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INTRODUCTION: DID CENTRAL EUROPE
EXIST IN THE MIDDLE AGES?

THE CONCEPT OF CENTRAL EUROPE

‘It is time that some scholarly institute of ours . . . decides, in the end,
which historical region we live in: Western Europe or Eastern
Europe; Central Europe or Central-Eastern Europe; Carpathian
Europe or the Danubian area; or elsewhere.”" This irritated outburst
highlights the difficulties of determining whether Central Europe
exists, and if so, where, even in modern times. Because the concept
of Central Europe is a modern rather than a medieval one, it is
necessary to look at its origin, meanings and implications in modern
history before discussing its relevance to the Middle Ages.

Searching for a definition reveals a multitude of divergent ones.
Based on claims of common identity, history or culture, ‘Central
Europe’ at its narrowest can include the so-called Visegrad group
(initially Czechoslovakia, Hungary and Poland, but since the ‘velvet
divorce’, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia),
but alternatively it can mean these countries and some or all of
the following: Austria, Germany, Liechtenstein, Slovenia,
Switzerland, Croatia, Romania, Serbia and Ukraine. The reason
for such discrepancy, apart from the historically changing borders
of various states, is that the criteria which determine inclusion
in ‘Central Europe’ vary widely. They can be cultural, political,

293

' Tibor Barith, ““Karpit-Eurdpa” vagy “Kelet-Eurépa’™ (1940), in Ivin T. Berend,
ed., Helyiink Eurépaban, 2 vols., 2nd edn (Budapest, 1986), vol. I, 506—8 (see 508).



2 Did Central Europe exist in the Middle Ages?

socio-economic, historical or a combination of these, and past- or
present-oriented.

For example, Central Europe has been defined as the area of
German cultural influence; the area closest to and under the strongest
Western influence; the area of the Habsburg Empire; the area of the
Polish-Lithuanian commonwealth; the area whose eastern limits
correspond to the eastern frontiers of medieval kingdoms, in turn
corresponding to the frontier between Catholic West and Orthodox
East; the area where East and West meet; the easternmost area that has
a Western cultural orientation; a cultural zone; the countries that
joined the EU in 2004 or are on track to join; a community of
destinies in times of crisis alone; and an area shaped by a whole host
of historical developments. The historically changing meaning of
Central Europe has also been emphasized.” No more or less precise
is the recent United Nations definition of ‘a cultural region called
Central Europe’, based on eight factors including aspects of religious,
cultural, social, economic and political development, many of them in
a comparative perspective with Western, South-Eastern, Eastern,
Southern and Northern Europe.® Other definitions focus on modes
of self-perception and include multiculturality and multilingualism,

* Lonnie R. Johnson, Central Europe: Enemies, Neighbors, Friends (New York and
Oxford, 1996), 3—12; Georges Castellan, Histoire des peuples de I’ Europe centrale (Paris,
1994); Chantal Delsol, Michel Maslowski and Joanna Nowicki, eds., Mythes et
symboles politiques en Europe centrale (Paris, 2002); Peter ]. Katzenstein, ed.,
Mitteleuropa: Between Europe and Germany (Providence, RI, 1997); André Sellier
and Jean Sellier, Atlas des peuples d’Europe centrale, new edn (Paris, 1995); Ferenc
L. Lendvai, Kozép-Eurdpa-koncepciok (Budapest, 1997); Maria Ormos, Kozép-
Eurépa: Volt? Van? Lesz? (Budapest, 2007), 9—21; Gérard Beauprétre, ed.,
L’Europe centrale, réalité, mythe, enjeu, XVIIle—XIXe siécles (Warsaw, 1991); ‘Europe
centrale. Mitteleuropa’, Revue germanique internationale 1 (1994) (entire issue, and
especially Krzysztof Pomian, ‘L’Europe centrale: essais de définition’, 11-23);
Jacques Le Rider, La Mitteleuropa (Paris, 1994); George Schopflin and
Nancy Wood, eds., In Search of Central Europe (Cambridge, 1989); ‘Central
Europe: ten years after’, issue 6, 1 (1999), European Review of History/Revue
Européenne d’Histoire; Robin Okey, ‘Central Europe/Eastern Europe: behind the
definitions’, Past and Present 137 (1992), 102—33; Przemystaw Urbariczyk, ed.,
Origins of Central Europe (Warsaw, 1997); Ferenc Fehér, ‘On making Central
Europe’, Eastern European Politics and Societies 3, 3 (1989), 412—47.

Peter Jordan, ‘A subdivision of Europe into larger regions by cultural criteria’,
United Nations Group of Experts on Geographical Names, Working Paper no.
48, 23rd session, Vienna, 28 March—4 April 2006, unstats.un.org./unsd/geoinfo/
gegn23wp48.pdf (accessed 7 Jan. 2010).

w



The concept of Central Europe 3

the area of coffee-house culture, strudel and spritzer, marked by
Ashkenazi Jewish culture, seen by some as the principal representative
of a Central European culture. Even ‘love of poetry, idealism and
cynicism’ have been cited as defining characteristics of the region.*

Historically, Mitteleuropa was significant among such designations.
Sometimes this is translated as Middle Europe. It usually refers to the
areas under strong German cultural influence prior to the First World
War, and can thus be invoked as a region with — at least in many
respects —a common culture, although the area it designates can be
the region between the Rhine and the Vistula or the much larger zone
between the Rhine and the Dnieper. The term also has a geographical
meaning, but is no more objective or precise than ‘Central Europe’;
there never existed one sole concept of Mitteleuropa.®

In case it would seem that the obviously ‘right’ solution is for the
term ‘Central Europe’ to cover the geographical centre of Europe, it
is necessary to emphasize — as has been demonstrated many times —
that definitions of ‘geographical’ subregions of Europe have very
little to do with geography. Moreover, there is in fact absolutely
no consensus about where the geographical centre of Europe is. That
in itself depends on how one defines the borders of Europe, notably
whether islands are included or not. Therefore many places lay claim
to being Europe’s centre, including places in Austria, Lithuania,
Hungary, Slovakia, Estonia and Belarus. These places go as far west
as Frauenkirchen, Austria, at 47°50'N 16°55’E, and as far east as
Purnuskés in Lithuania, at $4°54’N 25°19’E. One calculation even

4 Examples include: Ormos, Kozép-Eurdpa, 10, 269; Le Rider, Mitteleuropa, 75—91;
Johnson, Central Europe, 6; Philip Longworth, The Making of Eastern Europe: From
Prehistory to Postcommunism, 2nd rev. edn (London, 1997), s—6; Czestaw Milosz,
‘Central European attitudes’, in Cross-Currents: A Yearbook of Central European
Culture 5 (1986), 101-8, repr. Schopflin and Wood, eds., In Search, 116—24;
Jacques Rupnik, ‘Central Europe or Mitteleuropa?’, in Stephen R. Graubard, ed.,
Eastern Europe . . . Central Europe . . . Europe (Boulder, CO, 1991), 23365, esp. 235—8.

