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On the Title of “Grand Prince” in Kievan Rus'*

The origins of the title of "Grand Prince” in Old Rus’ are still
unclear. Divergent opinions have been expressed on this topic
despite the fact that for decades V. O. Kljueevskij’s assertion that
“from the middle of the 1lth Gandury the highest digmitary—the
prince of Kiev—was called Grand Prince” was a point of reference
for most experts! Diiring the 1960s and 1970s the view that this
title was applied to the rulers of Kiev as early as the 9th cwndury

* Since the modern meaning of the word Russia (Russian) concerns
only one (Greatrussian) but not two other Eastern Slavic nations
(Ukrainians and Byelorussians) the médiéval terma Rus’ (and adj. Rusian)
which embraces all Eastern Slavs in Middle Ages is used here for the sake
of greater accuracy. Kievan Rus’ (or Kievan Russia) is a learned term used
for dominated by the Eastern Slavdom, multination statehood under the
hegemony of Kiev between the 9th and the 13th centuries. The comumunica-
tion on the title of Kievan ruler was presented in 1974 in Miinich (Kom-
mission tir die Geistesgeschichte der dstlichen Europa) and 1976 in Moscow
(Institut Istorii Akademii Nauk). The Polish version of the present paper
:éags published in : “Przeglad Historyezny”, vol. LXXV, 1984, No. 3, p. 423—

For contribution on the English wording of this text I am obligated to
my learned friends and collégues Henrik Birnbaum from Los Angeles,
Richard Bosley from Diisseldorf and Simon Pranklin from Cambridge.

1V. 0. Kludewshkiij, Socinemigg, vol. VI, Moskva 1959, p. 136. J. P.
Arrigmom took this point of view as the basis for his own reflections :
Usage et valeur du titree de Gramdl Primoe (Veldkiji Kmjja)) dams la Russie du
nordestt aux XM et XIV* siéckess, in: Les Primdipuiéés au Moyem Age
Bordeaux 1979, pp. 176, 178. W. Vodoft has recently presented two articles
of rulers’ titles in médiéval Rus’. His views, which are in keeping with
mine, form an appropriate background for the thoughts presented here;
see : W. Vodoffff, La titulbdture des prinomss russess du X* au deébuit de
X siecle et les relatitonss extiidenees de la Russie Kidvéemee, “Revue des
Etudes Slaves™, vol. LV, 1983, pp. 139—150; idem, La titulkdtmee ppiimciére
en Russiz du XI* au débult du XVif* siécle. Questitnss de criiiee des snurces,
“Jahrblicher fiir Geschichte Osteuropas”, vol. XXXV, 1987, pp. 1—35.
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found increasing acceptance.? Nearly eighty years ago L. K. Goetz
attempted to trace the origin of this title to the second half of the
12th Gantury ; although his work still offers the most lucid over-
view of the sources, the limitation of his inquiry to the text of
three chronieles prevented him from providing a satisfactory
answer to the question.t

Certain historians, aware of the chronological and semantic
difficulties, accepted that the grand princely title was used to
elevate Kievan ruler, but denied that it had any fundamental
importance, and emphasized instead the institution ot the eldest
among the princes of Rus’! Some even categorically denied that
the gfaﬁd princely title had any officiai status i the 1ith and 12th
centuries® To a certain extent the différence of opinion is at-
tributable to the différent views of the political organisation and
supremacy in the Kievan state. Yet it alse results frem an under-
estimation of the need te verify the textual tramsmitsion ; thus

% This opinion, which has remained unchanged in the face of cnhclsm
for years, is held by B. A. Rybakow;; see most recently his
Rus® i rusdlijge knjpussttma XWX wo. Moskva 1982, pp. 328, 416, 476
see also, for example : V. P. Susarin, Sowmemeenajgia burﬁmzmgaa zmmo-
grafijia dmzmgeg Rusi, Moskva 1964, p. 158; J. Frojiamoow, Kieskkiga Rus’,
Leningrad 1980, p. 24f ; M. B. Sveerrdilbo/v, Genents i strulittmaa fémniiainogo
obScestumz v drewnegj Rusi, Leningrad 1983, p. 32ff ; P. Tollmwodkog, IDreswn-
japn Rus’, Kiev 1987, pp. 37, 42—43, 49, 76, 216—218B; Ju. Limomoyv,
VladiinitpeSS1origitejmja Rus’, Leningrad 1987, pp. 27, 32, 35—36, 73. Also for
both last authers (whe ignore my own and Vodoff’s studies mentioned
here) the grand princely title of Kievan ruler seems to be seif-evident ;
ef. further the academiec text books sueh as : Istanijja SSSR s ddeumth
vientén do komecm XVIllI v., ed. A. Ryhbakoon, Moskva 1983, pp. 56,
93ff. Istarijja gosudarsivea i praum SS‘SR vol. 1, ed. O. Cistjakov and
1. Maety sewiies, Moskva 1985, pp. 28—30.

$ L. K. Goetizz, Der Titell “Grossfiiiett” in dem dltestten russsischen
Chromilieen— Zttsthifittt fiir Osteuropdische Geschichte”, vol. 1, 1911, pp, 23—
66, 177—213. See also K. R. Schmiiddt, Sozilbe Temmmribggee in rosssischen
Testten des Frithem Mitiibdlerrs bis zum Jahre 1240, Copenhagen 1964,
pp. 293f 524.

B. D. Grekow and siibsequently V. T. Pasut® and L. V.
Cereplmum referred, albeitlhoonsintinitly, to the senior of Kiev as Grand
Prince. G. Stoekl also appears to share this view, although he is aware
that this title was accepted quite late ; see Die Begrifffe Reidh,
und Staait bei dem orthadiveeen Slavem, “Saeculuwm™”, vol. V, 1954, p. 108 ;
idemnm, Der russisiiice Staait in Mitsdbdizer und frifher Newzsit, Wiesbaden
1981, p. 78. For comments on the right of the eldest, see L. V. Cerepmin
K vopnassu o harakitsree i formme drevneerasséggo gosudarsitac X—macala
Xml v., “Istoriteskie Zapiski”, vol. LXXXIX, 1972, p. 369 ff.

Sv. L. 3 amiim, Akitvyge pecatii drewej Rusz X—XV wv., vol. I,
Moskva 1970, p. 22.
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adjective velikyi, which accompanies the word kmjjz?’, is inter-
preted exclusively as one of the standard epithets of the Kievan
prince, as his official title. No one has reflected on the semantic
subtleties of the attribute vellikyyi, which, in the Middle Ages, was
équivalent to the Greek megas and Latin mmagnus.®

The earliest references to "Grand Prince” are found in the
Byzantine-Rusian treaties of the 10th Gsmtury, which are preserv-
ed in manuscripts from the 14th—15th centuries. For this reason
L. K. Goetz was prepared "to consider these treaties spurious in
the form In which they are preserved, solely because of the use
the term veliyyi kmifzz), of which we find no other examples from
such an early period™.” The textual form of this passage as it has
been transeiitted to us is admittedly not perfeet, and one can
identify small oemissienis of interpolations made at the beginning
of the 12th &anfury, that is, at the tife when these treaties were
tirst added to the Prmaryy Chromifdte. Yet the seeptical epinion of
this aeeomplished historian of the Rusian Middle Ages dees net
seern well-feunded? By the same telen, hewever, ene must add
that the view is unfeunded aceerding te whieh the treaties preve
that already in the 10fh &adury a "Grand Prinee” was at the head
gf the eld Rusian state? Neither peint 6t view takes iAte account

8 See P. Schireiimeas, Zur Bezeiitinumyg “Megas” und “Megas Basileus™
in der byzantitimdchben Kaierttitidiuryr, “Byzantina™, vol. 1II, 1971, pp. 175—
192; W. Kiemasst, Magnus, der Altree, “Historische Zeitschrift”, vol.
CCV, 1967, pp. 1—14; R. Macriidkss, Whats in the Name “Megas
Kommenoss” ?, “Archeon Pontou™, vol. XXXV, 1979, pp. 328—345; P.
Bilihrer, StuditTm 2u dem Beinamsn mitttéddthtdidiciier Héemsoher,
;?g:hweizerlsehe Zeitschrift fiir Geschichte”, vol. XXI, 1972, pp. 205—

L. K. Goetizz, Der Tital.., p. 26. See the objections raised by G.
Stoelkll (Die Begrifffe..,, p. 108, note 21), who views vellidyii kmjiaz’ in the
treaties as a laudatory expression “great prince”. A. KuZmin, e
etapy dreweerasshggo letapissajia, Moskva, 1977, p. 83, considers the
adjective “great” appended to the princely title in the treaties an inter-
polation of the 12th Ceatthury.

8 For the current state of research see J. Bardachh, TTakittaty
ITreaties] in: Slowmikc Stanifinascici Stowitmskidbh, vol. VI, 1977, pp. 130—
133; S. M. Ka&tamoow;, Russidije kmjmifekljéje akty X—XIW wo, “Archeo-
grafitesklj EZegodnik za 1974”, Moskva 1975, pp. 94—99.

