor' Shaskol'skij, Bor ba Kusı protiv krestonosno]} agressil ere-
gah Baltiki XII—- XI V V.y Leningrad 19/58, 206-—-209:; ntı Selart, Livyland Unı die Kus 1mM 15 ahrhun-
dert Se€ Ofe 53), 2151

Y SeEe lgor Shaskol skij, Bor ba Kusı protiv krestonosno] agressil Se€ OTE 95), 214-220:; John
Fennell, The CHISIS of medieval Kuss1a, —1 London 19895, 155
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„Catholic“ rulers of Rus’. From the copy of the bull Inter alia que of February 13,

1257 published by Athanasij G. Velykyj found in the archives of the Sacred Congrega-

tion for the Propagation of the Faith (APF. Miscellanea. vol. 16. pp. 107–108), it

follows that, by addressing the Duke of Galicia-Volyn, the pontiff wished him to

„adhere to the Catholic faith, to which he has recently been converted“ (ut persistat

in fide catholica, ad quam dudum conversus est); in the same letter, the Pope called

Daniel among the „faithful rulers“, „adhering to the Catholic faith“.
92

The Pope’s

permission to seize Russian lands given to the Lithuanian King in a bull Catholice

fidei cultum referred, of course, to territory in another part of the „Russian kingdom“

and was aimed against another ruler of Rus’ – the Grand Duke of Novgorod and

Vladimir Alexander Nevsky, who refused to accept the union with Rome.
93

The bull

of March 6, 1255 is among other similar documents demonstrating an open confron-

tation between Rome and Novgorod in the struggle for lands in the Eastern Baltic

region. The most important of them can be considered a series of bulls Qui iustis

causis of March 11, 1256,
94

in which Pope Alexander IV called on the Catholic clergy

of Sweden, Norway, Denmark, Gotland, East Germany and Poland to begin preaching

a new crusade against the pagans of Vodskaya, Izhorskaya and Karelian lands, i.e.

those belonging to Novgorod.
95

The answer was decisive military action, taken by

Alexander Nevsky in the same year of 1256.
96

We find no trace of the Duke of

Galicia-Volyn’s involvement in the confrontation with the Catholic West in the mid-

1250s. This fact can clearly be interpreted in favor of preserving the union of South-

Western Russia and Rome, which no longer existed in 1255–1256. What, then, could

have caused the subsequent break? In our opinion, the reason for this can be found

not in the West but rather in the East. The union of Galicia-Volyn Rus’ with Rome

was part of the ecumenical process, which developed mainly as a relationship of

Nicaea with Rome. In this case, for the Russian dukes the position of the Nicaean

Emperor was of greater importance than that of the Pope.

Rejection of the Union by the Nicaean Emperor -Daniel Galitsky’s breakup

with Rome

In 1256, after a break, the Nicaean-Roman negotiations on the union of churches

resumed. The initiative of the talks was launched by Nicaea. Theodore II sent to

92
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7), 50, nr. 34.

93
See: Boris Ja. Ramm, Papstvo i Rus' v X–XV vv., Moscow–Leningrad 1959, 175; Eduard Winter,

Russland und das Papsttum I, Berlin 1960, 104; Oleg F. Kudrjavcev, Aleksandr Nevskij i papstvo, in:

Anatolij V. Torkunov (ed.), Aleksandr Nevskij. Gosudar', diplomat, voin, Moscow 2010, 159–172 here
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Rome [WO of his representatives who 4S Alexander send plenipotentiary
legate. 'The basis for LICW negotlations WAS be the conditions previously agreed bDy
ohn 111 atlal7zes AaNı Innocent 'The papa CLVOY, Constantıne of Orvieto, WASs

ready depart Nıcaea 1ın ten days 'The legate received Oa OWELIS TOom the
Pope, including the rig. (UMNVEILNIC church council anı chair 1t papa V1car,
anı the rig change the decisions of the council al his discretion.?/ The embassy of
(C:onstantine of (Irvieto ALLIC Thessalonica 1ın September 1256, where the 1caean
Emperor WAS Iso tayıng. However, bDy the time the papa representatiıves arrived,
e0Odore II’s posıtion the question of Uunıon with Rome had changed dramatically.
At the tiıme, the Emperor had led successful military operatıons 1ın Bulgaria and,
apparently under the influence of this SUCCCSS, ALLIC the conclusion that he
longer needed the Popes Ssupport 1ın achieving his rımary political objective the
reconquest of Constantinople.”® e0Odore 11 expressed his LICW posiıtion the Uunıon
with Rome 1ın letter SCeNT the Pope AaNı cardinals “{ ){(9IT1 afterwards. 'The Emperor
efused subordinate the Tee church Kome, favoring only the removal of
contradictions between the estern AaNı Kastern churches AaNı the search for ( {(I)1I11-

promıise only 1ın Maftiers of Christian doctrine. 'The Greeks AaNı the Latıns, 1T WAS

emphasized 1ın the letter, chould deep AaNı open-minded search for truth LODE-
ther ”” The change 1ın the previous (VULSC taken bDy Nıicaea, aimed al establishing
closer relations with Kome, WASs certainly prompte bDy strengthening 1ts posıtion 1ın
the Balkans In the midst of negotlations, 1ın September 1256, magnificent wedding
of e90doOore II’s aughter MarYy AaNı Nikephoros Doukas, {}  — of Michael 11 of EDIrus
WASs held 1ın Thessaloni patriarch Ärsen1ius Avtorlan specifically informed the Pope
of this event. 190 'This marrl1age aid the foundations for military-politica alliance
between the 1caean Empire AaNı the kingdom of ED1IruS the [WO MOST powerfu. of
the TYee STaTfes that emerged after the fall of Constantinople 1ın 1204;, whose rulers
had long competed with ach other 191 ÄAs result, the papa legate dAid nOoTt FeCeIVeEe

audcdience with the Emperor. According George Akropolites, after Theodore's 11
departure the ast al the end of October 1256, the Pope's embassy headed for
errler where 1T remained until the end of December AaNı then, bDy the Emperor’s
order, WASs refurn Rome  102 'The papa legate WAS received only bDy Patriarch

/ Frıtz Schillmann, /ur byzantinischen Paolitik Alexanders Se€ Ofe 42), 115-119 NSEE Iso
Alexander Vasilev, stor1ya Vizantijsko) imper11. (J)t nachala Krestovyh pohodov do padenija KONS-
tantinopolja Se€ Ofe 21), 419

4X Vitalien Laurent, L€ PaDC Alexandre (1254-1261) el l empire de Nicee, 43 NSEE Iso
Burkhard Roberg, IDIE Union zwischen der griechischen Unı der lateinischen Kirche auf dem Kaoanzıil
VOI1 Lyon ONn 1964, 45f.; Alexandra Riebe Se€ Olfe 33), Kom In (emeinschaft mit Konstantiı-
nopel, 53f

G Theodari Ducae Lascarıs Epistulae GCGAÄVIL ed Nicoala Festa, Florence 15958, MI2} HO0I4
100 Vitalien Laurent (ed.) Les egestes des Actes du Patrıarcat de Constantinople Les ACTES des