3 Frank Hadler, ‘Mitteleuropa — “Zwischeneuropa” — Ostmitteleuropa. Reflexionen
iiber eine europiische Geschichtsregion im 19. und 20. Jh.’, Geisteswissenschaftliches
Zentrum fiir Geschichte und Kultur Ostmitteleuropas Berichte und Beitrige (1996), 34—63;
Richard G. Plaschka, Horst Haselsteiner, Arnold Suppan, Anna M. Drabek and
Brigitta Zaar, eds., Mitteleuropa-Konzeptionen in der ersten Hilfte des 20. Jahrhundert
(Vienna, 1995); Le Rider, Mitteleuropa; Peter Bugge, ‘The use of the Middle:
Mitteleuropa vs Stfedni Evropa’, European Review of History — Revue Européenne
d’Histoire 6, 1 (1999), 15—35. Egon Schwarz, ‘Central Europe — What it is and what
it is not’, in Schopflin and Wood, eds., In Search, 143—56, lists many older works.



4 Did Central Europe exist in the Middle Ages?

locates Europe’s centre in southern Norway, 60°00’N 07°30’E. One
cannot unambiguously and factually determine what exact area
‘Central Europe’ should contain, based on geography.’

To make matters even more complicated, the terminology itself is
debated, some scholars preferring Eastern Europe, rather than Central
Europe, for the countries under investigation in this book, with yet
others choosing East-Central, Central-Eastern or other designations.
Some, notably Istvan Bibo, used Eastern Europe to indicate the three
states of Czechoslovakia, Hungary and Poland.” More often,
however, Eastern Europe includes in one category everything east
of the Rivers Elbe and Saale, thus encompassing a much larger area
than treated in this book (including East German and Austrian, Czech,
Slovak, Hungarian, Polish, Lithuanian, Romanian, Ukrainian,
Belarusian, Russian, Bulgarian, Croat and Serb lands).8 Eastern
Europe has also been characterized in historical geography as a march-
land or shatterbelt territory, where independent antagonistic powers
emerged, and where conflicting great power interests, impulses and
influences from East and West clashed, a region that cannot be unified
either in itself or as part of one of the contending powers.”

East-Centre Europe, East-Central Europe, Central-Eastern
Europe and the German Ostmitteleuropa (since 1918) have all been
proposed as designations of the whole area between the Baltic,
Adriatic, Aegean and Black Seas in the broadest definition, or for
the area between Germany and Russia, or just for the countries
treated in this book. (Thus the terms can cover only Czech and
Slovak lands, Hungary and Poland, or also Romania, Slovenia,
Croatia, Albania, Austria, Bosnia and so on.) The extent of the

6

E.g. Okey, ‘Central Europe’, 103—4; Liszl6 Péter, ‘Central Europe and its reading
into the past’, European Review of History — Revue Européenne d’Histoire 6, 1 (1999),
101—11, on 101: ‘“The nationality of the map-maker rather than some principles of
geography determine the location of “Central Europe”.’

Istvan Bibd, ‘A Kelet-Eurdpai kisillamok nyomortsiga’ (1946), in Bibd, Vilogatott
Tanulmanyok, ed. Endre Nagy and Istvan Vida, 4 vols. (Budapest, 1986—90), vol. II,
185—265; French tr. Misére des petits états d’ Europe de I"Est (Paris, 1986, 2nd edn 1993).
E.g. Longworth, Making of Eastern Europe; Robert Bideleux and Ian Jeffries, A
History of Eastern Europe: Crisis and Change, 2nd edn (London, 2007); various
authors, ‘Historiography of the countries of Eastern Europe’, American Historical
Review 97, 4 (1992), 1011—1117, includes Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary,
Romania, Yugoslavia and Bulgaria.

David Turnock, The Making of Eastern Europe: From the Earliest Times to 1815
(London and New York, 1988).
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territory included in the definition partly depends on the period
which serves as its basis. For example, if the designation is based on
the later medieval kingdoms of Bohemia, Poland-Lithuania and
Hungary, that, in modern terms, translates to the Czech Republic,
Slovakia, Hungary, Poland, Lithuania, Belarus, Ukraine, Croatia and
Transylvania (i.e. part of Romania). For the purposes of this book, it is
important to point out that the union of Poland-Lithuania happened
much later than the period we cover, and the eastern areas were not
part of the kingdom of Poland.

The terminology, itself suggestive of a ‘middle’ position, is often
linked to the characterization of the area as lands in between, where
East and West meet, a meeting conceived of in a variety of ways (for
example, in one formulation the region is a ‘child of the West
who later married the East’, while elsewhere it is a mixture of
Eastern and Western)."® Westmiiteleuropa is much rarer, designating