¥ In-addition to those works mentioned in footnote 2 see A. N. S aha-
row, Diplemaitjga drewnepj Rusi, Moskva 1980, p. 239, where the author
concludes that “the treaty of 944 makes use of the title officialy recognized
in Rus’, “Grand Prince”. G. Vermnadsk y,—see his Kimtam Russia,
New Haven 1948, (7th ed., 1973), pp. 31, 36,—expressed a similar opinion.

11 Aeta Poloniae Historiea LX
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the irrefutable fact that the Slavic text of the treaties is a trans-
lation from Greek ;*® but this fact must form the point of
departure of all further studies.

In Byzantine practice it was common to call the ruler of Rus’
archon. The custom of translating kmjpz’ as archém had taken
root during the centuries of comstant contacts between Byzamtium
and the Southern Slavs. From the forms of address listed in the
book De caerimonmiiiz authotized by Constantine Porphyrogenitus,
we learn that in the 10th &aitury (that is, in the very period in
whiech the Byzantine-Rusian treaties were concluded) imperial Jet-
ters were addressed to Rusian prinees with the simple phrase
pros ton archonta Rh&sias witheut the additien of any established
epithein ornantiu. The author of the beok is elearly unaware of
the term "“Grand Prinee” when he speaks abeut partieular rulers
of Kiev: Iger is called archén Rhésias, Olga oahentissa
Rhisias and enee hegemn kai archondssa t6n RAGsM The Rusian
princely seals with Greek inseriptions frem the 1hth and the
beginning of 'the 124A eenturies testify te the faet that
the members of the Rurikid dynasty were satisfied with the title
arehén Rhdeias

The Byzantines, on the other hand, who were aware of the
multitude of semantic possibilities of this comtemporary term,
which was also used by the officiais of the Empire’s provincial
administration, complemented the title archon directed at the

# The fundamental study of the linguistic dependence of the treaties
on the Greek original remains N. Lavirowsdkjj, O vizanttjgstom edterente
v jazglee dogowanavw russikitth s grekarmnii, St. Petersburg 1853, reprinted
Warszawa 1904.

# De caerimaniiss aulae byzaniitmae, vol. 1I, ed. Bonn 1830, pp. 511,
596, 691 ; see also G. Ostrogoirsskyy, Die byzantttnishhe StGtadtiehlésrarcinie,
“Seminarium Kondakoviamunn”, vol. VIII, 1936, p. 49 ff.; J. Ferluga,
Die Adresseiiitge fiir auswiitidge Herrselleer aus demn ZZeremootienbuch
Komatemitin Porpihyoggensaietos in : idenm, Byzantiiwm and the Hdkans,
Amsterdam 1976, p. 261 ff.

i See A. Solowiiean, Archd@n Rhosiass, “Byzantion™, vol. XXXI, 1961,
pp. 237—248; vol. XL, 1970, p. 435 f. Reprinted in idem, Byzanuee et la
jormatioon de I’Etat russe, Variorum, London, 1979 ; V. L. Janin, Akktawe
pecaii..,, vol. I, p. 14 ff. The titles of the extant diplomas are equally
modest : the ruler’s name is placed first, sometimes without any title at
all. Only in the 13th Cemtury did the mention of the title before the name
of the prince take precedence. Cf. S. M. Kas§tanov, Intitldetina musskih,
knjpepsiftin akioo X—XIW wvo, “Vspomogatel’nye istorifeskie disciplimy ™)
vol. VIll, Leningrad 1978, pp. 69—83.
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princes of Rus’' with various epithets. It is known that in the
practice of the imperial chanecery the epithets were more signific-
ant then the title itself. Indireet evidence permits us to conclude
that one of the epithets used by Byzantine emperors and
patriarchs in their correspondence, with prinees of Rus' was
eugenesiaioss and possibly paneugenessaioss. Given the mone-
dynastic nature of the prineely dignity this tautological additien
to the princely title did net take immediate root in Rus'. Proof
of this is seen in the faet that werks written in eld Rusian aveided
its use even in titles with many epithets, faveuring instead terms
whieh aeeentuated the Christian nature of the prinee’s pewer. One
example of this is feund in the eanenical respenses of the Kievan
fetiopolitan Johannes 1f: the expiession fouw coupsIAF@ioU
archonias was translated as blagewenmagp kmjﬁ%?a in whieh the
Ghristian epithet was eonsidered mere suitable’

In the treaty of 911 the Kievan ruler Oleg is called vedtikyi
knipz russtagi, svetllyi kmjpz russkygi and nasa svetllan’* The last,
a typical Byzantine title, is a calque of hé periphansitu (6F
lamprotfz)) hém@n and corresponds to the familiar cesarstvo nase
(hé basileia heémari) of the trealizss™ Oleg’s suecessor, lger, was
called six times wvelikyi kmipz’ russkyyi in the treaty of 944 and
kmipzz Fusskyyi equally often. 1n the treaty of 971 (or rather in the
declaration intended for Johannes Tzimiskes) 1got's son Svjateslav
is ealled welimyyi kmjpzz’ russkyi in the third persen in the pre-
liminary protocol but Az Svipiasdtow Knjaz' Fusskii in the dispesi-
tion in the first person. 1A the report on the preliminary negetia-

# Kinchianreebhlitithe und kuliturgeshickHidbehe Denkmiiter Altnssitmmds,
ed. L. K. Goetz, Stuttgart 1905, p. 138 f. See also A. Popgee, The Rise of
Chrigtitam Russia, Variorum, Londen 1982, I1X, p. 111 f.; A. Swloview,
Byzanuee..,, No. V1, pp. 241—248,

# Among the many éditions of the treaties, the éditions in the Polnoe
sobranite russkith letapite; [hereafter PSRL] must be considered the basic
one: vol. 1, Leningrad 1926 (reprinted 1962), cols. 32—38 (Treaty of 911),
cols. 46—54 (Treaty of 944), cols. 71—73 (Déclaration of 971) ; and vol. 1I,
St. Petershurg 1908 (reprinted 1962) corresponding cols. 23—28, 35—42, 60—
61. For a translation inte English which primarily follows the text of the
Laurentian MS see The Russirn Primaryy Chronigite, Laurentiton Tiext,
transi, and ed. by S. H. Cross and O. P. Sherthowitz-Wetzormr,
Cambridge, Mass. 1953, pp. 64—65, 73—77, 89—90: A. Zimin offers an
emended text based on that in the PSRL with variants from several MSS
in : Pamjfitikici fusskagi prewsa [PRP], vel. 1, Moskva 1952, pp. 3—63.

See Lavirowskdjj, O vizantijgkkom elemantete.., pp. 104—107.

ik*
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tions and in, the document itself Tzimiskes is called césar’; only
once is he called velikyi césar’ when he is mentioned together with
“Basil and Comstantine, the emperors enlightened by God”. This
turn of phrase reflects precisely the situation at that time : as was
customary, Tzimiskes, being the eldest and the true helder of
power, was called the megas basileus. The plural welieyji césari
occurs in the treaties of 911 and 944 when, according to the
common practice of the imperial chaneery, the names of the jeint
emperors were mentioned together with the name of the
true emperer-autocras.™®

From the text of all three documents we can clearly infer that
velikyimeggas was not part ot an official title for the Kievan ruler,
but was rather an adjectival epithét which was used by the
Byzantines not only for the princes of Kiev but also for their own
emperors. On the comtrary, the fiill title of thé Kievan ruler in
these texts is kmjaz’ rushyytdaebbon Rhdsias, whereas other prineces
are mentioned witheut referenice to the cowmtry.

It appears that the meaning of the epithet megas added to
archén Rhgsias does not differ from that found in Byzantine
documents in the phrase megas basileus. This is supported by the
very clear use of megas by Comstantine Porphyrogenitus in the
sense of "elder”, "principal™, “chief” in the report about the ruler
of Moravia (ko Morabias archémn) Svetopluk who divided his
eountry among his three sons, with the eldest to be the chief
prince ton protom kataleipsas archonta megam. The terra megas
archonusdikyyi kmipz’ should, therefore be translated as “chief
prince”, sifce it is less likely that the Byzantine dictating the
decument intended megas archén to rmean “famous” of “import-
ant prinee”. The information contained in the treaties themselves
appears to support the interpretatiion “chief prince” (keeping in
mind many Greeisms left by translator, the complex MS tradition

% See Fr. D6 lger, Myganz umdl diile euwnopdische Bweatenwstit, Bitedl,
1953 (reprinted 1976) pp. 286 f., 312; G. Ostrogorski, Wiantija
i Stoviameée, Beograd 1970, fpp 285—288 290—292, 302; P. Schreiner,
Zur Bezeiigthmuny..,,

H pe admﬂnmggddo imperidp, ed. Gy. Morawesikk, Washington
1967, p. 181 (cap. 41, see also cap. 37, 38 and 40). Ibidiem, pp. 166 f., 172 f.,
178 f where the ieader of the Peﬁenegs and the Magyar ruler’ Arpad
are eoﬁsistently called archom and only once ho megas Fourlkiass enchon,
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of the texts, and the elear traces of corrections made by a Rusian
bookman).'®