Patriarches. AasSC Les regestes de 1 20585 1L509, Parıs 19/1, 135372 NSEE Iso (EOrgll Acropolitae
pera Se€ Olfe 41), 132—-135354

101 SE Daoanald Nicol, The Despotate of Ep1Lros, 4-1 Oxford 1957
102 (EeOrgll Acropolitae pera Se€ Ofe 41), 1 39f. NSEE Iso Jean Pappadopoulos, Theodoare

Lascarıs, de Nicee, Parıs L90S, 9Of.: Michael Angold, Byzantıne government In eyile
Se€ Olfe 17), 291f
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Rome two of his representatives who asked Alexander IV to send a plenipotentiary

legate. The basis for new negotiations was to be the conditions previously agreed by

John III Vatatzes and Innocent IV. The papal envoy, Constantine of Orvieto, was

ready to depart to Nicaea in ten days. The legate received broad powers from the

Pope, including the right to convene a church council and chair it as a papal vicar,

and the right to change the decisions of the council at his discretion.
97

The embassy of

Constantine of Orvieto came to Thessalonica in September 1256, where the Nicaean

Emperor was also staying. However, by the time the papal representatives arrived,

Theodore II’s position on the question of union with Rome had changed dramatically.

At the time, the Emperor had led successful military operations in Bulgaria and,

apparently under the influence of this success, came to the conclusion that he no

longer needed the Pope’s support in achieving his primary political objective – the

reconquest of Constantinople.
98

Theodore II expressed his new position on the union

with Rome in a letter sent to the Pope and cardinals soon afterwards. The Emperor

refused to subordinate the Greek church to Rome, favoring only the removal of

contradictions between the Western and Eastern churches and the search for a com-

promise only in matters of Christian doctrine. The Greeks and the Latins, as it was

emphasized in the letter, should start a deep and open-minded search for truth toge-

ther.
99

The change in the previous course taken by Nicaea, aimed at establishing

closer relations with Rome, was certainly prompted by strengthening its position in

the Balkans. In the midst of negotiations, in September 1256, a magnificent wedding

of Theodore II’s daughter Mary and Nikephoros Doukas, son of Michael II of Epirus

was held in Thessaloniki; patriarch Arsenius Avtorian specifically informed the Pope

of this event.
100

This marriage laid the foundations for a military-political alliance

between the Nicaean Empire and the kingdom of Epirus – the two most powerful of

the Greek states that emerged after the fall of Constantinople in 1204, whose rulers

had long competed with each other.
101

As a result, the papal legate did not receive

an audience with the Emperor. According to George Akropolites, after Theodore’s II

departure to the East at the end of October 1256, the Pope’s embassy headed for

Verrier where it remained until the end of December and then, by the Emperor’s

order, was to return to Rome.
102

The papal legate was received only by Patriarch
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ÄArsenI1us, who strongly emphasized that the 1SSUE of the Uunıon WASs the basileus’
prerogatıve. 'The patriarch SEeNT his ambassadors the Pope with letter 1ın 1C
1ın the Emperor’s letter, he insisted the need only dogmatic differences
between the churches 19 AIl this, 1ın fact, mean the termınatıon of the Uunıon negotla-
tions. 194 'The rejection of the un1ıon with Rome bDy the 1caean Emperor “{ ){(9IT1 trı1gge-
red corresponding reaction Dy the Galicia- Volyn Dukes 'This ( Al be conclude
TOom the bull ANTtTer Hia GUE bDy Pope Alexander L ate February 1 E 257 105 W1-
thout tryıng conceal his ırrıtatiıon, the Pontiff, recalling the recent Daniel Romano-
vich's CONVersion Catholicism, itterly accused him of violating the oath of allegi-
1I1ICC the Roman church, 1C he commuitted despite the benefits he received TOm
1T

„D0 YOU, tryıng geL Out of the darkness of unbelief, which blanketed the CVCS of VYOUFr soul,
CVECIN after YOU AVE een reborn 1n the baptismal font, NO without Od’'s inspiıration turned
ın due time the light of the Catholic faith, without which ON1C 311 be saved, and the
Obedience the Church of Kome, promised under Oath obey ıt, like [rue SOIl1, and stick

the Catholic faith, like other faithful sovere1gns. Therefore the Church, desiring strengthen
YOU 1n YOUFr faith by ıts favor and CINCOUTASC YOUu by g00d deeds, elevated YOUu the LOp of the
royal title We made SUTC that YOU WETC anointed üıth the ll of the royal anomıntıng, and a1ıd
the YOUFr head But YOU,;, has COINC (JUT Cars, Causing (JUT heart-felt COMNCEII,
having forgotten about both spiritual and secular benefits of the church, disrespected blessings,
neglected religion, violating YOUFr oath, cCid NO keep YOUFr promise obey the church and
acdhere the faith, which W5 the risk for YOUFr soul, the damage the faith, negligence

il 1 06the saıd cOhurch and from Jesus Christ

Such SCVCIC crıiticısms obviously ollowe the Duke of Galicia- Volyn's rejection of the
commMmMıItTMeNnts he took 1ın respect of the Apostolic See 'This refusal, althoug.
ressed quite Clearly, WASs brought the attention of Alexander nOoTt bDy Daniel,; but
hrough Irı partıes („as has OINIC ()ULE ears”, the Pope wrote). Hence, the ontiff
OUunNn: 1T 11ECCSSAL Y personally ddress the Duke with exhortations and warnıngs
about the possible CONSCEUJUCHNCCS of his From the bull ANTtTer Hia GUE, 1T
transpıres that the Pope accused Daniel nOoTt only of violation of the oath of allegiance

105 Vitalien Laurent (ed.) Les egestes des AÄActes du Patrıarcat de Constantinople 1/4 Se€ Ofe

100), 133572
104 Daniel Stiernon, L€ probleme de 1' union greco-latine VUC de Byzance Se€ Ofe 47), 151£.:

Joseph Gill, Byzantıum AaN« the Papacy Se€ Ofe 11), s-1
105 Uugus Potthast (ed.) Kegesta Poantificum Komanorum L1, 157/0,
106 „ane Ol CUPLENS de infidelitatis tenebris, GUE etfiam renatus fuisti fonte baptismatis