'° Quotation from George H. Hodos, The East-Central European Region: An Historical
Outline (Westport, CT, and London, 1999), 19; Oskar Halecki, Borderlands of
Western Civilization: A History of East Central Europe (New York, 1952, 2nd edn
ed. by Andrew L. Simon, Safety Harbor, FL, [20007?]); Jerzy Kloczowski, L’Europe
du Centre-Est dans I’historiographie des pays de la région (Lublin, 1995); Kloczowski
et al., East-Central Europe’s Position within Europe: Between East and West (Lublin,
2004); Kloczowski, with Hubert Laszkiewicz, eds., East-Central Europe in European
History: Themes and Debates (Lublin, 2009); Klaus Zernack, ‘Zum Problem der
nationalen Identitit in Ostmitteleuropa’, in Helmut Berding, ed., Nationales
Bewuftsein  und  kollektive Identitit (Frankfurt am Main, 1994), 176—88;
Jacques Rupnik, ‘In search of East-Central Europe: ten years after’, in Central
and Southeastern Europe in Transition: Perspectives on Success and Failure Since 1989, ed.
Hall Gardner (Westport, CT, 2000), s—19; Paul Robert Magocsi, Historical Atlas of
East Central Europe (Seattle, 1993); Alan Palmer, The Lands Between: A History of
East-Central Europe since the Congress of Vienna (London, 1970); Werner Conze,
Ostmitteleuropa von der Spitantike bis zum 18. Jahrhundert (Munich, 1992); Piotr
S. Wandycz, The Price of Freedom: A History of East Central Europe from the Middle
Ages to the Present (London and New York, 1992); Anna Adamska and
Marco Mostert, eds., The Development of Literate Mentalities in East Central Europe
(Turnhout, 2004); Piotr Gérecki and Nancy Van Deusen, eds., Central and Eastern
Europe in the Middle Ages: A Cultural History (London and New York, 2009), who
use the two terms in the title, and ‘East Central Europe’ in the introduction and
conclusion, focusing on the three kingdoms of Bohemia, Hungary and Poland;
J. W. Sedlar, East Central Europe in the Middle Ages, 1000—1500 (Seattle, 1994), and
the whole series of which itis a part, A History of East Central Europe, edited by Peter
F. Sugar and Donald W. Treadgold (Seattle, 1974-); Florin Curta, ed., East Central
and Eastern Europe in the Early Middle Ages (Ann Arbor, 2005); Natalia Aleksiun
et al., eds., Histoire de I’Europe du Centre-Est (Paris, 2004); Rudolf Jaworski,
‘Ostmitteleuropa. Zur Tauglichkeit und Akzeptanz eines historischen
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the area of German economic, social and cultural influence, a symbiosis
with German culture, and is used sometimes for Bohemia."" The
term Zwischeneuropa, implying a region open to be dominated by
neighbouring great powers, appeared in the early twentieth century
but was not widely adopted. Along with Europe médiane, it is also
sometimes used instead of Central or East-Central Europe by
those who see the in-between status of these countries as their main
characteristic.” A few other terms have been coined by medievalists
for the countries covered in this book, such as ‘younger Europe’,
‘newcomers’ to Europe or ‘third Europe’."®> The same areas, there-
fore, can be designated by a variety of different names, sometimes as
synonyms, other times as carriers of a distinct meaning, while the same
term can mean a different area for each scholar.

All students of history know that terminological debates can be
infertile. In this case, however, it is very pertinent to ask ‘what’s in a
name’."* Regional and national identity as seen from inside and as
imposed from outside are at stake. The two, in the modern period,
can be radically different from each other. The diversity of terms and
seeming word-games relate to political and other interests, and to
questions of identity. Thus, the origin of the concept of Mitteleuropa is
strongly linked to German economic and political interests, and hence
been rejected by many as a disguise or justification for German
domination. The term had sporadic seventeenth-century precedents,
and was used in the early nineteenth century as a geographic label. It
quickly acquired economic and political significance with Friedrich
List in the first half of the nineteenth century. Mitteleuropa was

Hilfsbegriffs’, in Winfried Eberhard, Hans Lemberg, Heinz-Dieter Heimann and
Robert Luft, eds., Westmitteleuropa Ostmitteleuropa. Vergleiche und Beziehungen.
Festschrift fiir Ferdinand ~Seibt zum 65. Gesburtstag (Munich, 1992), 37—4s5;
Ferdinand Seibt, ‘Zwischen Ost und West. Versuch einer Ortsbestimmung,’ in
Seibt, ed., Die bohmischen Léinder zwischen Ost und West. Festschrift fiir Karl Bosl zum
75. Geburtstag (Munich and Vienna, 1983), 1-16.

Eberhard, ef al., eds., Westmitteleuropa, ultimately going back to Halecki.

Otto Forst de Battaglia, Zwischeneuropa. Von der Ostsee bis zur Adria (Frankfurt am
Main, 1954).

Jerzy Kloczowski, Mtodsza Europa. Europa Srodkowo-Wschodnia w kregu cywilizagji
chrzescijaiskiej  Sredniowiecza  (Warsaw, 1998); Jan M. Piskorski, ‘After
Occidentalism: the Third Europe writes its own history’, in Piskorski, ed.,
Historiographical Approaches to Medieval Colonization of East Central Europe
(Boulder, CO, 2002); Aleksander Gieysztor, L’Europe nouvelle autour de I’an mil:
la papauté, I’Empire et les ‘nouveaux venus’ (Rome, 1997).

Wandycz, Price of Freedom, uses this as the title of his Introduction, 1.
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connected to a role Germany envisioned for itself in Europe, namely
a desire for economic and political expansion and hegemony,
sometimes linked to a German self-representation as the ‘middle’,
that is, centre, of Europe. German unification was seen as a first step to
uniting Europe or parts of Europe from the ‘centre’ (Germany),
especially from the middle of the nineteenth century. Although
France, Belgium, the Netherlands and Scandinavian countries were
also often included among regions to be brought under German
economic and political dominance, eastern and south-eastern areas
of Europe were thought by many to be ‘natural’ spheres of German
influence, civilizing mission and cultural hegemony.

Diverse proponents of the Mitteleuropa concept before the First
World War meant different regions by this term. An economic
association, the Mitteleuropiischer Wirtschaftsverein, was founded
in 1904 in Berlin, but the real father and popularizer of the concept
was Friedrich Naumann, who called for the establishment of an
economic federation centring on Germany and Austria-Hungary,
with the voluntary adhesion of smaller states.”> Although he did not
advocate domination by force, unlike many others who referred to
Mitteleuropa, his ideas have been interpreted variously as the forerun-
ner of the concept of a more democratic federation, or as a proposal
simply for a different form of German domination. By the time of the
First World War, Mitteleuropa and its translation in local languages
was used by many not only in Western Europe, but also in the region
itself. After the end of the First World War, the new or newly
re-emerging states of Czechoslovakia, Hungary and Poland came to
be the focal point of the concept. Both British and French power
politics had a role for Central Europe, and a French Europe centrale idea
emerged (although in a geographical sense the term was used
already in the middle of the nineteenth century) as a means of
counter-balancing German power — an attempt that failed.