1n the treaty of 911 the Rusian envoys appear in the name of
Oleg as well as ot vselh 1ze sut’ pod rukajju jego svetligh i vedikyh
kmjaz’ 1 jego velikyfyh bojar. According to the treaty of 944 the
envoys are sent by Igor as well as by all the princes” (ot vsjekaja
kmifzijgg) ; later on, however, the text mentions the ruling prinee
and “his princes and boyars” or only “his boyars”. The document
of 971 mentions, in addition to Svjateslav, only his beyars. From
this we see that the, terms "princes and boyars”, "prinees” of
simply "boyars” were used indiseriminately in the treaties to
designate ene and the same soeial group clese te the Kievan
prince. This observation led H. L.owmiadski to eenclude that the
termmineiogical eonfusien in the Byzantine-Rusian treaties of
the 10th eantury refleets the “transformation ef the elan ehieftains
inte an early feudal aristoeracy. The former, deprived of the title
prinee, which was reserved for fnembefg of the ruling dynasty, was
fused inte the greup f Beyats” ™ 1t is diffisult to agree with this
ingenieus interpietation of the ineensistent use of seeial
termimelogy in the treaties, in view 6t the faet that the ferm et the
deeuments is a produet of the Byzantine side. AR examination of
the MS tradition of the {reaties reveals ihe tendency (wdoubiedly
gt the gld Rusian Beekman-chromieler) te replace the “prinees’
suberdinated e the Kievan prinee By Beyars. One ean see the
elear traces and at the same time resulis of these cofrections in the
twe edited versiens of the treaty of §11:

Laurentian MS (PSRL 1, p. 33) Hypatian MS (PSRL 11, p. 24)

posianii ot Olega veliloggo HKjszja pesianii ot Olega velilleggo Hujjazja
ruskmzm i ot vselh ize sut’® pod ruskagm i ot wseh ¥ sut” pod
{wj;% jego nf\miwjh i vebikitn knjaz® rukaiju jego swatiyph bojar

Bsee A A Sahmatov, Powstl’ vwemonuoggeh let i e idstibniki,
Trudy otdela dreneermsistjoj limraiemyy, vel. 1V, 1940, pp. 111—122; B. A.
Larin, Lekeidi po istenii russkano literaitunaggo jazikoa X—senattinge XWIIT .,
Moskva 1975, pp. 24—52. ) . o

% H. L owmi¥sddii, Poczgikii Polski [The Begimningss of Mullend],
vol. 111, Warszawa 1967, p. 481. The influence of this thesis is clearly seen
in the studies mentmned in footnote 2.
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In view of the MS tradition, in particular the wording of the
treaty of 944, it is impossible to accept the simplest explanation,
namely that i velikith kmjazz’ i jego velilkith is a later interpolation
intended to complément the original wording sweifiyh bojar.¥ On
the contrary, it appears that farginal notes were present in the
common protograph of both versions, which attempted te lend
précision te the terminology by substituting "boyars” for the
enigmatie “prinees” whe were suberdinated te the prince of Kiev.
The seribe of the version transmitted in the Lawieniiain Chwenicie
istakenly treated these mafginal netes as a eompletion and thus
interpolated the werd "beyars®. In eentrast the seribe ef the
version in the Hypadam Chromick: eerreetly undersioed the in-
tention of the writer of the MS, which he eepied, and eliminated
the werd prinees™. 1A the efiginal version of the transiation they
figured as Oleg's suberdinates : paa Fulkist, s a literad translatien
6f Rypeehiriedi 6F hei hypo @it

It must seem surprising that these subordinate princes were
furnished with two epithets svetlige | veliwpe whereas the chief
prince Oleg had to be content with one. It eannot be excluded
that the Greek original read lamproi kai megaloi @dhotes
and that the second epithet had to be interpreted in another
manner than when referring to Oleg ; perhaps it was translated
as “"recognized”, “respected” or simply as “many”® Another poss-

# A A Zimin proposed such an emendation in PRP 1, pp. 6, 25.
Compare also with Cross’s translation, p. 66 : *“..sent by Oleg, Great
Prince of Rus’, and by all the serene and great princes and the great boyars
under his sway”. It is perplexing to encounter the view that the sowilye
knjazii of the treaty of 911 are closely analogous to Swett (-malit}), the ruler
of the Slavs mentioned in an Arabie source from the 9th Cemtury. This
exercise in popular etymology serves to support the thesis that Kievan Rus’
possessed a feudal structure roughly a Cantury before Oleg ; see B. Ryba-
kov, Kietkajga Rus’..., pp. 274—276. 1a fact it is not elear whether the
Arabie source contains the name or the title of the Slavie ruler. The
original account cannot be older than the last third of the 9th ceantury.
Unfortunately B. Rybakov has not familiarized himself with the present
state of research ; see Fr. Kmietowi Czz, Die Tiwll der Shlaverieemscher
in der sog. "Anony;mm Mited ilungg—edtmer orientadisstienn Quelle (Ende des
IX. Jahrhmdﬂm)s) in : “Folia Orientalia™, vol. XIX, 1978, pp. 13—34.

tQff. . ILaawrrowssksiijj, @ vmnn}skmm eéémmete, ., [pp. 9B3—985.

# Constantinos Porphyrogenitos (De adm. imp. 32, p. 154) relates the
imprisonment by the Serbians of the son of the Bulgarlan ruler together
with twelve distinguished boyars : mettu kai boiladum dodeicn megalton. For
bojaree velistii in the sense of distinguished, noble boyars, see PSRIL 1I,
cols - 724, 730, 910. Cf. also veliiéiée i mendite bojianee in the church Statute of
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ibility is that the two Slavic adjectives were equivalent to a
composite Greek superlative of one of the epithets with which
Byzantine dignitaries were honoured ; the text might have read
archonttss periglianeetatabi (splemditssimhi, Tllustrigsimi)i), !dampratatoi
(clarissimij, illustrifssin)i), peritblbpotataioi (spectatbillissimii), megalo-
pregastedobi (miggagfitieeriistini)®

We can gain an insight into the sense of the passage in question
in the treaty of 911 by comparing the Greek text of the
décisions of the counecil of Chalcedon of 451 with its Slavie version
found in the Nomeeanmwn translated in Buigaria in the first half of
the 10th &antury. The oldest extant MS Efremids kormufjgy, was
copied in Rus’ at the beginning of the 12th &antury. The members
of the eouneil, oi megﬁdtqgprmttﬂoi kai endoxaiedodi archominss kat
hé hypmrfiyges synidétres were translated as vellbpsiniii i stewnil
knifzii 1 wveliiii boljjai® The Slavie translator rendered the second
kai as a eonnective "i/and” whereas it is actually the égquivalent
of "namely”, “indeed”. The ehureh fathers attending the eouneil
were first ealled "magnifieant and glerious arechentes” and there-
after their gathering was termed an “extraerdinary sepat”™® in

the 13th Gamtury attributed to Yaroslav the Wise (Drevnerusskie kkrijpaeskie
ustayy XF—XV we,, ed. Ja. Séapov, Moskva 1876, p. 86). See also the
frequent phrase ot fala i do velilieg, that it to say, from ail walks of life :
the lower and the noble upper classes (PSRL 11, pp. 182, 848, 369, 639,
710). Georgios Hamartelos reperts that Mohammed‘s wife came from a
“famous” family : welikea [peripimants}] bo redw i bogam ; see Trienika
Ge@ﬁwaz Awmarittdta ¥ dre¢ieen, SlaGpnosHasiEEm perasige, ed. V.M. nsEfim,
vol. 1, Petrograd 1920, p. 448. Fef the use of the adjective velik, wellii fof
the Greek polyss [numem&h and mneg ma{rég% fof me%ﬁ §ee uﬁwbm
vel. 1l : Lewnwn, Leningrad 1930 (%ﬂﬁt ),
Jazy}wa Starasinveskitino, vol. 1, Braha 1666, (heﬂ@efafth §18), B. il?’if

# Por the translation of Greek compound adjectives into simple words

in Slavie see A. Budilowiid, Iksdedovanije jezyka dreveastalajgjankioggo

a 13 slov Grigarijda Bogosievzn po rukepssi XU v. St. Petersburg 1871,
p. 101 ff., and the Greek-Slavic dictionary in Hronikam Georgian Axmorola...,
ed. V.NIL Istiriig, vol. 1II, Petershurg 1920. Megalenrepses (ﬂmﬂiﬁcent)
is translated as velmii lep or welnii éestem. Lammms is translated as swetl
or slamm and perijploness as slavem, svedl] vedlik

# Drewnsshaujsjocksia ja Komr@gaa Xiv tmunyv bez tolkwamij,j, vel. 1 ed.
V. N. Benesewiifs, St Petetsbutg 1806, p. 120, 1t is net unusual to
call the bishops areh@mrass (ef. Apostolie Constitutions 2, 28).

3 Symileeoss means frequently the senate which assisted the emperor
in Constantinople and was usually translated as bolire, sometimes as
boljmnsiijij ein, boljarsidjij sbor. Hromdia Georgin Amanitdda.., vel. 111, p. 172,
210, S—S 1, p. 136 f. Cf. further S. Zavadisked pa, “mnb@a‘m” ~Bojarin®
v dveqmcmskltih pismiswph istodnkodn, in @ Drewnnjside gosudansivea na
termitesiii SSSR (za 1985 god), Moskva 1986, pp. 89—94.
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two other places in the same resolutions, when the members of the
council are called archonttss, the Slavic translator used
alternatively as knjacii and Hholjari

Consequently the assumption appears justified that the
preliminary protocol of the treaty of 911 employed similar
alternating terms for the entourage of the ruler of Kiev.
The translator who preferred Verbatim rendition, had diffieulties
with the text. This was noted by the editor of the Mtimary
Chromiiike, who attemnpted to make corrections, when included the
texts of thhe treaties in his work.