ACULOS T mMmentfis involverant, aAd Hmen Catholice Fidet, SIHE GUÖÄ E1 salvatur, ef aAd obedientiam
FBectesie Romane HON SIHE divina inspiratione redire, Juramento restito promisistt, FBectesie predicte FAa -
GUUFN Fidelis eJus Filius obedire, Ffidem Catholicam, SICHT 44 Orthodoxi MUuNdt Principes, observare.
Propter quod Bectesia eadem volens Fe IM S1H{1 devotfione CONZFULS Ffirmare favoribus, ef CONdIENIS gratits
confovere, FUHAamMm aAd Regalis dignitatis apicem sublimavit, Jaciendo Fe INUNGQT SACH CFISMATIS
oleo,, UOdUE ImMPONL capıit! Regum diadema. Sed [ U, SICHT aAd audienftiam NOSTFAaM HON SIHE COFTdis turhafı-
ON t pervenit, Lam spiritualium GUUFN temnporalium beneficiorum IDSIUS Bectesie IMMEMOT, gratie
DFOFSUS Ingratus, restifi Juramenti religione EMDL, d quod CIrCca obedientiam ejusdem Ecclesie,
predicte observationem Fidei DFOMISLSSE dinosceris, observare postmodum HON CUFrastt, IM Aanıme FU perti-
culum, LDSIUS InJuriam Fidet, FBectesie predicte contempfum, ef obprobrium Jesu Christi" Alexander
Turgenev (ed.) Hıstoria Kussiae Monumenta L, 4, s SeEe Athanasij Velyky] (ed.) Documenta
Pantificum Komanorum historiam Ucrainae Se€ Ofe /) U, 34
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Arsenius, who strongly emphasized that the issue of the union was the basileus’

prerogative. The patriarch sent his ambassadors to the Pope with a letter in which, as

in the Emperor’s letter, he insisted on the need to overcome only dogmatic differences

between the churches.
103

All this, in fact, meant the termination of the union negotia-

tions.
104

The rejection of the union with Rome by the Nicaean Emperor soon trigge-

red a corresponding reaction by the Galicia-Volyn Dukes. This can be concluded

from the bull Inter alia que by Pope Alexander IV, dated February 13, 1257.
105

Wi-

thout trying to conceal his irritation, the Pontiff, recalling the recent Daniel Romano-

vich’s conversion to Catholicism, bitterly accused him of violating the oath of allegi-

ance to the Roman church, which he committed despite the benefits he received from

it:

„So you, trying to get out of the darkness of unbelief, which blanketed the eyes of your soul,

even after you have been reborn in the baptismal font, not without God’s inspiration turned

in due time to the light of the Catholic faith, without which no one will be saved, and to the

obedience to the Church of Rome, promised under oath to obey it, like a true son, and stick

to the Catholic faith, like other faithful sovereigns. Therefore the Church, desiring to strengthen

you in your faith by its favor and encourage you by good deeds, elevated you to the top of the

royal title. We made sure that you were anointed with the oil of the royal anointing, and laid

the crown on your head. But you, as has come to our ears, causing our heart-felt concern,

having forgotten about both spiritual and secular benefits of the church, disrespected blessings,

neglected religion, violating your oath, did not keep your promise to obey the church and to

adhere to the faith, which was the risk for your soul, the damage to the faith, negligence to

the said church and apostasy from Jesus Christ“.
106

Such severe criticisms obviously followed the Duke of Galicia-Volyn’s rejection of the

commitments he took on in respect of the Apostolic See. This refusal, although ex-

pressed quite clearly, was brought to the attention of Alexander IV not by Daniel, but

through third parties („as has come to our ears“, the Pope wrote). Hence, the Pontiff

found it necessary to personally address the Duke with exhortations and warnings

about the possible consequences of his apostasy. From the bull Inter alia que, it

transpires that the Pope accused Daniel not only of violation of the oath of allegiance

103
Vitalien Laurent (ed.), Les Regestes des Actes du Patriarcat de Constantinople I/4 (see note

100), nr. 1332.

104
Daniel Stiernon, Le problème de 1’union gréco-latine vue de Byzance (see note 47), 151f.;

Joseph Gill, Byzantium and the Papacy (see note 11), 98–100.

105
August Potthast (ed.), Regesta Pontificum Romanorum II, 1370, nr. 16731.

106
„Sane tu olim cupiens de infidelitatis tenebris, que postquam etiam renatus fuisti fonte baptismatis

oculos tue mentis involverant, ad lumen Catholice fidei, sine qua nemo salvatur, et ad obedientiam

Ecclesie Romane non sine divina inspiratione redire, juramento prestito promisisti, Ecclesie predicte tam-

quam fidelis ejus filius obedire, ac fidem Catholicam, sicut alii Orthodoxi mundi Principes, observare.

Propter quod Ecclesia eadem volens te in sui devotione congruis firmare favoribus, et condignis gratiis

confovere, personam tuam ad Regalis dignitatis apicem sublimavit, faciendo te inungi sacri crismatis

oleo,, tuoque imponi capiti Regum diadema. Sed tu, sicut ad audientiam nostram non sine cordis turbati-

one pervenit, tam spiritualium quam temporalium beneficiorum ipsius Ecclesie immemor, tanteque gratie

prorsus ingratus, prestiti juramenti religione contempt, id quod circa obedientiam ejusdem Ecclesie, ac

predicte observationem fidei promisisse dinosceris, observare postmodum non curasti, in anime tue peri-

culum, ipsius injuriam fidei, Ecclesie predicte contemptum, et obprobrium Jesu Christi“. – Alexander I.

Turgenev (ed.), Historia Russiae Monumenta I, 84, nr. 95. – See: Athanasij G. Velykyj (ed.), Documenta

Pontificum Romanorum historiam Ucrainae 1 (see note 7), 50, nr. 34.
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gıven Kome, but Iso of „nNon-compliance” with the atholıc al „disrespect
blessings , AaNı „neglect religion' 1C WAS SCCI] bDy the Pope „apostas TOom
esus Christ“ 'These charges enable Ssuggest that, CX USC rea off
relations with Kome, Daniel used dogmatic differences between the Kastern AaNı Wes-
tern churches 1C had nOoTt been ettled 1ın the Nıcaean-Roman about the
UN10N. These differences NCcCIUdE the Roman doctrine of 1lioque, 1C the TYee
Emperor anı the Patriarch efused recognıze. Kejection of 1li0que, reckon,
DAVC 1S€e the charge of TOm EeSsus Christ. 'The fact that the question of
1lioque WASs of fundamental ımportance 1ın the relations of Alexander with Daniel
of (jalicia ( A  — be proved bDy words of the Pope addressed the uUss1an Duke, d -

ling the maın M1SS10Nar y task of the Apostolic See

„God Oes NO acceptL humility, unless ıt from faith; Aa business 11 succeed, unless
1$ assOcC1ated üıth spreading and strengthening faıth 1n human hearts, and especially 1n hearts
of kings Aa princes. SO, INUSLT do (JUT best make SUTC that together üıth Christianity
spreading throughout the world the Son of Eternal (0d the Father be 1L10OTC widely worshipped
by SErVanlts of (10d“_107

These words Clearly cho recent discussion between Roman and Tee theologians
about the inclusion of the CONCepL that the Holy 0S proceeds nOoTt only TOm the
Father, but Iso „from the Son  CC 1C WAS created bDy the estern Church and WASs

nOoTt recognized bDy the Greeks 1nto the Nicaean-Constantinople Yee: the ogma
of the rinity).

rea wiıth ome an the Change In Danıiel Galitsky's Foreign Policy
Alexander concludes his letter Daniel bDy elling him reftiurn the bosom of
the atholıc Church, ending of his plenipotentiaries him

„In addition, by (JJUT etter, ıMmpose obligation (JJUT venerable brothers, the bishops
of Olomoauc Aa Wroclaw, make YOUu do by cOhurch punishment, dismissing the appeal,
and call the secular help them agaınst YOU. The ESSCIICC of this 1$ NO ın
conflict ıth Aa11Y apostolic charters of allV kind of COonten(T, which could hinder the actıon
of the INCSSAaSHC, disagree ıth ıt, an the decision of the [WO meet1ings of the general
council”. 105