German plans for a German-led Central Europe did not disappear
during the period between the two world wars. With Hitler gaining
power, trade agreements with various central and east European
countries were put in place in 1934. Nazi Germany associated
German Lebensraum with Mitteleuropa and turned it into a ‘natural’
sphere of expansion towards Russia (as early as the nineteenth century
some authors used the term in a context of German superiority). This

'S Mitteleuropa (Berlin, 1915).
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compromised the term in the eyes of many German-speakers (who
now prefer Ostmitteleuropa or Zentraleuropa), as well as in the eyes
of people affected by Nazi policies of expansion. Others, however,
reclaimed the term as a scholarly concept on par with terms such as
Central Europe or Ostmitteleuropa.*®

Eastern Europe as a designation for the countries covered in this
book is no less loaded or more objective a term. As Larry Wolff
has shown, this ‘Eastern Europe’ was created by West Europeans
during the era of the Enlightenment, as a barbaric and exotic
complement to their own civilized countries.'” During the eighteenth
century, the traditional north—south divide (Italy as the land of
civilization, the north as the land of the uncouth barbarians) was
replaced by a new east—west division. The imagery of the ‘barbarians’
itself was partly borrowed from earlier times — when it was used to
describe northerners — but was now applied to ‘Eastern Europeans’.
Such images were created as a counterpoint to what the philosophers
and travellers of the west saw as their own culture. Real observation
was often clouded by preconceptions, fantasy and desire, and the
resulting construction of ‘Eastern Europe’ was not based on a factual
analysis, even if it included elements of reality. Many components of
this construct were perpetuated by the ideology of the ‘iron curtain’
and applied to the Soviet bloc.

Political events strongly influenced the changing denomination of
the region, the acceptance or rejection of the term ‘Eastern Europe’, in
the twentieth century. Historians from the region (notably Oskar
Halecki) initiated the creation of a section dedicated to the history of

' Le Rider, Mitteleuropa; Hans-Dietrich Schultz and Wolfgang Natter, ‘Imagining
Mitteleuropa: conceptualisations of “its” space in and outside German geography’,
European Review of History — Revue Européenne d’Histoire 10, 2 (2003), 273—92;
Piskorski, ed., Historiographical Approaches; Schwarz, ‘Central Europe’; Stefan
Troebst, ‘Introduction: what’s in a historical region? A Teutonic perspective’,
European Review of History — Revue Européenne d’Histoire 10, 2 (2003), 173—88;
Rudolf Jaworski, ‘Zentraleuropa — Mitteleuropa — Ostmitteleuropa. Zur
Definitionsproblematik einer historischen GroBregion’, newsletter MODERNE 2,
1 (1999), 2—4. Local uses include e.g. Arnold Daniel, ‘A kézépeurdpai vamunio és a
magyar kozgazdasag’ (1915), and Zsigmond Kunfi, ‘Kozépeurdpa’ (1916), the
latter rejecting the attempts to build a Central European union as imperialist:
both appear in I. Berend, ed., Helyink Eurdpdban, vol. 1, ss—62, 63-83,
respectively.

Larry Wolff, Inventing Eastern Europe: The Map of Civilization on the Mind of the
Enlightenment (Stanford, 1994).
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‘Eastern Europe’ at the International Historical Congress of 1923 in
Brussels, which was subsequently established.'® The term’s meaning
changed radically after the Second World War, when Eastern Europe
became the almost exclusive name for the area, designating the whole
Soviet bloc. The name itself was understood by some as a type
of historical legitimization of Soviet dominance over the region, by
labelling Russia and all the countries of the bloc as one historical region,
although émigrés (notably Halecki) played a key role in militating
against the terminology of a unified Eastern Europe. Such dissenters
succeeded only in the 1980s, when other emigrants from the region
(among them Milan Kundera, Czestaw Mitosz and Gyorgy Konrad)
and dissidents within it (including Vaclav Havel and Adam Michnik)
reintroduced Central Europe into political terminology as a way
of distancing themselves and their countries from the Soviet Union
and insisting on ties to the West, thereby questioning the status quo.
Many local people resented and rejected the term ‘Eastern Europe’ as
pejorative, defining themselves as inhabitants of Central Europe,
culturally belonging to the West. At the same time, in Germany and
Austria an increasing number of writers and conferences addressed the
issue of Central Europe (Mitteleuropa) as a project in different ways, from
political to cultural and anti-political. Thus Central Europe was coming
back into vogue and readopted by Westerners, to emerge again strongly
by 1989, linked to the influence of expatriates and dissidents, but also to
internal intellectual developments in Western Europe. "’

" G. Des Marez and F.-L. Ganshof, eds., Compte rendu du Ve Congrés International des
Sciences Historiques Bruxelles 1923 (Brussels, 1923), 409. O. Halecki’s paper militating
for the significance of the eastern half of Europe for the history of Europe as a whole,
‘L’histoire de 'Europe orientale: sa division en époques, son milieu géographique et
ses problémes fondamentaux’, is published in full in La Pologne au Ve Congres
International des Sciences Historiques, Bruxelles 1923 (Warsaw, 1924), 73—94. Here he
was already arguing that part of eastern Europe was western in civilization. In his later
work he preferred a clear distinction between eastern Europe and his two Central
Europes; for more on this, see below. See also Jaroslav Bidlo, “Was ist die
osteuropdische Geschichte? (Deren Inhalt und Perioden)’, in VIle Congrés
International des Sciences Historiques. Résumés des Communications présentées au Congres,
Varsovie 1933 (Warsaw, 1933), vol. I, 197—207.

Milan Kundera (on Russia kidnapping Central Europe), ‘The tragedy of Central
Europe’, New York Review of Books, 26 April 1984, is political and rhetorical rather
than historical. Le Rider, Mitteleuropa, ch. 9; Timothy Garton Ash, ‘Does Central
Europe exist?’, New York Review of Books, 9 October 1986, 45—s2, repr. in
Schopflin and Wood, eds., In Search, 191—215; Francesco M. Cataluccio, ‘In
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Similarly, East-Central Europe (French Centre-Est), pioneered by
emigrants from the region, has been used by locals in a bid not just to
assert the independence of their countries, but also to investigate the
past in that framework. Paternity of the term ‘East-Central Europe’ as
an alternative to the German orientation of the term Mitteleuropa has
been attributed to Tomas Masaryk, designating the lands between
Russia and Germany. On a conceptual level, he did argue for the role
of the small nations between Russia and Germany in a new Europe,
but he did not call them by this term; rather, he used ‘Eastern Europe’,
‘small nations’, ‘non-German nations in the East’. Between the world
wars, such a subdivision appeared, for example in the title of the journal
Archivum Europae Centro-Orientalis from 193 5. From the 1940s, Halecki
introduced the term in historical studies. After the Second World War,
scholars originating in the region itself — although at first usually
emigrants — increasingly used this term, which then (usually excluding
Germany and Russia) became widespread both in the region itself and
in Western scholarship.