The preceding discussion suggests a number of possible selu-
tions in order to emphasize more strongly the groundlessness of
mechanically applying foreign socio-political termminology to the
East Slavic society.

The oldest translations demonstrate that archam was translated
as kmjae’ to designate not only the ruler but also various sub-
ordinate dignitanizs® Byzantine sources also use the term
archomitss, together with dymasitoi and megikitmees to designate
représentatives of the Slavie ruling class ; the magnates who ap-
pear in South Slavie sources are usually referred to by the generic
term boljary, whereas Latin sources refer to them as ppiindipes,
primaiess, mationess, optinaiess, or maiivress. The indentification of
archom with kmjazz’ must have been deeply rooted in the language
of those Slavs who were within the Greek sphere of influence,
sinee the Hellenized auther of the wim of Censtantine-Cyiiil, the
apostle of the Slavs, designated these belenging to the emtourage
of Meravian prinee Restislav as kmipzii (€ap. XIV : "Resisdaw be,
Merav$ijj knjaes.. swelt sbowii § knjpzii svouii i § Mevadaiy”'S).

# Drewnekdinjukajeaja  Kermédigia.., p. 126, 127. The phrase hoi
3taitoi kai endototdtioi ardhanites was first translated as vedidle-
potniii i slamiii boljjuti and later as velbepii slawniii khjpezi.

# See SJS, vol. 1, p. 136 £, vol. II, p. 94; J. Ferluga, Biwatiiom
on the Balkamss.., p. 311—319 and index; idem, “Ardhin” in Leavikon
des Mititdddiiters, vol. I, 1970, p. 911; H. Eowmii ah skii, Pocztkki Fodkki,
vol. 111, pp. 474—476. On p. 480 the author does not share A. Presnjakav’s
skepticism of the value of the treaties as a source of social terminology.
However, this terminology cannot be considered in the abstract but is a
translation of a well-known and commonly used Greek terminology. See
the semantic diversity of the word ardham in Constamtime Por-
ph%glr@geemi ives, De admipistranalo imperiii, ed. 1967, in the Index.

Vitn Constemiitini, e¢h. 14, ed. P. Lavrow In Mariidly po istworii
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By comtrast the Latin sources use terms such as primaites, pri-
mones;, comiites, sentioress when refering to the mighty of Meravia.
The semantic freedom in the use of the term kmjjriReiez is with-
out doubt derived from an older period, when the title was not
reserved exelusively for members of a single hereditary ruling
dynasty. As is shown by history of Rogvold, prince of Polock, and
by that of Mal, prinee of the Drevljane, the clan ehieftains ef
anecient Rus’ disappeared tegether with the independence of their
tertitories, over whieh the dynasty of Ryurik extended its rule.

The conviction that the princely title was of the highest order
and applicable to the sovereign ruler is clearly confirmed in the
second “Miscellany” of Svjatoslav, a collection of various texts
translated from the Greek and compiled in 1076. The term ho
basilens is translated here as cesar” when it refers to a specified
Roman or Byzantine emperor, but as kmjaz’ when referring t6 a
ruler as such. The term archdn which appears in the eriginal in
the sense of ruler is translated by the more general term olestel
It is charaeteristic that the Rusian translator of Geergies
Menachos rendeted arch@n as kajazz’ when the subjeet was the
Bulgarian ruler, but in other cases, depending en the eentext, as
boljjanith, wlastedl’ of starejsina.’’

Summing up, we have established that the text of the treaties
provides no grounds for the supposition that the officiai title
“Grand Prinee” existed in Rus’ In the 10th &antury, or that a
group of nobles close to the Rusian ruler—barring his
relatives—used the princely title. Clear testimony to the faet that

vozniikoverdidja drevweiiej slayiaslstjoj pis"morwnstti, Leningead 1930, p. 26,
H. Lowmiiasdkii, Poczajkki Poladii.. [Polamii’s Begiinniwgs.).], vol. III,
p. 470, views this account as the complété confirmation of his thesis of
“the dynastie origin of the magnates”. Howewer, he underestimates the
literary nature of the work which is closely related to Byzantine hagio-
graphy. The absence of ties between the noble families and the Mojmir
dynasty, which would give them the right to ascend the throne, has been
pertinently underlined in the relevant literature; see T. W/asiil e w skii,
Moransklde pafiaitwo [Moradédn Staied), in: SSS I, p. 292.

¥ See Itarmilic 1076, Moskva 1965, p. 296/715, 367/776, 335/777, 515, 517,
518/741, 674, 675/816 and Index. The notes refer to both Slavic and Greek

text.

% Hrooilika @eogigia AMmadetala, vedl. 111, p. 3. Bmilaatyy, im am Hth
Qumtury MS of the homilies of Gregory of Nazianzus afdhom corresponds
to kmjjzz), viastebl, bolijutin ; see A. Budiilloowni ¢, Isskedvanieie jjanka...,
p. 71, See also SJS, vol. I, p. 136, 199 ; vel. II, p. 94 ff.
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the title "Grand Prince” did not even exist in Byzantium in the
middle of the 10h Gamtury is given by the Emperor himself who
concluded the treaty of 944 with the “great™, that is the chief,
prince of Rus’' Igor’ and who received later Igor’s widow Olga
in his palace on the Bosporus. When he wanted to emphasize the
sovereignty of Olga’'s power he added hegemww to her title
archoniisssu Rhidsias. Nor can one find any eonfirmation for the
suggestion that the prineely titles of the Byzantine-Rusian treaties
of 911 and 944 is due to the influenee of Seandinavian
terminology : yfirkeonnggyelikhikcyi knjaze and smediRbwnngea/imjazi
—suberdinate princes

Recourse to the first "Miscellany” of Svjatoslav of 1073, as
proof that the ruler of Kiev used the grand princely title in the
lith cantury is also misguided. In the eolophon Svjatoslav is
indeed given the title vellityyi kmjpez’ and veliifyyi v kmjfuzeeh kmjjes’ ;
however no one has noted in this connection that the miscellany
was translated from the Greek for the Bulgarian ruler (welikyi
¥ cesar'@h) Symeon (893—027), and that the Rusian scribe copied
the rhetorieally inflated eelephon substituting the name of his
patron for the name of Bulgarian tsar. Similarly, therefore, the
colophon ef the Kievan boekman who wrote "this miseelanny
for the great prinee Svjateslav”, sheuld be seen as anether
speeimen et sueh adaptation, influenced by the panegytie for
Symeen.”® The influenee of the epithet megas in Byzantine
eneemia to praise the ruler alse plays a rele here. The term had
the same semantic impert net enly in the Bulgarian but alse in

# A Solmviev, Byanoee.,, No. I, p. 252; No. VIII, p. 148, advanced
this hypothesis. In view of the Scandinavian origins of the Rusian envoys,
he endeavered to show that rex Russiare in the Latin sources was inspired
by the title yjirkoommgpbveldtikyi knjaz. However, in the texts which Soloviev
himselt produces in his article “Reges” et "Rennum Russias?” (reprinted in
his Byzanuee.,, No. VIII, pp. 143—173) the title kmjpz’ was the exact
équivalent of the Latin rex. Perhaps the clearest proof of this is found in
Abbot Daniel who addressed Balduia 1, King of Jerusalem, as kmjazee moi
(my king 1); see A. Poppes, review of K. Seemanm, Abt Dwawiil,
Walmaimsbaadmt in ¢ Russit Mediavwdilis, vel. 11, 1975, p. 172.

% Izbonmik S\qmoalsﬂuma 1073 goda. Faksimillhoge 1zdamﬁe Moskva 1983,
follum 2v., 263v.; E. F. Karskij, Slayamakaipja kirllbyskajaja ppbdeggretija,
Moskva 1979 (reprmt of the edltion of 1928), p. 282. See also B. St.
Angellov, Pohwitn carju Simewny, in: Izbemikk Sypioskuaa 1073 g.
Sbormilic statsjj, Moskva 1977, p. 247 ff.
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the old Rusian translated literature. The colophon of 1076 miscel-
lany, proves that the epithet was not part of the princely title :
the Kievan ruler Svjatoslav is given the simple title knjait’ rusSidby
zemlja.>®