107 „Verum auia HON PSst Heg acceDtum obsequium, quod SIHE Fide prestatufr, HEL pervenitur ODeEFumM
edificio aAd salutem, quod supra firmitatem Fidei HON CONSUFQIE, aAd propagandam E} ef corroborandam
IM mentibhus OMMNLUM, ef specialiter Regum Princıpum iInfenfione ffa OmMNiLdUE sollicitudine, verbhi

Operis efficacia Iabhorare debemus, 1T Christiana Religione BAatIus diffusa DEr orbem, Patrıs Eterni filius
multiplicatis SErVIFOTIDUS plenius honoretur”. Alexander Turgenev (ed.) Hıstoria Kuss1i1ae Monu-
menta L, SEE Athanasij Velyky) (ed.) Documenta Pantificum Komanorum historiam Ucrainae
l(see Ofe /)

105 „Alioqguin venerabilihus fratribus NOSFFIS Olomucensi F...} Wratisiaviensi EDISCOPILS Ifferis
NOSFFIS INJUNGIMUS, Fe aAd d DEr ecclestasticam, appellatione FeMOTfa compellant. NM obstan-
H4S aliquibus Ifferis Aplicis EUJUSCHNGUE “CNOFIS existant, Der GUUS effectus presentium impediri valeat
vel differri, (‚Oonstifufione de duabus Atietis editag IM COHNCHIO generali” Alexander Turgenev (ed.)
Hıstoria Kussiae Monumenta L, $ SEE Athanasij Velyky] (ed.) Documenta Pantificum Komano-
IU historiam Ucrainae Se€ Olfe /) 51
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given to Rome, but also of „non-compliance“ with the Catholic faith, „disrespect to

blessings“, and „neglect to religion“ which was seen by the Pope as „apostasy from

Jesus Christ“. These charges enable us to suggest that, as an excuse to break off

relations with Rome, Daniel used dogmatic differences between the Eastern and Wes-

tern churches which had not been settled in the Nicaean-Roman talks about the

union. These differences included the Roman doctrine of filioque, which the Greek

Emperor and the Patriarch refused to recognize. Rejection of filioque, as we reckon,

gave rise to the charge of apostasy from Jesus Christ. The fact that the question of

filioque was of fundamental importance in the relations of Alexander IV with Daniel

of Galicia can be proved by words of the Pope addressed to the Russian Duke, revea-

ling the main missionary task of the Apostolic See:

„God does not accept humility, unless it comes from faith; and no business will succeed, unless

is associated with spreading and strengthening faith in human hearts, and especially in hearts

of kings and princes. So, we must do our best to make sure that together with Christianity

spreading throughout the world the Son of Eternal God the Father be more widely worshipped

by numerous servants of God“.
107

These words clearly echo a recent discussion between Roman and Greek theologians

about the inclusion of the concept that the Holy Ghost proceeds not only from the

Father, but also „from the Son“ – which was created by the Western Church and was

not recognized by the Greeks – into the Nicaean-Constantinople Creed (the dogma

of the Trinity).

Break up with Rome and the Change in Daniel Galitsky’s Foreign Policy

Alexander IV concludes his letter to Daniel by telling him to return to the bosom of

the Catholic Church, sending two of his plenipotentiaries to him:

„In addition, by our letter, we impose an obligation on our venerable brothers, the bishops

of Olomouc and Wrocław, to make you do so by church punishment, dismissing the appeal,

and to call on the secular power to help them against you. The essence of this is not in

conflict with any apostolic charters of any kind of content, which could hinder the action

of the message, or disagree with it, and the decision of the two meetings of the general

council“.
108

107
„Verum quia non est Deo acceptum obsequium, quod sine fide prestatur, nec pervenitur operum

edificio ad salutem, quod supra firmitatem fidei non consurgit, ad propagandam eam, et corroborandam

in mentibus omnium, et specialiter Regum et Principum intentione tota omnique sollicitudine, ac verbi

et operis efficacia laborare debemus, ut Christiana Religione latius diffusa per orbem, Patris Eterni filius

multiplicatis servitoribus plenius honoretur”. – Alexander I. Turgenev (ed.), Historia Russiae Monu-

menta I, 84. – See: Athanasij Velykyj (ed.), Documenta Pontificum Romanorum historiam Ucrainae

1(see note 7), 50.

108
„Alioquin venerabilibus fratribus nostris […] Olomucensi et […] Wratislaviensi Episcopis litteris

nostris injungimus, ut te ad id per censuram ecclesiasticam, appellatione remota compellant. Non obstan-

tibus aliquibus litteris Aplicis eujuscunque tenoris existant, per quas effectus presentium impediri valeat

vel differri, et Constitutione de duabus dietis edita in concilio generali“. – Alexander I. Turgenev (ed.),

Historia Russiae Monumenta I, 85. – See: Athanasij G. Velykyj (ed.), Documenta Pontificum Romano-

rum historiam Ucrainae 1 (see note 7), 51.



Alexander Mailorov

ÄAs ( Al SCC, Alexander ın fact evoked previous obligations of Rome (apostolic
letters) ın respect of the Duke of Galicia-Volyn, depriving him of the rig. appeal,
AaNı threatened that 1ın ASsC of ailure follow the oath of allegiance the Pope,
Irue Apostolic See secular rulers WONL. ODDOSC Daniel. 'The Popes reference the
decision of the general council apparently the decision of the 1F$S Council of
Lyon 1245) about the overthrow of the (:egrman CIHNDCLOL Frederick 11 and, therefore,
contaıns direct reference the rig. of the Church denYy the u of undes-
irable secular rulers. 1wo of the -ALLIC title bDy Alexander I E addressed the
bishops of Olomoauc anı Wroclaw, ALC atle February 1 E 1257 SULUINAL y of these
etters has sSurvived 1ın the papa RKegesta. Kepeating al his claims Daniel, the Pope
instructs the bishops app1y COEerCIVeEe