Pre-1989 East-Central Europe (Czechoslovakia, Hungary,
Poland) as one historical region (although with varying boundaries
over time) was defined as the most troubled region of the Soviet
bloc, distinguished by recurrent crises, a reformist communism, the
most vigorous dissident culture and revolts. The view that East
Central Europe is not just a construct, but reality, a historical and

Search of Lost Europe’, Introduction in Bronistaw Geremek, The Common Roots of
Europe (Cambridge, 1996), 1—16; Sven Papcke and Werner Weidenfeld, eds.,
Traumland Mitteleuropa? Beitrige zu einer aktuellen Kontroverse (Darmstadt, 1988);
Ormos, Kozép-Eurépa, 245—68; Timothy Garton Ash, ‘Mitteleuropa?’, in
Graubard, ed., Eastern Europe, 1—21; Jacques Rupnik, ‘Central Europe or
Mitteleuropa?’, in Graubard, ed., Eastern Europe, 233—65; Miroslav Kusy, “We,
Central-European East Europeans’, in Schopflin and Wood, eds., In Search, 91—6;
Schopflin’s introduction in Schopflin and Wood, eds., In Search, esp. 17—19; Sellier
and Sellier, Atlas des peuples d’Europe Centrale, 7: ‘depuis 1989, on ne parle plus
d’Europe de I"“Est” mais — 4 nouveau — d’Europe “centrale”; Tony Judt, ‘The
rediscovery of Central Europe’, in Graubard, ed., Eastern Europe, 23—58; Czestaw
Mitosz, ‘Looking for a center: on the poetry of Central Europe’, George Konrad,
‘Letter from Budapest’ ‘Milan Kundera interview’ with Alan Finkielkraut, Roman
Szporluk, ‘Defining “Central Europe”: power, politics and culture’, and
Jan Triska, ‘East Europe? West Europe? Both? Neither?’, all in Cross Currents: A
Yearbook of Central European Culture 1 (1982), 1-11, 12—14, 15—29, 30—8, 39—44;
Krishan Kumar, “The 1989 revolutions and the idea of Europe’, Political Studies 40
(1992), 439-61.
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cultural region based on common structural phenomena, is upheld
in some German scholarship. Others maintain that East Central
Europe, like all spatial organization, is an interpretation, a result of
historians arranging past realities in terms of space, which in fact is
not determined by geography or past history. After traditional
German Ostforschung was discredited, its strong institutional
framework served as the basis for a reorientation towards new
research in East Central Europe. The Fédération des instituts de
I’Europe du Centre-Est, a non-governmental organization founded
in 1992, fosters collaboration among historians of the region. The
term has also been favoured by some Westerners.”® A shift even
from East Central Europe to Central Europe, however, has been
noted since 2000, with the ‘East’ increasingly seen as pejorative. At
the same time, the equivalent term in German scholarship,
Ostmitteleuropa, has been challenged by demonstrating its roots in
German political interests in the area between the two world wars.>"

° Paternity is attributed to Masaryk: Robert Bideleux and Ian Jeffries, A History of
Eastern Europe: Crisis and Change, 1st edn (London, 1998), 12; and Curta,
‘Introduction’, in Curta, ed., East Central and Eastern Europe, 1—2; but see Szporluk,
‘Defining “Central Europe’”, 30—2; Thomas G. Masaryk, The New Europe: The Slav
Standpoint (London, 1918); Johann P. Arnason, ‘Introduction: demarcating East
Central Europe’, In European Journal of Social Theory 8, 4 (Nov. 2005), 387—400;
Gottfried Schramm, ‘Ein Rundgesprich iiber “Ostmitteleuropa”. vom sinnvollen
Umgang mit einem Konzept fir unsere Zunft’, Jahbiicher fiir Geschichte Osteuropas 48
(2000), 119—22; Joachim Bahlcke, ‘Ostmitteleuropa’, in Harald Roth, ed.,
Studienhandbuch  éstliches  Europa, vol. 1, Geschichte Ostmittel- und ~ Siidosteuropas
(Cologne, 1999), 59—72; Hans-Dietrich Schultz, ‘Riume sind nicht, Riume werden
gemacht. Zur Genese “Mitteleuropas” in der deutschen Geographie’, Europa Regional
5 (1997), 2—14; Jiirgen Kocka, ‘Das 6stliche Mitteleuropa als Herausforderung flir eine
vergleichende Geschichte Europas’, Zeitschrift fiir Ostmitteleuropa-Forschung 49 (2000),
159—74; Wandycz, Price of Freedom, 1 (arguing that the term ‘East Central Europe’ is
arbitrary); Charles Gati, ‘East-Central Europe: the morning after,” Foreign Affairs 69, s
(1990), 129—45s; Jerzy Kloczowski, ed., Historia Europy Srodkowo- Wichodniej, 2 vols.
(Lublin, 2000); Michael G. Miiller, “West European perspectives on the history of
East Central Europe: traditions and current trends’, in Katarzyna Karaskiewicz, ed.,
Polska-Niemcy-Europa: ksigga jubileuszowa z okazji siedemdziesiqtej rocznicy urodzin
Profesora Jerzego Holzera (Warsaw, 2000), 411—20; Maciej Janowski, ‘Pitfalls and
opportunities: the concept of East-Central Europe as a tool of historical analysis’,
European Review of History — Revue européenne d’Histoire 6, 1 (1999), 91—100; many of
the articles in Cross Currents 1 (1982), listed in n. 19.