Not even the text of the Chronicles from the 1lth and begim-
ning of the 12th &eantury, contrary to some assertions, furnishes
proof that the lord of Kiev used an expanded title : in all three
chronicle entries the adjective veliiyii added to the princely title
carries a distinetly panegyric characterisation. The entries for 1054,
1093 and 1125 are drawn from the necrologies of the Kievan
princes Yaroslav, his son Vsevolod and his grandson Vladimir
Monomaeh. We know of Byzantine examples from the time of the
Comreni of the use of megas for a reeently deceased ruler® To
assufne however en the basis of the neerology of Yareslav for the
year 1054 that this usage was knewn on the Besperus even earlier
would be tee risky, sinee the entire entry for 1054 shews signs
of subsequent editing, dating to the end of the 1hth &antury. One
faust nete that this epithet is net used in the neerologies of ether
Kievan rulers ef the 1hth and the beginning ef the 12fh ceartuny.
From this we may eenelude therefere that the Byzantine medel
was adepted enly in the milieu ef Viadimir Menemmaeh, ne deubt
with the intention of emphasizing the speeial rights of the deseen-
dants of Vseveled te the threne ef Kiev. That the title “Grand
Prines” was unknewn i the ruler ef Kiev in the last guarter of
the 1hth cantury is proven elearly by the peried in whieh Prinee
Vseveled reigned alene (1078—1093). After the death of his brether
1zjaslay, Vseveled aseended the threne of Kiev “having assumed
sovereighty aver all Rus ¥ (pridm vlast Fusyiyy ¥all). At that
time, resisting the eentrifugal tendencies in the land, Vseveled
added the title “Prinee of all Rus’/archén pases Rh%liéfs {8 the
legend of his seal o emphasize his severeign rightsss

# ) 1zbannikic um, Moskva 1965, p. 701.

# See : PSRL 1, cols. 161, 215 293 ; 11, cols. 149, 207, 289. See also
S. A Vysockij, Dreweerasisieie nad@mz Sojm Kmsmm Kiev 1966, p. 18
(gfafﬁtto Ne. 4) ; Sehreiinedr, Zur Bewaimungg “Megas”, p. 179.

% Ree A Ssaﬂlovlev Byzameem, No. V, p. 4365 £, V. L. Janim,

Alitvyge pecatii, pp. 168—170. See also A. P opiee, Piewé Fushka z Hatwsz-

12'? i%sm Seal fromm Kruswwideh), “Slavia Antiqua®, vel. XXVI, 1979,
pp. —
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Even when Vladimir Monomach “took over the rule over all
the Russian land” (prejia knjjweende vsejju russky zzemjig)¥ (1113 -
1125) there is no evidence for the title of "Grand Prinece” in Kiev.
The best demonstration of this is epistle of the Greek metropolitan
of Kiev Nikephoros, in which he addresses the Kievan ruler more
than twenty times, comparing his power with that of the emperor,
yet ealling him simply “my prinece” (knjaze mot). Not onee do we
find the word welliyyi among the epitiatea ornantitu whieh ac-
company the title¥

The adjective veliifyyi also appears before the names of deceased
princes in expressions équivalent to those containing mmegas
characteristic of a deceased Byzantine emperor. The epithet “the
Great” is used to embellish the name of the Baptiser of Rus’,
Vladimir, very late and then inconsistently. In the entries in the
Hypaiitawn Chrominite under the years 1149 and 1229 we read:
"Vladimir the Great, who baptised the land of Rus'.” However, if
the entries for 1169 and 1173 in the Hypatian as well as in thé
Lawnenitain Chromiite we read : "Viadifir, who baptised the land
of Rus’,”® This panegyrical epithet was certainly added te
Viadimir's ﬂame as a resuit of eomparing him with Censtantine
the Great® One ean net, however, pesitively determine
whether the aeeempanying epithet veliiyii, when added te the
names of ether deceased prinees, signifies praise and réeeghitioen,
ef i§ used in the sense ef "fermer", “eld”, “elder”. 1n the 124h
ceafury this epithet is applied partieularly te the descendants of
Viadimir Menemaeh and deubtless served iA fany eases t6

% [Dée atltmssisthehen Hegguigpaphikisehen Hiratihlngepen umid liwrgischem
Dichitinggen ilber die heiliijgen Borizs und Gleb, (after 1916 édition of D.
Abramovit‘. chosen by L. Miiller), Mlinich 1967, p.

% Fuiiisleed im FRmskleie dbostpaajaguistpst i, Wbl 11, I\Mmﬁwa THB, mp. 61—
75 and by A. D& llkemn, Der Fastenbriodf dies Metropaliiten MNikifor @an déen
Firsitom Viadiimir Monomaoth, Tiibingen 1985, pp. 16—73 (with German
translation). The Lenten epistle is preserved in three MSS, the oldest being
from the end of the 15th Gamtury or beginning of the 16th. However,
Viadimir is called “Grand Prince” only in the heading, which from the
15th Gantury on was typical of the additions to the titles of rulers of the
Kievan era.

PSRL 1, col. 357; II, cols. 383, 554, 758 ; cf. col. 821 under tB@ year
1254, where Vladimir is already called svijtyyi. See also PSRL I, col. 479
under the year 1263.

% Ree [Res NMetopglittiten |Tiaion |obbeele auif Widibiinir déen Hbditjgen, ezt
L. Milleerr, Wiesbaden 1962, p. 117: podiibmdee veliileggo Kemsiiatima,
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distinguish them from their namesakes who were the chroniclers’
contermporanizss® The oldest use of wvelilkyi occurs in the Primary
Chroniicie in the entry for 1030 concerning the death of the Polish
prince (umre Boleslaw veliikyi v Laséh), and is generally under-
stood to mean "the Great”. However this event was recorded in
the Kievan Caves Monastery only in the 1070s, when Boleslav’s
namasake reigned in Poland, and it was a matter of distinguishing
the well-know Boleslavs. Consequeﬁtly the Kievan seribe called
the first of them "Boleslav the elder”.

Princes were also given the epithet velikyi during their lives.
When the Novgorod Chroricike reports that Sujittstévv veadbikyi
Vsevalbmtléc entered Novgorod in 1180—1181 he uses the epithet
to distinguish the eldest prince from other contemporary princes
with the same name. Svjatoslav was indeed prince of Kiev from
1178 until 1184 but precisely in the time between September 1180
and the suramer of 1181 he was driven from thfone by his rival
Ryutilk® On the other hand the author of the Lay of the Host off
Igor uses epithet Vellliwyz Sypinsstn to designate the position of
this Kievan senior® However, Svjateslav did net use the title
"Grand Prince” as a senior of Kiev. Twe isolated exeeptions are
the traces of a later rédaction of the text of the Kivam Cliwenicie
by Meisej, abbet of Vyduitifei, in 1200, This panegyrist of Ryurik,
Svjatoslav's sueeessor in Kiev (1194 until 1202 and with inter-
ruptions until 1210) very frequently bestowed the grand prineely

# This is how one should interpret the references to Mstislav and Yurij
Dolgorukij although gradually the term was linked with their role as the
founders of two princely lines, the senior and junior lines of the Mono-
machovi®i. See PSRL 1II, col. 303 under the year 1140, col. 525 (year 1164)
cols. 609, 619, 702 (under the years 1179, 1180, 1197) ; PSRL I, cols. 379, 406
(under the years 1177, 1188) ; Nowgproddsijaja ‘pemafda leﬂcqu' stten¥ego
i miadi¥ego izemtboy, ed. A. Nasonov, Moskva—Leningrad 1950 ; (here-
after LN I), p. 37 (year 1182).

PSRLI col. 149 ; II, col. 137.

4 ynide Svjatoslav vellkyl Vsevolodi¢ Novugoredu™, L. N. I, p. 36.
Several lines above the chronicler distinguishes him as ‘“the grandson
of Oleg™. 1t is clear that the compiler of the chronicie copllation, who work-
ed at the beginning of the 13th Gamtury, took pains to distinguish between
this Svjatoslav and the other Svjatoslav, who was also Vsevolodowii, but
the grandson of Yurij Dolgorukij and who became prince of Novgorod
in 1200 (LN, 1, p. 44).

3 Cf. A. Pmpmee On the Titlke of Grandl Prinuze in the Tale of lhors’
Cammsagm, in : Euchanétdenion : Essayss to Omdlgen Priitskk, *“Harvard
Ukrainian Studies™, vol. III—IV, 1979—1980, pp. 684—689.
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title upon his protector, even when he wrote about the time when
Svjatoslav reigned in Kiev.¥

The first Rusian prince who regularly made use of the grand
princely title was Vsevolod, prince of Vladimir-Suzdal’, son of
Yurij Dolgorukij, later given the sobriquet "The Big Nest”. L. K.
Goetz' observation remains to the point, that Vsevolod is the first
prince to whom "Grand Prince” is systematically applied during
his life as an official title® To this one must add that the system-
atic use of the grand princely title is not found from the first years
of his rule in Vladimir (1176—1212) but only from the end of the
12th Gantury. Apart from the isolated references from the 1180s,
which could be the result of a later reworking of the chronicle,
the consistent application of the grand princely title to Vsevolod
begins in 1190 and becomes prédominant after 1195% The
references to weliyii Vsewndbal, on the contrary, under the years
1179, 1181, 1186 and 1187 could be interpreted as hints of
Vsevolod’s preeminence over other princes; but at least in a few
cases the chronicler simply wanted to emphasize Vsevolod's age

# gee PSRL 1, col. 397, under the year 1186 ; 1I, col. 651 under the year
1185. A good example of the éditorial zeal of the panegyrist of Ryurik
Rostislavié are the entries under the year 1183 and 1185 in which Ryurik is
mentioned after the current senior of Kiev but given the title of “Grand
Prince” : “The Lord God gave victory to the princes of Rus’, to Svjatoslav
Vsevolodovié¢ and to Grand Prince Ryurik Rostislawii®”. PSRL II, col. 630;
see also col. 636,