„Therefore Order YOU by this apostolic etter, ıf the saıd duke 0es NO ulfill hıs promise,
force him this by ecclesjastical COUTF! dismissing the appeal and us1ıng agaınst the saıd

il 109duke the help of secular authorities

'The TexTt the bull Atfer Hia GUE TOom the papa RKegesta cited bDy August Potthast
nables understand 1C secular rulers WEIC mean here bDy the Pope 1ın (IIC

version Daniel Romanovich 1S called „vassal of the Hungarıan king  ‚CC (ut Danielem
S USSIAE rubrae regnl Hungarıae vasallum) Ad TOMISSA servanda CEeHNSUTFTIS
ecclestasticis cogant). ** However, ın the confrontation with Daniel alitsky, Alexan-
der counted other kuropean rulers. It 15 indicated bDy the selection of ambassa-
dors, who WEIC instructed ring the papa ultimatum the duke-apostate. They
WEIC bishop Bruno of Olomouc and bishop Thomas of Wrocthaw 111 Bruno VOo  — Shau-
enburg, who occupied the episcopal cathedra 1ın Olmoauc TOm _  y WASs (IIC

of the key agents of the papa. influence 1ın Czechia who dAid much ralse the profile
AaNı enhance the welfare of the Roman Church. Bishop Bruno became close S5()-

clate anı 1e acdviser of the ZeC king Przemysl Ottokar 11 (1253-1278). Extremely
militant, he WASs Iso killed military leader who Often led the roya LrOODS-
nally. In and _  y Bruno accompanied Ottokar 1ın the Crusades
Prussija 112 Another ambassador of the Pope, Wroctlaw bishop Thomas Kozlovaroga
who held the cathedra 1ın 1232-1268), WAS Iso (IIC of the prelates MOST al
Rome. avıng received education AaNı doctorate 1ın aly, he always maintained the
closest confact with the papa cur1a. Bishop Thomas WASs (IIC of the MOST promiınent
church eaders 1ın Poland ın the mid-13th CenNTUurYy. He actively eiende: the interests
of the atholıc Church 1ın ıts relations with ukes, inıitiated the summon1ing of church
Synods of al Poland 1ın Wroctaw 1253, 1264 AaNı AaNı inıtiated AaNı
participated 1ın the canon1ı7atıon of Bishop Stanislaus of Krakow (1253-1254), who

109 „Quocirca fraternitati vestrae Der aquatenus S7 MEMOFTAatIuUS Rex praemissa neglexerit adimp-
lere, VOoSs 14} aAd d Der ecclestasticam, appellation postposita, compellatis, INVOCATO NIcChHOMINUS
CONIra eundem Regem AUXIHO vacht Ssgecularıs". Athanasij Velyky) (ed.) Documenta Pontificum
Komanorum historiam Ucrainae Se€ Ofe /) 51, 35

110 Uugus Potthast (ed.) Kegesta Poantificum Komanorum L1, 157/0,
11L Uugus Potthast (ed.) Kegesta Poantificum Komanorum L1, 157/0,
112 SEE Jan Libor, Verne PO bakız sveho krale Bruno Schaumburku, In ibid., Osobnosti V-

skych d&Ejin L, TNO 2006, 63-7/6
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As we can see, Alexander IV in fact revoked previous obligations of Rome (apostolic

letters) in respect of the Duke of Galicia-Volyn, depriving him of the right to appeal,

and threatened that in case of failure to follow the oath of allegiance to the Pope,

true Apostolic See secular rulers would oppose Daniel. The Pope’s reference to the

decision of the general council apparently means the decision of the First Council of

Lyon (1245) about the overthrow of the German emperor Frederick II and, therefore,

contains a direct reference to the right of the Church to deny the power of undes-

irable secular rulers. Two bulls of the same title by Alexander IV, addressed to the

bishops of Olomouc and Wrocław, are dated February 13, 1257. A summary of these

letters has survived in the papal Regesta. Repeating all his claims to Daniel, the Pope

instructs the bishops to apply coercive measures:

„Therefore we order you by this apostolic letter, if the said duke does not fulfill his promise,

to force him to this by ecclesiastical court dismissing the appeal and using against the said

duke the help of secular authorities“.
109

The text on the bull Inter alia que from the papal Regesta cited by August Potthast

enables us to understand which secular rulers were meant here by the Pope as in one

version Daniel Romanovich is called „vassal of the Hungarian king“ (ut Danielem

regem Russiae (rubrae ac regni Hungariae vasallum) ad promissa servanda censuris

ecclesiasticis cogant).
110

However, in the confrontation with Daniel Galitsky, Alexan-

der IV counted on other European rulers. It is indicated by the selection of ambassa-

dors, who were instructed to bring the papal ultimatum to the duke-apostate. They

were bishop Bruno of Olomouc and bishop Thomas of Wrocław.
111

Bruno von Shau-

enburg, who occupied the episcopal cathedra in Olmouc from 1245–1281, was one

of the key agents of the papal influence in Czechia who did much to raise the profile

and enhance the welfare of the Roman Church. Bishop Bruno became a close asso-

ciate and chief adviser of the Czech king Przemysl Ottokar II (1253–1278). Extremely

militant, he was also a skilled military leader who often led the royal troops perso-

nally. In 1254–1255 and 1267–1268, Bruno accompanied Ottokar in the Crusades to

Prussia.
112

Another ambassador of the Pope, Wrocław bishop Thomas I Kozlovaroga

(who held the cathedra in 1232–1268), was also one of the prelates most faithful to

Rome. Having received education and a doctorate in Italy, he always maintained the

closest contact with the papal curia. Bishop Thomas was one of the most prominent

church leaders in Poland in the mid-13th century. He actively defended the interests

of the Catholic Church in its relations with dukes, initiated the summoning of church

synods of all Poland in Wrocław (1248, 1253, 1264 and 1267), and initiated and

participated in the canonization of Bishop Stanislaus of Krakow (1253–1254), who

109
„Quocirca fraternitati vestrae per a. s. m. quatenus si memoratus Rex praemissa neglexerit adimp-

lere, vos eum ad id per censuram ecclesiasticam, appellation postposita, compellatis, invocato nichilominus

contra eundem Regem auxilio brachii saecularis“. – Athanasij G. Velykyj (ed.), Documenta Pontificum

Romanorum historiam Ucrainae 1 (see note 7), 51, nr. 35.

110
August Potthast (ed.), Regesta Pontificum Romanorum II, 1370, nr. 16732.

111
August Potthast (ed.), Regesta Pontificum Romanorum II, 1370, nr. 16732.

112
See: Jan Libor, Věrně po boku svého krále. Bruno ze Schaumburku, in: ibid., Osobnosti morav-

ských dějin I, Brno 2006, 63–76.
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became the MOST revered of all Polish salints.  115 Bruno Vo  — Shauenburg WASs associated
with Daniel alitsky Dy S{)111C kind of personal relationship 1C undoubtedly influ-
enced the Pope's choice. In 1253, during the campalgn of Daniel and allied Polish
€es Moravıa;, described 1ın detail 1ın the Galicia- Volyn chronicle, certaın (ier-
bort surrendered the uUss1an Duke („Gerbor SCeNT Daniel his sword AaNı humıi-
lity“), hereby preventing ALLYy urther acdvance of Russian-Polish LrOODS „TO SODO-
CC  log Gerbort WASs probably ruler of Fulshteyn castle, situated the outskirts
of C1Ity Osoblag (in district Bruntal 1ın Moravian-Silesian reg10n of Czechia).*” (In
November 7) 1255, Bishop Bruno of Olomauc warded Gerbort of Fulshteyn (Her-
bort Vo  — Füllenstein) his (Herbordo, apifero Suo) several villages
35 compensatıon for damages TOom Vladislav, Duke of pole  CC (in restaurum dam-
OIU Wladislao, duce poliae), Daniel Galitsky's ally 1ın the campalgn of 125 3.116
In the early S, Daniel alitsky anı his {}  — Koman, bDy o1INıNg the 1g for the
legacy of the Austrian ukes, the Babenbergs, had U Wr with their maın rival
the ZeC king Przemysl Ottokar Przemysl reported Prandota, Bishop of
Krakow, the LV CONSCUJUCLHILCS of the 1INvasıon of Russian-Polish LrOODS 1ın Mora-
V1a 1ın letter ate July 2 E 1255, AaNı referred the extfensive damage the OUT-
ckirts of pava (enormi laesione NOsSIrarum errarum praesertium Opaviensis), where
the HI  y operated, ell prisoners captured bDy the Hungarlans,
Kumans AaNı Ruthenians (ab Ungarıs et Chomanis eti1am, CL Ruthenis).*** Obviously,
such claims Przemysl Ottokar COUuUu app1y Daniel of (jalicia ell Presumably,
1t WAS I1ECCSSdL Y for Bishop Bruno remind the uUuss1an Duke of these claims. Bishop
of Olomouc, SCeNT bDy Pope Alexander Daniel Romanovich 1ın February 1257,
had Just returned TOom VICtOr10USs campalgn 1ın ast Pruss1la, 1ın 1C he ACLOIMNDA-
nied his king.  119 Bruno WAS (IIC of the maın organızers of this campalgn, AaNı ın fact
WASs responsible for ıts preparatıon: during the Bishop of Warmı1a Anselm,
anı after him, the Tanı Master of the Teutonic er OppoO VOo  — (Istern —