One example is Paul Robert Magocsi, whose Historical Atlas of East-Central Europe
(1993) became Historical Atlas of Central Europe (Seattle, 2002); Troebst,
‘Introduction: what’s in a historical region’, esp. 173—6, 180.
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Some scholars rejected these terms and upheld ‘Central Europe’ or
‘Eastern Europe’ as the only viable notion.**

Modermn history provides examples not only of resistance to
an imposed East European identity, but also of attempts to create
a ‘Central Europe’ from within the region itself. Ideas of a co-operation
or federation between the countries themselves, as an alternative to
domination by a great power from the outside, have surfaced, and failed,
a number of times in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Poles,
Hungarians, Czechs, Slovaks, Croats and Slovenes (but also Serbs,
Romanians and others not included in the focus of our book) all
conceived federative projects, including in the nineteenth century
Adam Jerzy Crzartoryski, Stanistaw Staszic, Frantisek Palacky, Pavel
Josef” Safarik, Miklés Wesselényi, Liszl6 Teleki and many others.
The plans comprised sometimes only Slavic countries with or without
Russia, and at other times all the ‘small nations’, including Hungary.
Some wanted the protectorate of one or other great power, others an
independent federation. They usually centred on the nation of the plan’s
author as the leader of the confederation or union. During the First
World War, such plans proliferated: famously, Tomas Masaryk and
Eduard Benes, Jozef Pitsudski and Béla Kun all formulated federative
plans that failed. Economic co-operation was initiated in the 1920s
through various institutions and plans, continuing in the early 1930s.
But by 1936, Milan Hodza’s plan for economic co-operation among the
Danubian countries was met with polite refusal in all of them except
Austria. During the war, those developing plans for a new Central
Europe were almost exclusively emigrant politicians and thinkers,
among them Benes and Hodza, Wiadystaw Sikorski and Oszkar Jaszi
(who had already presented a federative plan in 1918), with a brief period
(1945—8) of hope in realizing some federative solution. After 1948, with
the formation of the Soviet bloc, federative ideas and indeed the
terminology of Central Europe disappeared.

It was not just political protest or the repudiation of an externally
imposed identity that motivated those living in the area to define

** Hugh Seton-Watson opposing Halecki concluded that these countries should be
called ‘Central Europe’, while the editors of the book he published his article in
opted for ‘Eastern Europe’: ‘Is there an East Central Europe?’, in Sylva Sinanian,
Istvan Deik and Peter C. Ludz, eds., Eastern Europe in the 1970s (New York, 1972),
3—12; Emil Niederhauser, Kelet-Eurépa torténete (Budapest, 2001), supported
‘Eastern Europe’.
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their belonging and identity through a regional name. A local search
for identity (itself politicized) also contributed to this process. The
scholars who were among the earliest proponents and analysers of a
separate regional identity, such as Oskar Halecki and Jend Sziics were
influenced by political events, notably the formation and continued
existence of the Soviet bloc, but also expressed the local intellectual
grappling with the question of historical identity-formation.

A long line of intellectuals participated in this quest for identity,
especially in Hungary. Poets and novelists as well as scholars have
written since the beginning of the twentieth century about Hungary’s
place, in between East and West, querying its belonging to either or
both. This search for an identity is expressed in the title of a collection
of many of these writings from 1905 to 1983, Our Place in Europe.”’
The articles and essays in the collection demonstrate both the diversity
of views and the passions evoked by the quest for identity. Some
Hungarians view themselves as followers of West European models;
others, on the contrary, emphasize belonging to the East and the need
to nurture their Eastern characteristics. Hungary is seen by some as the
last bastion of Western Christendom against attacking Eastern
barbarians; and by others as a third, separate region, a region where
neighbouring civilizations clash or which holds the key to a balance of
power. To be a bridge or to lead expansion and subjugate others have
both been proposed as a consequence of in-between status.

This summary shows that local intellectuals by no means all upheld
Hungary’s Western orientation. Some militated for Hungary’s place
in Western Europe, others in Central or some type of in-between
Europe (using a variety of related terms) and yet others in Eastern
Europe. Among the earliest images is the ‘ferry-boat country’,”* a
mobile area constantly moving between East and West, a definition
that recurs on a conceptual level throughout the twentieth century.
Heated debates focused on whether East-Central, or Central-Eastern
Europe was the correct designation for Hungary’s place. Whether
directly engaging with politics or not, ultimately a political motivation
lurks behind the variety of self-designations.

*3 L. Berend, ed., Helyiink Eurépdban. Another collection debating the notion of
Central European identity, including some articles by Hungarians as well as trans-
lations of pieces by T. Garton Ash and others is Kell-e nekiink Kozép-Eurépa?
Szazadvég special issue (1989).

>+ Endre Ady, ‘Morituri’ (1905), reproduced in I. Berend, ed., Helyiink Eurdpdban,
vol. I, 45—7.
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The diversity of identity within the supposed Central European
region is even more striking if we compare Czech, Hungarian and
Polish views on the matter. There is no cultural unity, no common
feeling of belonging to Central Europe, despite some assertions to the
contrary. A Hungarian may be nostalgic for the ‘good old days’ of the
Austro-Hungarian monarchy, but a Pole will certainly not long for a
period when Poland was divided into three parts.*> Moreover, Czech
and Polish views on their identity often radically diverge. Many Poles
have emphasized the Eastern roots of their culture, while Czechs have
often been interested in their cultural connection to German areas, have
tried to appropriate the concept of Central Europe and have staunchly
argued for a West European identity.>® Only in the run-up to 1989 did
a — politicized — view of belonging to Western Europe (or Europe)
prevail; otherwise no single identity has ever characterized the region.

The validity of the method of regional subdivisions in itself has been
challenged. Some scholars reject any attempt to designate regions and
insist on the differences between each country that render any region-
alization ultimately false. Some object to the inherent ‘othering’ implied
in regional subdivision, one (or more) subdivision(s) being compared
against another (in this case, Western Europe) taken as the standard,
assuming an ‘essentialised, global difference’ between the two. ‘Is East
Central Europe ... interesting because it is ... comprehensible in the
same terms in which we understand the European continent in its
entirety? ... Or, is [it] ... interesting because . .. [it] is in some global
or perhaps even essential sense, different from the continent in its
entirety ... 2?7 Others argue that despite undoubted differences
between and even within countries, there are fundamental similarities
in historical development (features, tendencies, processes) that suffice to
make regional designations such as Central and Eastern Europe

*5 Pomian, ‘L’Europe centrale’, at 17, against cultural definition 15—17.