#1. K Gotz, Der Titd Grossffitsst.,., p. 59, A similar view was
advanced by M. Hrushewshky in 1905, as well as by A. Sthalhmatov
and M. Pristkow in 1840. For the author of the monograph deveoted to
Viadimir-Suzdal® prineipality the grand princely title of Vsevolod is obvious
(ef. Ju. Limonov, VladiiniteeSSadalsaimja Rus’, p. 108), but the whole
issue of adoption of th_is title by the ruler of Suz_dalla does not exist. That
this title was still not instituted before 1176 is evideat from the Chromicle-
records about prince Mihalke (PSRL 1, eol, 373—379), eider brother and
predecessor of Vsevolod. Mihalke is naed without title or simply as knjaz’
and only onee it is mentioned that the touég:;?ee?le at Viadimir were happy
to see welilogwo knjprida useifn Rostwskijtia PSRL 1, eol. 377). Sinee the
seeond prinee after Mihalke in “the whele land of Rastav”’ (older description
of Viadimir-Suzdal principality) was Vsevolod, it is elear that Mihalko is
ealled here welikyii knjpz’ in the sense *“chief pfmee'”

% see the almost consistent use of the grand princely title in the
chronicie of Viadimir-Suzdal’ after the year 1196 (PSRL I: col. 412 ff).
This title is also found in the Kievan chronieie but one notes the tendency
to call Vsevolod simply “Prince of Suzdal’”. In many other references
worded in the customary manner the prince is named but not given a title ;
see PSRL II : 694 ff. Cf. also W. Vodoffff, La tiulmituee.,., p. 23.
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vis-a-igs other princes with the same name¥ We should consider
the appearance of the "Grand Princess” in the chronicles as an
important indieation of the permanence of the grand princely title
among Vsevolod's titles

The récognition of Vsevolod's grand princely title in other
Rusian lands must have been met with certain réservations. We
can observe in the Kievan Chronicle wtiiing that Vsevolod was
inconsistently called "Grand Prince” in the south ; the chronicler’s
réservation reflects the ineonstancy of the politieal influenee of the
ruler of Suzdal’. Novgorod took an unusual position : local
chroniclers clearly avoided ecalling WVsevolod "Grand Prinee”,
undoubtedly because they rightly assumed that they weuld net
only be reeeghizing a faet but alse Vseveled's right te suzerainty
over the eity. The reality ef their mutual relations, hewever,
compelled them to be flexible ; the Nevgerod enveys whe arrived
in Viadimir in the auturn ef 1196 knew full well that they eeuld
net permit themselves a breach of protocol and therefere address-
ed Vseveled Ty gespedine knipree wolili: Vsewnsli @Gijmgrdr.”

The use of the grand princely title by the sovereigns of Kiev
has a markedly secondary character and is much more a response
to the ambitions of Vladimir on the Kljazma River and an
emphasis of the traditional position of Kiev. The title of “Grand
Prinee” was not the officiai title of the Kievan ruler Svjatoslav
(d. 1194). However the situation changed during the reigh of his

# See PSRL 11, cols. 658, 659, 613, 624, 653. Only once does the chronicler
clearly state that he is referring to Vsevolod as to the elder of the Prince
of Pronsk Vsevolod, son of Gleb: Vsewahst e ide s nimi na svet ko
Vsewalbelin velildoomiu Jurgenden, PSRL 1, col. 402 (under the year 1186).

See the entries for 1202, 1205, 1206 (PSRL I, cols. 417, 421, 424). he
last reference is the necrology. It is not elear whether the title Kwjegini
veliitgdq, applied to Roman’s widow, reflects his grand princely title or
to her role as regent. See the entries in the chronicie of Hali®-Volhynia
under the years 1208, 1209, 1213, 1215, (PSRL II, cols. 726, 727, 733—735).
Cf. W. Vodoffff, La titalbitwee.,., p. 20, n. 117. It is obvious at any rate
that veliiegda did not dénoté the “elder princess™ or “princes mother” since
none of her sons, all of whom were minors, could have been married. An
example of veliliagda used in this sense appears to be the reference under
the year 1258 to the widow of Prince Constantine, who died in 1230, as
“Grand Princess” See PSRL 1 : col. 475.

# PSRL 1, col. 415; see also LN I, p. 49. Vsevolod is given the title
of “Grand Prince” once under the year 1205, but the political change in
Novgorod in 1210 was such, that even the death ot this influential ruler
was not noted. Cf. also W. Vodofff. La titdbituee.., pp. 21, 23.
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successor, Ryurik Rostislavie, the nominal sovereign of Kiev, who
clearly adapted himself—albeit inconsistently—to the situation
created by Vsevolod. Even Roman, the Prince of Hali®-Volhynia,
who took possession of Kiev shortly before his death in 1205 ap-
pears to have acquired the new titlke™® In the 13th Gamtury the
rulers of other Rusian principalifies, but abeve all the sons and
successors of Vsevelod, followed his footsteps®

Yet another view is erroneous, namely that, which maintains
that the grand princely title was originally used by the ruler of
Kiev, and that the rulers of other principalities already assumed
the title in the first half of the 12th Gantury. Evidence for this is
found in the inseription on a drinking bowl which belonged to
Prince Volodimir of Cernihov, who was killed in battle in May of
1151 : a se cara kmjfzide, Volladiinievea Davidviteq, a ko iz neé
p'ett, tomu na zdorowte a hualjju Boga sSvorgw ospodanifa valbilsogo
kmazjgo (“this is the drinking bowl of Prinece Viadimir Davidevie,
and this is to the health of him whe drinks frem it, praising Ged

50 Spme FESHLL 111 0nd . 7155 unkber yyeear 1221 vwiieeee ttiee gheatd othoedyy titlbe
is linked with the dominion over all of the land of Rus’. However, this
entry was made after Roman’s death in June of 1205, PSRL 11, col. 716 £,
721 (velikago Romanzg), 726. Once again in the Chronicie of Viadimir-Suzdal’
we see the clear tendency to ascribe to Roman the récognition of Vsevolod’s
supremacy, even though the chronicler admits that both of these princes
acted in unison to occupy the throne of Kiev in 1202 (PSRL I : col. 418 ff).

B Although the title is not used consistently hereafter, this can be
explained by the nature of the chronicle account which has been abridged.
On the other hand, the facts of the chronicie should be carefully analyzed,
since the author of the study on the grand princely title in Viadimir-Suzdal’
in the 13th—14th Gamtury devoted most of his attention to the 14th Eamtury :
see J. P. Arrignon, Usage et valkewr du titee de Grandi Priitcee, pp. 173—
184. One must also take account of the information in western sources.
In his chronicle covering the years 1186—1227, written in 1227, Heinkich of
Lettland titled the prince of Rus’ as rex and rex wagmss. This adjective
appears to be less a part of the title than to mean “the elder” or “the late”
when applied to the deceased. The terminology used by John de Plano
Carpiimi, Ystoria Mongallovrunn, Florence, 1929 is clearer : once he calls
Yaroslav VSevolodovié, Grand Prince of Vladimir-Suzdal® and Kiev,
magmum ducerm Rusdie (p. 46) but later simply duesemm Ruseite (pp. 112, 128).
He also appears to hint at the grand prineely title when he refers te Michael
of Cernihov as qui fuilt unus de magniss dudibhss Rustite (p. 38). He calls
the ruler of Halid-Volhynia fexr Damidl Rustite (p. 128). One rust also
consider the custon of the Halié-Velhynian chronicie to refer to several
of the Polish princes of the 13th Cantury as velityiyi kmifzz,, undoubtedly in
gl;g sé%nse of “main prince” or “‘senior” ; see PSRL Ii, cols. 754, 756, 809,

, 897.
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and the lord of the house, the great prinee)* The wording of this
panegyric inscription is somewhat contradictory : The prince ap-
pears at the beginning witheut an epithet, and at the end with the
termn veliRyi, which can refer to ospodar (here in the sense of host,
lord of the house) as well as to kmjpz’ and whieh evidently is used
in the sense of “famous, glorious”.

It is tempting to answer the question of what role Byzantine
customs played in the origin of the grand princely title in Rus’.
The first bearer of the title, who was born in 1154, spent his
formative years in Byzantium (1162—1168), where he and his
mother, who was probably Greek, had been banished by his older
brother Andrej Bogeljubskij. Vsevolod's stay in the empire must
have influenced his views on imperial ideclogy even though the
actual idea of expanding the titles of the mightiest prinee, must
have matuted earlier.

It is unfortunate that Byzantine-Rusian correspondence of the
1ith—12th centuries is no longer extant, sinee it would permit us
to determine whether the imperial chancery continued the 10th
century custom of applying the title megas archon to the prinees
of Rus’. The seals with reading aréhon Rhgsias, from the 1lth and
the beginning of the 12th century, ineluding those of the monarehs
of Kiev from Yaroslav the Wise to Viadimir Menemmach permit us
to eonclude that the princes of Rus’, even when they were 66n-
fronted with the epithet megas, did net take it as a part ef their

By F. Riiga, Oteriti iz istariii byitu domungpldséio; Rusi, Moskva
1929, pp. 51—53 and 4 photographs of the inscription. B. A. Ryhakow,
Russiide datitpvenmyeye nadpssi XI—NMIV valioyp, Moskva 1964, No. 24, S. 28 £,
plate XXIX. Rybakov treats the abbreviation kmjju which appears twice,
as a suspension, which permits him to read the first one as (éa$a) Kwja[éajl
and the second as kmjpifigh]. It is to assure, however, that both are a
common contraction from genitive of substantive kkn{wﬂja.