ALLIC Czechia specifically 1ın order conduct with the Kıng and the
Bishop of omoauc.!* ogether with Ottokar, 1ın early 1255, Bishop Bruno partiıcıpa-

1 L5 SE Jozef Mandziuk, Hıstor1a Kaoasciofa katolickiego Slasku 1/1, Warszawa 2003, 155-1953
1 14 Ipatevskaja letopis Se€ Ofe 1) Q25f
115 Vladimir Pashuto, Ocherki PO IStOFr11 Galicko-Volynsko) Kusı Se€ OTE 9) 2571 NSEE Iso

Nilolaj Kotljar, Kommentarı) Se€ Ofe 59), 3855-201]
116 nNntonın Bocek (ed.) Codex diplomaticus el Epistolaris Moravıae ILL, Olomucii 1541, 1985-199,
222; Joseph Emler (ed.) Kegesta Diplomatica LIEC 110  z Epistolaria Bohemiae el Oravlae IL, Prahae

18552, 29 /4 NSEE Iso Beda Fr. udik, Mährens allgemeine geschichte V1/3, TNO 15/0, 477}
1L SE Alexander AalOFrOV, Rus,, 1zantıa Zapadnaja ‚vropa Se€ Ofe 75), 6441
115 Beda Fr. udik, Archive 1mM Königreiche (Jalizien Unı Lodomerien, In Archiv für sterreichi-

sche Geschichte 39 1—-222,; ere 156-157/
119 Peter de Dusburg, (‚.ronıca erre PrussIle, ed by Max JToeppen, 11} SKP L, Leiıpzig 1501, 3-2069,

ere Ü: Nicolaus VOI1 Jeroschin, Kronike VOT1 Pruzinlant, ed by Ernst Strehlke, In Ibidem, 291-64S8,
ere 417 NSEE Iso Christian Krollmann, IDIE deutsche Besiedlung des Ordenslandes Preussen, In
Prussiıa U 250-2506, ere 255

1 20 nNntonın Bocek (ed.) Codex diplomaticus el Epistolaris Oravlae LIL; A0 NSEE Iso Jaro
clav Goll, Cechy TusSy stfedoveku, Praha 1859/, ZU; Marıan Biskup, (jerard Labuda, Uz1ieJje Z akonu
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became the most revered of all Polish saints.
113

Bruno von Shauenburg was associated

with Daniel Galitsky by some kind of personal relationship which undoubtedly influ-

enced the Pope’s choice. In 1253, during the campaign of Daniel and allied Polish

dukes to Moravia, described in detail in the Galicia-Volyn chronicle, a certain Ger-

bort surrendered to the Russian Duke („Gerbort sent Daniel his sword and humi-

lity“), thereby preventing any further advance of Russian-Polish troops „to Osobo-

log“.
114

Gerbort was probably a ruler of Fulshteyn castle, situated on the outskirts

of city Osoblag (in district Bruntál in Moravian-Silesian region of Czechia).
115

On

November 7, 1255, Bishop Bruno of Olomouc awarded Gerbort of Fulshteyn (Her-

bort von Füllenstein) – as his surveyor (Herbordo, dapifero suo) – several villages

„as a compensation for damages from Vladislav, Duke of Opole“ (in restaurum dam-

norum a Wladislao, duce Opoliae), Daniel Galitsky’s ally in the campaign of 1253.
116

In the early 1250s, Daniel Galitsky and his son Roman, by joining the fight for the

legacy of the Austrian dukes, the Babenbergs, had to go to war with their main rival –

the Czech king Przemysl Ottokar II.
117

Przemysl reported to Prandota, Bishop of

Krakow, on the grave consequences of the invasion of Russian-Polish troops in Mora-

via in a letter dated July 20, 1255, and referred to the extensive damage to the out-

skirts of Opava (enormi laesione nostrarum terrarum praesertium Opaviensis), where

the enemy operated, as well as numerous prisoners captured by the Hungarians,

Kumans and Ruthenians (ab Ungaris et Chomanis etiam, seu Ruthenis).
118

Obviously,

such claims Przemysl Ottokar could apply to Daniel of Galicia as well. Presumably,

it was necessary for Bishop Bruno to remind the Russian Duke of these claims. Bishop

of Olomouc, sent by Pope Alexander IV to Daniel Romanovich in February 1257,

had just returned from a victorious campaign in East Prussia, in which he accompa-

nied his king.
119

Bruno was one of the main organizers of this campaign, and in fact

was responsible for its preparation: during 1253–1254 the Bishop of Warmia Anselm,

and after him, the Grand Master of the Teutonic Order Poppo von Ostern (1252–

1256), came to Czechia specifically in order to conduct talks with the King and the

Bishop of Olomouc.
120

Together with Ottokar, in early 1255, Bishop Bruno participa-
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ted 1ın the foundation of the fortress Kralevets (Königsberg), ounded where the ZeC
ascetic St. Wojciech (Adalbert) had died. }?1 Bishop Thomas of Wroclaw took part ın
organızıng the crusade Prussıa. Ottokar’s ALILLY went hrough Wroclaw the bor-
ders of FKastern Prussıa and this CIty WAS chosen the rallying point of the Crusaders’
maın forces.