26 Judt, “The rediscovery of Central Europe’, 47; Martin Schulze Wessel, ‘Die Mitte
liegt westwirts. Mitteleuropa in tschechisher Diskussion’, Bohemia. Zeitschrift fiir
Geschichte und Kultur der bohmischer Linder 29, 2 (1988), 325—44; Hans-Werner
Rautenberg, ed., Traum oder Trauma? Der polnische Beitrag zur Mitteleuropa-
Diskussion (1985—1990) (Marburg, 1991); Bugge, ‘The use of the Middle’.

*7 Piotr Gérecki and Nancy Van Deusen, “Toward a new cultural history of East
Central Europe?’, in Goérecki and Van Deusen, eds., Central and Eastern Europe,
192—212; see 205—6; Wolfgang Schmale, ‘Die Europiizitit Ostmitteleuropas’,
Jahrbuch fiir Europdische Geschichte 4 (2003), 189—214, at 195, similarly posed the
problem that the term ‘East Central Europe’ possibly limits understanding;
Schwarz, ‘Central Europe’, is also sceptical.
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meaningful. Such disagreements are the stuft of writing history. While
the critics are right in arguing against ‘othering’, this does not disqualify
the regional approach to history.

Regional history need not essentialize. Rather, it can facilitate
the recognition of similarities on a larger scale, and allow us to step
outside national frameworks. Such regional subdivision can serve as a
‘heuristic concept for comparative analysis in order to identify
transnational structures common to a constructed meta-region’, with-
out forgetting that it is a construct for comparative purposes.”®
Regional subdivision may rest on political assumptions or aims;
scholars may forget that a particular historical region as a construct
goes back to specific political interests and debates. One must be
aware of the implications of such politically based arguments. Yet
that does not mean that regional similarities in historical development
cannot exist in reality. Because of the separate yet often blurred use of
historical regions in politics, the media, the public sphere and mental
mapping, and in the humanities and scholarship, a conscious defini-
tion of one’s terms is necessary. Some historians argue for the indis-
tinguishable nature of political discourse and historical concepts, while
others believe that the two can be disentangled, and that historical
regions can be useful tools for historians.*

From the previous discussion it is clear that there is not one ‘correct’
designation, nor one ‘true’ way of subdividing Europe. Every
subdivision of space is ultimately socially and culturally constructed,
even if factual evidence can be garnered in support of each one.
Depending on one’s focus and criteria, divergent subdivisions are
equally justifiable. Both in terminology and in encompassing smaller
or larger areas into one meaningful unit, several, equally valid
approaches coexist. The historical subdivision of space is ultimately a
question of historical interpretation.’® One must keep in mind
Jurgen Kocka’s questions: whether the regional designation

28 Troebst, ‘Introduction: what’s in a historical region’, 177-8.

*? Troebst, ‘Introduction: What’s in a historical region’. The point was specifically
made for Central Europe by Alexei Miller, ‘Central Europe: a tool for historians or
a political concept?’, European Review of History — Revue européenne d’Histoire 6, 1
(1999), 85—9, and Janowski, ‘Pitfalls and opportunities’, while Péter, ‘Central
Europe and its reading into the past’, argues that Central Europe is related only
to political aspirations, did not exist in the past and is a reductionist device with no
real analytic value. See Ormos, Kozép-Eurdpa, 17, on a solely political meaning.

3¢ E.g. Jordan, ‘A subdivision of Europe’; Schultz, ‘Riume sind nicht’.
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signals an internal perspective or a view from outside; and whether

it is a history-based scholarly term or a present-focused political
31

one.

MEDIEVAL CENTRAL EUROPE?

Modern historians who designate Central Europe (or Eastern Europe
or East-Central Europe and so on) as a separate region of Europe
contrast it to other European regions, usually to Western Europe. The
significant historical similarities on the basis of which Central Europe
has been described as one region relate primarily to modern history
and economic development, often labelled as backwardness. These
include the region becoming a raw-material and food-supplying area
to the West in the early modern period; its primarily agricultural
economy with a late (twentieth-century) industrialization; the
continued importance of the nobility and especially the gentry well
into the modern period; the lack, weakness or foreign origin of the
middle class; a nation-building process that happened later and was
more drawn out than in the West; and long fights for an independent
nation-state. This characterization of Central Europe has often been
used together with the terminology of centre and periphery, informed
by economic theories, reminding us that ‘Eastern Europe’ was not the
only periphery of “Western Europe’. In fact, the westernmost parts
of “Western Europe’, such as Portugal and Iceland, are also peripheries
in this scheme.?* This terminology does not apply to the centuries
under study here. Although the region’s polities joined Latin
Christendom later than Western Europe’s, one might argue for medi-
eval socio-economic backwardness or political peripherality only
through a teleological view of the Middle Ages (containing the

3" Kocka, ‘Das dstliche Mitteleuropa’.

32 Ivan T. Berend, History Derailed: Central and Eastern Europe in the Long Nineteenth
Century (Berkeley, 2003); Ivin T. Berend, Decades of Crisis: Central and Eastern
Europe Before World War II (Berkeley, 1998); Ivan T. Berend, Central and Eastern
Europe 1944—1993: Detour from the Periphery to the Periphery (Cambridge, 1996); Ivan
T. Berend, From the Soviet Bloc to the European Union: The Economic and Social
Transformation of Central and Eastern Europe (Cambridge, 2009); Peter F. Sugar, ed.,
Eastern European Nationalism in the Twentieth Century (Washington, DC, 1995);
Hodos, The East-Central European Region; Longworth, Making of Eastern Europe;
Bideleux and Jeftries, A History of Eastern Europe, 2nd edn.
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inevitable roots of modern backwardness), and not on the basis of the
medieval evidence itself.