% Btor asppdddr-gagpepadar, im tilte seevsse off “fooed off ttiee foonse”,
Prawida meqaa, vol. II, Moskva—Leningrad 1947, pp. 477 f., 486, 609 1.
Srezmewsdk i j, Mamah}y dlijn slowariga dmemm@gog m@dﬂa, vol. I,
col. 563 ; vol. II col. 735. In view of the subject of the inscription on the
drmkmg bowl, it appears likelier in this case that velildyyi- belongs with
ospadtar’ in ‘the sense of “great host”. For the title of ruler
gospunttaigonsdatar’, see G. Stoakd], Die Begrnifffe, pp. 114 1f. ; W. Vodoff f,
La tituddtuee..., pp. 5—19, 31 ; to Vodoff’s observation we add that this title
originated on the beginning of the 14th Gamtury in the bilingual chancery
of the last prince of Halié (gospodar’ zemili russhopj as transiation of DRonimus
termaee Russifed) and was adopted in turn by rulers of Poland, Lithuania,
Moscovy and other Rusian lands.

12 Aecta Poloniae Historiea LX
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stock of titles but considered it to be only an ocecasional epithet.
Otherwise they would have included it in the Greek inseriptions
on their seals. Had wmegas belonged to their stoek of titles they
would have used it in the opening formulae as the issuers of
diplomas 3

There is one well-known exception to this : the seal with the
likeness of the Apostle Andrew and the clearly legible inscription :
Mestisttadioss megas archdn Rhisias.® This seal very likely belong-
ed to Mstislav-Andrej, grandson of Igor and great-giamdbon of
Yaroslav the Wise, who is mentioned several tifies in the PHimary
Chronicie at the turn of the lh—12th €atury and who died
in 1116. He was probably a prince=izgoi (his father is uAnamed) :
that is to say, a prinee witheut land, whe was eenstantly en seme
eafmpaign. 1A the year 1100 fate brought him te the eeast 6f the
Blaek Sea, to the Byzantine possessions on the nerthern eeast, of
te Tmuterakan’. Other attempts i attribute this seal, whieh as-
sume that the megas arehén eeuld enly refer to the ruler of
Kiev and whieh therefere eensider ether Kievan priRees named
Mstislav, are diffieult to aceept for twe reasens. Firstly, nene ef
these other princes named Mstislay bere the GhristiaR name
Andrev ; and seeondly, the seal exhibits ne features whieh esuld
permit us te date it later than the seeond half of the 1hih Seantvry
or the first quarter of the 12th Cantury. 1n view of these consigéra-
tiens ene may suppese that Prinece Mstislav-Andre), a nemadie

5 The diploma of “Grand Prince™ Izjaslav Mstislavovi& recording a gift
to the Monastery of St. Panteleimon in Novgorod (PRP, vol. II, Moskva
1953, p. 104) is no exception. The diploma is conventionelly dated 1146—
1154, precisely because of this title : that is, to the period in which 1zjaslav
was senlor in Kiev. This date was convincingly rejected by V. L. Janim,
1z istonili zemibvidddeindja v Nowganasite v 12 w., in: Kuiltwaa dresmegj Rusi,
Festsaitrifft for N. N. Voromiin, Moskva 1966, pp. 313—324. Janin proposes
that the diploma was written in 1134 and suggests the possibility that the
title was modernized by a later copyist (p. 321). Aithough the date ot this
otherwise trustworthy diploma remains a moot point, its presence in a copy
from end of the 16th Camtury permits us to suppose that we are confronting
the tendency, apparent already in the 15th Gantury, to Supplement the title
of old princes. Confirmation of this is found in the diplomas ot
1zjaslav’s brother Vsevoled, prince of Novgorod from 1125 to 1MA¥. In
contrast to the original diploma for the Monastery of St. George from 1130
the two others diplomas in late 16th Ceamtury copies call Vsevoled “Grand
Prince” even though he never ruled in Kiev ; see PRP vol 11, pp. 102 f.
Cf. furthef K, R. Sehmiiddt, Sozialke Temmmbbqaie

¥W. Jamiim, Akibwge pemhiz vol. 1. No. 31, pp 20—23 172.
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prince who stood on the lowest rung of the princely dynasty,
recommended that the epithet megas with which he had probably
been honored in correspondence, be repeated in the inscription
of his seal. Vladimir Monomaeh acted similarly, eausing the
inscription sphragiis Basileion tou panigenssiedtou @rEhONtos
Rhasias tou Monomaciay to be engraved on one of his seals’®
Regardless of the aeccuracy of the attribuition to the landless
Mstislav (onee ecan consider twe other prinees with the same
nare : Mstislav 1zjaslavie, whe died in 1061, and Mstislav Svjate-
polkevic who died in 1087, neither of whem ruled in Kiev), it is
diffieult to have any deubts as to the dating of the seal. This
weuld seef te indicate that the Byzantines tended to add the
epithet megas to the Rusian prineely title, regardliess of the
pelitieal pesition of the bearer. The Rusian princes eeuld have
interpreted this epithet in partieular as “fameus”, “glerieus”,
“gewerful®, sifiee the adjeetive welilkyi is used in this sense in
eontemperary Old Rusian literatuse¥

Perhaps the entire matter is much simpler. Possibly megas
on the seal should not be linked with the title archén but with the
name Mstislav. Megas after the name would be odd in Greek if the
inscription were not a translation from the Old Rusian : Mistislav
velilkyi. For ameng the living prinees of the same name, Mstislav,
the grandson of Igor and the great grandson of Yareslav the Wise
was the elder. Perhaps Mstislav, who was something of an out-
cast, used this epithet to compensate for his position. The Mow-
gored Chromizie furnishes a good example of e oecasional

Ibzdem No. 25, pp. 16, 170.

5 See, for example PSRL 1, col. 124 : Volediinir Ze veliiltim muzem
stuarri togo vellilyyi frequently occurs in the sense of “famous™, “powerful”,
“noble” in the Kievsan Cavess Patenitoow, several times alone in the tale about
Moisej. Cf. Das Pm"ikbnn des Kieverr Hohlenidtdotdesrs nach der Awsgabe
vom D. Abramuyidc, ed. D. TschiZzewskij, Sladiistiee Propgiéen, vol. II,
Munich, 1964, pp. 142—147. See also footnote 22 supra ; see PSRL 1I, col.
807 ff. under the year 1250, which reads: “o zlejge 2la cest’ tammmaa
Danilu Romanmmden kmiarjju byvéiu wlmw obladiéiu Rus’skajju zeenlksju...

nyme sedi’ na kolemu i holoperm nazyvedgisiaja”. This is not an allusion
to the grand princely title ; velilc is used here in the sense bt “powerful”
or “famous”. About différent meamngs of velilyyi see also : V. Peretz,
K izugeniju Slowm o pollin Igorewse, IV ! Epvmyy v “Slowed” i v usthgjj tteadiicii,
in : Izeestijdo otdelberijga russikaggo iazy}daa slovesswostiti, vol. XXX, Moskva
1926, pp. 155—158.
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emphasis of age-seniority : in the account of the construction of
the Church of the Savior at Neredica the donor, who is mentioned
frequently, is called veliikii knjpe’ Jarosiay, sym Viaditnmiosp, omuk
Mstisdlmosyw only onee. The chronicler clearly intended to
distinguish between this Yaroslav, the brother-in-law of Vsevolod,
Prince of Suzdal’, and Vsevolod’s son Yaroslav who was younger
and well-known in Novgorod ¥

In the 14th &snttury the imperial chancery always used the title
rex or megas rex for the ruler of Rus’ in its correspondence ; this
was équivalent to the title kmjjt’ or vellikyi kmjpzz’ which was
common in Rus’. These latinized titles, applied to the princes of
Rus’, cannot be traced beyond the seeond halff of the 13th &situnry,
and must, therefore, be associated with the experience of the Latin
(i.e. Western) domination of Byzantium.

Henceforth the Byzantines took into considération the pre-
viously institutionalized nature of the grand princely office in
Rus’ and, without sparing other décorative epithets, reserved the
epithet megas exelusively for the grand princely title¥

This information from the 14th CGantury cannot, therefore,
be applied retrospectively to the period before the Tatar invasion
of Eastern Europe and the Latin conquest of Constantinople. The
situation in the second half of the 12th &eituwry Is nevertheless,
somewhat illuminated by the 17th &awjury copy, which comtains
signs of authentiicity, of the old Rusian translation of an epistle of
the Patriareh Lukas Chrysoberges to the Prince of Vladimir and
Suzdal’ Andrej Bogoljubsky, from about 1168. The patriareh,
restraining the ambitious prinee from the idea of founding a new
metropolitan bisheprie in Vladimir, calls him ppebhiggetalivyi
kmjjirge (paneugsnesiaice archdm), as opposed to the prinee of Kiev
whofi he calls wvelliRdi kmjarz’ vseju Rusi (megas archdm pasés

81N 1, p 44; see also plp. 35, 37, 51, 53 ff.