„Coming Wroclaw Ottokar’'s annals read he |Przemysl Ottokar IL M.| celebrated
Christmas and WwWwas received by Polish dukes and nobles üıth honor, and the Bishop of
Wroclaw üıth Al the ArINV W5 welcomed within few days ın decent 1LANNET. While he W5

ın Wroclaw, he W5 jJoined by the of Brandenburg üıth hıs AFInNV, and both advanced
il 12}0Prussla, leading host

'The Dukes of Galicia- Volyn Iso participated 1ın the crusade Prussıa 1ın the middle
of the 1C. undoubtedly, WASs the result of the Uunıon with Rome. In 1253—
1255, LrOOpPS belonging Daniel Romanovich AaNı his SU11S, 1ın alliance with Duke
Boleslaus the Shy of Krakow AaNı Duke / emoviıt of Mazowlec, ubdued the Prussıan
tribe of Yatvınglans, taking their 1e t[OWn, called Paradise 1ın the Galicia- Volyn
Chronicle.  125 According the Pope's plan, the bishops of Olomouc and Wroctlaw
WEIC Warll Daniel that his disobedience Rome WONL ead his exclusion TOm
partıcıpatıon 1ın the crusade Pruss1a, AaNı the inevitable loss of benefits ffered bDy
IT Indeed, after 1257, there 15 information 1ın the S{(IUTCCS concern1ıng allıy aniel’s
involvemen: ın Pruss]ıan affairs 12 We do nOoTt know whether the private meeting ın
1257, of Bishop Bruno AaNı Daniel of (jalicia took place In Al y CdSC, the meeting had

be postpone held without Bishop Thomas. ÄAs early 1256, the latter ALLIC

into bitter conflict with the Silesian duke Boleslaus 11 of Rogatka ()VCTL haring dioce-
AL ) iIncome. mposing ecclesiastical the Duke, the Bishop fled TOm
Wroclaw, but WASs captured AaNı imprisoned for several months 1ın Vien castle.
Through the intercession of the other ukes, Bishop Thomas WAS released 1ın pri
257 125 Nevertheless, 1t 1S clear that Alexander 1V's attempt force the Duke of
Galicia-Volyn comply with the erms of the Uunıon faijiled 'There 1S evidence of
urther CONTACTS between Daniel AaNı Rome. Similarly, there 1S evidence of ALLYy LICW

CONTACTS between Nıcaea anı the Pope until the Tee of Constantinople ın
261 126

Alexander Clearly foresaw such OUfcCcOome 1wo days before 1SSUING ultima-
u  3 Daniel, the Pope SCeNT bull the Bishop of Lyubutsk, ale February 11,
1257, 1ın 1C the ontiff confirmed the Lyubuts hierarch's ecclesiastical Jurisdic-

121 The AdIiL1E Königsberg (Kunigsbergk) IN probably In hoanor of Kıng Pfemysl takar I1 In
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ted in the foundation of the fortress Kralevets (Königsberg), founded where the Czech

ascetic St. Wojciech (Adalbert) had died.
121

Bishop Thomas of Wrocław took part in

organizing the crusade to Prussia. Ottokar’s army went through Wrocław to the bor-

ders of Eastern Prussia and this city was chosen as the rallying point of the Crusaders’

main forces.

„Coming to Wroclaw – Ottokar’s annals read – he [Przemysl Ottokar II. – A. M.] celebrated

Christmas and was received by Polish dukes and nobles with great honor, and the Bishop of

Wroclaw with all the army was welcomed within a few days in a decent manner. While he was

in Wrocław, he was joined by the margrave of Brandenburg with his army, and both advanced

to Prussia, leading a great host“.
122

The Dukes of Galicia-Volyn also participated in the crusade to Prussia in the middle

of the 1250s which, undoubtedly, was the result of the union with Rome. In 1253–

1255, troops belonging to Daniel Romanovich and his sons, in alliance with Duke

Boleslaus the Shy of Krakow and Duke Zemovit of Mazowiec, subdued the Prussian

tribe of Yatvingians, taking their chief town, called Paradise in the Galicia-Volyn

Chronicle.
123

According to the Pope’s plan, the bishops of Olomouc and Wrocław

were to warn Daniel that his disobedience to Rome would lead to his exclusion from

participation in the crusade to Prussia, and the inevitable loss of benefits offered by

it. Indeed, after 1257, there is no information in the sources concerning any Daniel’s

involvement in Prussian affairs.
124

We do not know whether the private meeting in

1257, of Bishop Bruno and Daniel of Galicia took place. In any case, the meeting had

to be postponed or held without Bishop Thomas. As early as 1256, the latter came

into bitter conflict with the Silesian duke Boleslaus II of Rogatka over sharing dioce-

san income. Imposing an ecclesiastical curse on the Duke, the Bishop fled from

Wrocław, but was captured and imprisoned for several months in Vlen’ castle.

Through the intercession of the other dukes, Bishop Thomas was released in April

1257.
125

Nevertheless, it is clear that Alexander IV’s attempt to force the Duke of

Galicia-Volyn to comply with the terms of the union failed. There is no evidence of

further contacts between Daniel and Rome. Similarly, there is no evidence of any new

contacts between Nicaea and the Pope until the Greek recovery of Constantinople in

1261.
126

Alexander IV clearly foresaw such an outcome. Two days before issuing an ultima-

tum to Daniel, the Pope sent a bull to the Bishop of Lyubutsk, dated February 11,

1257, in which the Pontiff confirmed the Lyubutsk hierarch’s ecclesiastical jurisdic-
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tıon ın respect of the uUss1an lands 12 Earlier, the Pope WOou nOoTt have are:
take such Step, 1ın spıte of the Bishop having requested ıt. 'The ımportance of Alexan-
der's decision 15 explained bDy Mykola Chubatyj Until the beginning of 1257, the
TYee 1te Church hierarchy existed 1ın the anı of Galicia- Volyn Rus’, 1C US-
niızed the SUDIECINEC authority of the Pope, and therefore, according the decision of
the Fourth Lateran Council, the alın hierarchy WASs UNNECESSal y here 'The LESULND-
tıon of aln church jurisdiction mean(T, 1ın effect, the actual termınatıon of the Uun1-

125
In 1257, another bull WASs issued bDy Alexander I E SULUINAL y of1C 15 preserved

1ın the papa RKegesta without indicating the PXAC date 'This INCSSASC STaTfes that the
Pope „STrants the Crusaders who fought agalnst the latars AaNı the Ruthenians, absolu-
tıon ell those who partıcıpate 1ın the campalgn Prussıa AaNı Livonija“ 12  7 The
breakup of relations with the Pope 1ın 1257 resulted 1ın the Duke of Galicia- Volyn's
rejection of restrictıve obligations foreign pOlicy, particularly with regard ust-
r1a. At the first opportunity, Daniel resumed his claim „the Austrian Succession‘
anı the Hungarıan king ela I E who al the time WAS recognized bDy the Pope the
ruler of Styria, (OTLILC agaln became his ally.  150 In 1260, the Styrian knighthood UDDO
sed the Hungarıan government AaNı called the Bohemian king Ottokar 11 Przemysl
for help. 'The [WO kings egan armed conflict. In the decisive of July 1 E
1726() LICAL the village of Kressenbrunn (on the border between Austria and ungary),
Ottokar W  — complete Victory ()VCT Bela’s forces 151 We learn TOm the INCSSASC of
the Bohemian Kıng Pope Alexander L 1C has survived 1ın the SO-calle tto-
kar's annals par of the Prague annals TOom the 13th century) AaNı 15 the rımary
S{(OLTCOC of information about this battle, that the uUss1an €es participated 1ın the
battle the side of the Hungarlans. Ottokar reports that he fought agalınst Stephen
son of ela M.| AaNı Daniel, Kıng of Kuss1a, AaNı his SU11S, AaNı other Russ1l1ans
anı latars who ALLIC his aid, AaNı Prince Bolestiaw of Krakow, AaNı the
Leszek Lenchitsky, AaNı countless inhumane people the Cumans, and Hungarlans,
anı Varl0us aVvs;, Sicula AaNı allachs, BesermenYy anı Ismailis, anı schismatics,
namely Bulgarian, uUss1an and Bosn1an heretics 152 Daniel Romanovich's particıpa-
tıon ın the LICW Austrian campalgn 15 confirmed bDy information 1ın the Galicia-Volyn
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tion in respect of the Russian lands.
127