5 See the extant Greek diplomas from the 14th Gamfury in PRawjjstmiki
dreancego russhagn kamomififesoggo pravsy, vol. I, St. Petersburg 1880, Ap-
pendix Nos. 3, 20, 21, 28, 29, 40, 41, 46. The Byzantine-Rusian term megas
redindliikyi knjaz2’ influenced the intiitdddido and inserijido in the chancery
of the Polish kings; see, for example, Casimir's diploma from the year
1351 . veliiasyo korolkn kratkwskbgpo i gospodhride ruskejge zemite and Jagiel-
lo’'s from the year 1388 veliikyy: korol polskai, see : A, Sobele vskiijj,
S. Pta8wakdj, Paleograffééekicie snimiidi s russikiih gramatt preimiliessiven-
no XV v., St. Petershurg 1903, Nos. 6, 7, 9, 10, 23.
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Rhiésias). The jurisdictional rights of the metropolitan of all Rus’
were also emphagizedl® The substitution of pasés Rhisias for the
brief Rhistas in the title of the prince and the metropelitan had
a specifie political implieation and expressed not only the position
of the patriatch but also the poliey of the Empire towards
Rus’. It was preeisely in the second half of the 12th eenfury
that the titles of the metropolitans of Kiev—documented in
partieular by their seals—aceentuated their eeclesiastical
sovereignty ever all ef Rus’. The prineely feuds of the 1140s and
1150s, the pelitieal and ecclesiastie chaes, clearly underlined the
danger that the archdiocese of Rus' weuld distintegrate, and that
the jurisdictional dependence en Censtantinople be broken. The
Byzantines naturally understeod the necessity 6f repeatedly
fecognizing and supperting severeignty of the metropelitan and the
prince ef Kiev ever all ef Rus'. This peliey did net fully sueceed
ewing te everpewerful eentrifugal tendencies. Hewever, its partial
sueeess meant the maintenance of the eecelesiastical unity of Rus'—
thanks te the suppert of her elergy—until the end ef the i18th
eentury-

The epistle of the Patriarch to the Prince of Vladimir and
Suzdal’ contains a trace of the Empire's diplomatie initiative at
that time. In this context the epithet megas/usdlikyi, combined with
an emphatic emphasis of the extent of the Prince eof Kiev's
dominion, aequired a clearly, political content and was intended
to mean that the megas archon pasés Rhisias was the chief prince,
the foremost ruler of Rus’. This title, whose use was dictated by
eoncern for the centrifugal tendeneies in Rus’, undeubtedly was
constantly used in Byzantine correspondence with Rus’ during that
period. Frofn here it was only one step to transforming the
adjeetive weliiyi inte a permanent element of the Rusian ruler's
title, As it turhed out it was not the Kievan senioit who first
adopted this title, but the ruler of the dynamaieally develeping
northeastern region of Rus"¥ The faet that Andrej Begsljubsky's

Pamjatniki No. 3, cols. 63, 66, 68; cf. with P. Sokolov, RuséRij
arhieradj iz Vizantiii, Kiev 1913, (repr. 1971), pp. 98 ff.,, 136 ff. N. N. Voro-
nihn, Andmejj Bogoluiisddii i Luka Hrizomerg, “Vizantijskij Vremennik™, vol.
XXI, 1962, pp. 29—50. A thorough study of this epistle is found in L. K.
G 6ttzz, Staait und Kinattee in Altussbdadd, Berlin 1908, pp. 175—195.

8 See V. A, Kuitdiin, Rostomosseddiiishaje zemija v peru)i twet'd
X V., "Istorija SSSR™, 1969, No. 3, pp. 76—94. M. Heilmnanm,
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troops conquered and sacked Kiev in March of 1169 and that
Andrej placed a man loyal to himselff on the throne of Kiev is
characteristic of this change. Andrej, who was the brother and
predecessor of Vsevolod, had ambitious political plans to “acquire
the right of the eldest in Rus’'”. However, contrary to the view
based on isolated chronicie accounts edited shortly after the
prince’s death, these plans did not inelude assuming the grand
princely title® The atterpts to reestablish the unity of the lands
of Rus’ with Kiev at the center failed despite the fact that during
the entire seeond halff of the 12th Cantury attempts were rade to
preserve at least the appearance of unity.

The origin of the grand princely title is not, therefore—contrary
to a widely held opinion—to be found in the period in which the
Kievan dominion grew, its internal structure strengthened and in
which the Internatiional position of its ruler was enhaneed. From
the tlme that the Kievan state was founded, expanded and grew
powerful, to the era when the Kievan monarchy was at its height,
that is, from the reigh of Vladimir the Great at the end of the
10th cangury until the era of Vladimir Monomaeh and his son
Mstislav, that is, until 1132, the rulers of Kiev were satisfied with
an inalienable hereditary title to whieh enly the membets of the
ruling dynasty were entitled. It ineluded the eenerete and ex-
haustive netion, established by eustom, of sovereign pewer and
therefore did net reguire any semantic élaberation. The additien
of various epithita ornamim ecould net eeeur without fereigh
influence, and when neeessary ene relied upen precise terms by
making use of already develeped Byzantine terminology. Cen-

Wandlungprm in staatliébieen Leben Alrusskindd und Polenss wilendd des 12.
Jahrhomdbrtss, in - Vortréipe und Forschungam, vol. XIII, 1968, 279—282. D.
Woérm, Staditeen zur Herrsatiaffsideeloligie des Grossifitstgen Vseunddold Ik
Boléoe Gnezdo vom Vladiimiir (1176—1212), “JaTifniiher fiir Geschichte Ost-
euro , vol. XXVII, 1979, pp. 1—40, with extensive bibliography.

The term veliltyyi knjaz?’ in the necrology of Andrej Bogoljubskij (see
PSRL 1 col. 367) has another meaning, known at least from the turn of the
1irth—412th centuries. That the Byzantine custom was commonly used in
Rus’ is evident from the Rusian chronicles’ treatment of the German King
Philipp of Swabia, who never formally became emperot. While Philipp
was alive the chronicler refers to him as nemusiiiin cesansn, LN 1, pp. 46—
47. However, after Philipp had died, the chronicler weote : Ubim hyst’
cesar” velﬁkyyz Filip Rimsikyii (PSRL 1t col. 723).
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temporary sources call those princes of Kiev who exercised power
over all of Rus' "autocrat” and "sole ruler” (samoderzec, &dino-
derzee, edinouibsteed). The Rusian princes did not aspire to the
imperial title even though the thesis that imperial and princely
power were equal is found in old Rusian literature of the 11th—
12th eenturies. The view that certain princes assumed the imperial
title is the result of an excessively literal interpietation of the
sources in whieh a prince is in faet given the title eesar’. These
isolated references from the 1Mth—12th centuries provide, en the
eontrary, interesting infermation regarding the literary influence
en, and views of the nature of prineely pewer eemmen to eourt
and ecclesiastical eireles. By eentrast the verb eesarstcwsaiti, a
translation of basiley® was employed te aceentuate the severeigh
nature of princely pewerd

The necessity of expanding the ideological comtent of the title
of the ruler of all Rus’, which perhaps first became apparent
beyond the borders of Rus'—on the Bosporus—appeared in the era
of the declining authority of the princes of Kiev, of the
diffusion of the dynasty, of the growth of centrifugal forees and of
the devaluation of the title itself. The title "Grand Prince” could
not take on the funetion of a eonneecting link for the disimegrating
Kievan Rus’. On the comtrary, it served those princes whe, while
solidifying their own principalities, strove to aequire influenece
on rmatters of common concern. However, they were net backed
by the throne ef Kiev but by the “right of the eldest in the land
of Rus'”. The new title was intended te ensure the lasting
Rature of their sueeess ; even theugh it was net eriginally intended
for them, it aceurately expressed their ewn aspiratiens and the
poesitien whieh they had in faet assumed. Therefere, it was net by

¥ W. Vodofiff proved that this view of the imperial title of the
princes of Rus’ is untenable. See his Remarquees sur la valur du terme
tsar appliguéé aux primesss russes aventt le miiceu du XV* siéclke, “Oxford
Slavonic Papers™, N. S., vol. XI, 1978, pp. 1—41; idem, La ti#fultgure..,,
pp. 28—30. One should note that the term car’ derived from cesar” is not
evident in Rus’ before the 13th century. The paléographie reception—a
contraction with a superscript letter c(s) and then its omission—certainly
contributed to the phonetic transformation. However, for a long time there-
after, translations- from Greek rendered basilkuss for cesar’. See also G.
Sto®lk], Die Begrifffe, pp. 109—111.
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chance that it was the ruler of the vigorous state between the
Oka and Volga who was first to usurp the title of “Grand Prinice”.
In a period in which the various lands and principalities of Rus’
were rapidly growing apart, the spread of the title of “Grand
Prince” was only a question of time’*

See in detail W. Vodoff, La titulature.., pp. 5—12, 17—19, H4—
27, where also the “inflation” of this title specially during the 15 e. is
good shown.