Earlier, the Pope would not have dared to

take such a step, in spite of the Bishop having requested it. The importance of Alexan-

der’s decision is explained by Mykola Chubatyj. Until the beginning of 1257, the

Greek Rite Church hierarchy existed in the lands of Galicia-Volyn Rus’, which recog-

nized the supreme authority of the Pope, and therefore, according to the decision of

the Fourth Lateran Council, the Latin hierarchy was unnecessary here. The resump-

tion of Latin church jurisdiction meant, in effect, the actual termination of the uni-

on.
128

In 1257, another bull was issued by Alexander IV, a summary of which is preserved

in the papal Regesta without indicating the exact date. This message states that the

Pope „grants the Crusaders who fought against the Tatars and the Ruthenians, absolu-

tion as well as those who participate in the campaign to Prussia and Livonia“.
129

The

breakup of relations with the Pope in 1257 resulted in the Duke of Galicia-Volyn’s

rejection of restrictive obligations on foreign policy, particularly with regard to Aust-

ria. At the first opportunity, Daniel resumed his claim to „the Austrian Succession“

and the Hungarian king Béla IV, who at the time was recognized by the Pope as the

ruler of Styria, once again became his ally.
130

In 1260, the Styrian knighthood oppo-

sed the Hungarian government and called on the Bohemian king Ottokar II Przemysl

for help. The two kings began an armed conflict. In the decisive battle of July 12,

1260 near the village of Kressenbrunn (on the border between Austria and Hungary),

Ottokar won a complete victory over Béla’s forces.
131

We learn from the message of

the Bohemian King to Pope Alexander IV, which has survived in the so-called Otto-

kar’s annals (part of the Prague annals from the 13th century) and is the primary

source of information about this battle, that the Russian dukes participated in the

battle on the side of the Hungarians. Ottokar reports that he fought against Stephen

[son of Béla IV. – A. M.] and Daniel, King of Russia, and his sons, and other Russians

and Tatars who came to his aid, and Prince Bolesław of Krakow, and the young

Leszek Lenchitsky, and countless inhumane people – the Cumans, and Hungarians,

and various Slavs, Sicula and Wallachs, Besermeny and Ismailis, and schismatics,

namely Bulgarian, Russian and Bosnian heretics.
132

Daniel Romanovich’s participa-

tion in the new Austrian campaign is confirmed by information in the Galicia-Volyn
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chronicle AaNı other SC(IUTCCS 1C report that, due the 1INvasıon of the outh-
estern Russıa and Poland Mınor bDy Burundai's LrOOPS (1259-1260), Daniel fled
Hungary and 1ın 126() WASs indeed al the COUr of ela L along with Duke Bolestaus

1355the Shy of Krakow, who had Iso escaped TOom the latars.
Thus, there 1S basis 1C un Daniel Galitsky's coronatıon evidence

of breakup of political AaNı religious relations with Byzantıum (Nicaea), 1ın Oorder
escape TOm the Byzantıne Empire 1ın the West. (In the CONTIrarYy, 1t 15 safe ASSUTTIC

that the history of the Duke of Galicia-Volyn's coronatıon and the Uunıon with Rome
demaonstrates the inextricable ınk of his foreign policy with the political (UVULSC of
Byzantıum, 1C nOoTt only weakened after the events of 1204 but, apparently, WASs

'Vn strengthened during the decisive fforts of 1caean rulers 1ICLUOVECL (:onstanti-
nople TOm aln OCCupatlion.

Abstract

er Aufsatz betrachtet clie Krönung VOo  — Daniil VOo  — Galich 117 Kontext der Geschichte der ersten
Kirchenunion zwischen Rom und Russland. Es gibt keinen Grund, cliese Entwicklungen als Bewels
für clie Beendigung der politischen und religiösen Beziehungen zu. Byzantinischen Reich (Nizäi-
sches Reich) b7zw. als e1Ne „Flucht” AUS Byzanz 1n den Westen wertien. Im Gegenteil ıst sicher
anzunehmen, ASSs clie Geschichte der Krönung un: der Vereinigung zeigt, Aass clie untrennbare
Verbindung zwischen der fürstlichen Aufßßenpolitik Vo  — Galizien-Volyn un: dem politischen Kurs
Vo  — ByZzanz nıicht 11UTr Vo  — den kreignissen Vo  — 1204 unbeeinträchtigt geblieben ıst, sondern Offen-
bar och 1: wurde, zumal cliese Ereign1sse 1n clie Ces 15 Jahrhunderts fallen, Iso 1n clie
/eit der entscheidenden Bemühungen der nizänischen Herrscher clie Rückeroberung Konstan-
tinopels.
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chronicle and other sources which report that, due to the invasion of the South-

Western Russia and Poland Minor by Burundai’s troops (1259–1260), Daniel fled to

Hungary and in 1260 was indeed at the court of Béla IV, along with Duke Bolesłaus

the Shy of Krakow, who had also escaped from the Tatars.
133

Thus, there is no basis on which to found Daniel Galitsky’s coronation as evidence

of a breakup of political and religious relations with Byzantium (Nicaea), in order to

escape from the Byzantine Empire in the West. On the contrary, it is safe to assume

that the history of the Duke of Galicia-Volyn’s coronation and the union with Rome

demonstrates the inextricable link of his foreign policy with the political course of

Byzantium, which not only weakened after the events of 1204 but, apparently, was

even strengthened during the decisive efforts of Nicaean rulers to recover Constanti-

nople from Latin occupation.

Abstract

Der Aufsatz betrachtet die Krönung von Daniil von Galich im Kontext der Geschichte der ersten

Kirchenunion zwischen Rom und Russland. Es gibt keinen Grund, diese Entwicklungen als Beweis

für die Beendigung der politischen und religiösen Beziehungen zum Byzantinischen Reich (Nizäi-

sches Reich) – bzw. als eine „Flucht“ aus Byzanz in den Westen zu werten. Im Gegenteil ist sicher

anzunehmen, dass die Geschichte der Krönung und der Vereinigung zeigt, dass die untrennbare

Verbindung zwischen der fürstlichen Außenpolitik von Galizien-Volyn und dem politischen Kurs

von Byzanz nicht nur von den Ereignissen von 1204 unbeeinträchtigt geblieben ist, sondern offen-

bar noch enger wurde, zumal diese Ereignisse in die Mitte des 13. Jahrhunderts fallen, also in die

Zeit der entscheidenden Bemühungen der nizänischen Herrscher um die Rückeroberung Konstan-

tinopels.
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ZKG 126. Band 2015-1