It would be easy to argue that Central Europe did not exist in the
Middle Ages. No medieval concept of either Central or Eastern Europe
was formulated. Geographical notions of west and east were in use, but
in no way corresponded to modern ideas. When the three realms
discussed in this book are mentioned in contemporary medieval texts,
they appear as individual units. Many descriptions in these texts resonate
with later stereotypes about Central (or Eastern) Europe, backwardness
and lack of civilization. This is no wonder, because medieval stereo-
types influenced the emergence of the modern ones. Yet there is a
misleading convergence as well. What to a casual reader today may be a
depiction of ‘backwardness’ in fact had a different meaning at the time.
Medieval western depictions of Bohemia, Hungary and Poland are not
simple accounts of facts. Their authors were most often from German
lands whose rulers and societies were the neighbours of, and in intensive
contact with, the polities they depicted. Their texts were in the service
of particular aims and often used set images. Medieval depictions have
their own flavour as well: in order to denigrate, they emphasize the
barbarity and impiety of the population. Thus stereotypes about people
predated ideas about regional identity.

Thus, for example, Thietmar of Merseburg between 1013 and 1018
wrote of the Hungarians as alien folk: they represented God’s
vengeance.*’ He emphasized that at Quedlinburg at Easter, on the
emperor’s order, dukes of the Poles and Czechs and emissaries from
other Slavs, Greeks, Beneventans, Hungarians, Bulgarians and Danes
gathered. Thietmar thus boasted of the territorial extent of imperial
power.** Lack of piety, cruelty, falsshood and other vices and
behaviour contrary to that expected from Christian rulers and their
subjects crop up in descriptions of Bohemia and Poland.?® Thietmar
reluctantly praised Istvan I, but immediately moderated that by high-
lighting the less than Christian behaviour of his parents, particularly
his mother, who is shown as both unwomanly and impious.>® All this

Robert Holtzmann, ed., Thietmari Merseburgensis episcopi  chronicon, MGH,
Scriptores rerum Germanicarum (henceforth SRG) n.s. 9 (Berlin, 1935), bk II,
chap. 7, pp. 46, 47 (2 versions).

Thietmar of Merseburg II. 31, pp. 76, 77.

e.g. Thietmar of Merseburg VI. 99, pp. 390—3; VIL. 10, pp. 408—11.

36 Thietmar of Merseburg VIIL. 4, pp. 496—9.



18 Did Central Europe exist in the Middle Ages?

because Thietmar judged neighbouring rulers by their relationship to
the emperor: he was favourable only in instances when they recog-
nized and contributed to increasing imperial power. In comparison,
Rodulfus Glaber and Guibert of Nogent, who had no political
interest in the area, gave much more neutral or positive descriptions
of the Hungarians after that people’s conversion, and the former
extolled Istvin I's merits.*”

A locus classicus of medieval descriptions of others, delightful natural
features coupled to an uncivilized population, is applied by Otto of
Freising to the Hungarians. The country ‘seems like the paradise
of God’ but contrasted with ‘the barbarous nature of its people’.
‘One seems justified in blaming fortune, or rather in marveling at
divine patience, that has exposed so delightful a land to such ...

1’38

monsters of men.”*” Such descriptions are also typical in texts about

the eastern Baltic shores to justify conquest.’* The Poles are likewise
branded as ferocious, barbarous and lacking fidelity to their princes.*°
These are not objective accounts, but fit into Otto’s overall aim to
demonstrate how Frederick Barbarossa restored ‘the right order of the
world”.*" Other western descriptions also have to be understood in
their context. For example, Bartholomew (Bartholomaeus Anglicus)
in the middle of the thirteenth century mentioned cities in his
description of European realms corresponding in part to their impor-
tance in his (and his sources’) scheme: the more important the realm,
the more cities they are noted to have.*” Others referred to

37 John France, ed. and tr., Rodulfi Glabri Historiarum Libri Quinqve. Rodulfus Glaber
The Five Books of Histories, Oxford Medieval Texts (Oxford, 1989), bk 3, chap. 2,
p- 96; bk s, chaps. 17, 23, pp. 240, 246—8; Guibert de Nogent, Dei Gesta per Francos,
ed. R. B. C. Huygens, Corpus Christianorum Continuatio Mediaeualis 127A
(Turnhout, 1996), bk 2, chap. 8, pp. 121—2.

3% G. Waitz, ed., Ottonis et Rahewini Gesta Friderici 1. imperatoris, MGH SRG (Hanover,

1912), bk 1, chap. xxxii, pp. 49—50; Eng. tr. Otto of Freising and his continuator,

Rahewin, The deeds of Frederick Barbarossa, tr. by Charles Christopher Mierow

(Toronto, 1994), 65—6. I changed the translation of ‘talibus hominum monstris tam

delectabilem exposuit terram,” because ‘caricatures of men’ is unjustifiably tame.

Marek Tamm, ‘A new World into old words: the eastern Baltic region and the

cultural geography of medieval Europe’, in Alan V. Murray, ed., The Clash of

Cultures on the Medieval Baltic Frontier (Farnham, 2009), 11-35, esp. 25.

Waitz, ed., Ottonis et Rahewini Gesta, bk 3, chap. 1, p. 167.

Sverre Bagge, ‘Ideas and narrative in Otto of Freising’s Gesta Frederici’, Journal of

Medieval History 22, 4 (1996), 345—77.

42 Peter Biller, The Measure of Multitude: Population in Medieval Thought (Oxford,
2000), 223—5.
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information from Central Europe only in a piecemeal way, when
these were relevant to their own history, and the transmission of the
material rather than inherent significance often determined
inclusion.*?

Members of the medieval polities of Central Europe themselves
did not see their own countries as forming one region. Many ties
of marriage, alliance and escape into exile to a neighbouring
polity, as well as enmity, war and conquest, criss-crossed the
medieval history of these polities, which I do not intend to detail
here. Sources from the region sometimes speak of friendship and
alliances binding two of the countries. Thus, Cosmas of Prague
several times referred to the old friendship between the rulers of
Czechs and Hungarians (referring to the latter with the archaizing
rex Pannonicus), and also to the catastrophic results of breaking such
a friendship.** The relations between Czechs and Poles, however,
are more often depicted as hostile, often ascribed to alleged Polish
deceit, but other times to a Czech show of force.*> Such enmity is
also recorded by Poland’s first chronicler, Gallus Anonymous, who
blames the deceitfulness of the Czechs.*® Cosmas also approvingly
describes Czechs joining a German punitive expedition against
Poland.*’

Yet a medieval form of regionalism appeared in some contempo-
rary sources and political actions: a desire for conquest and lordship
over the three realms — without a conscious conceptual formulation of
belonging to one area. Gallus Anonymous celebrated Bolestaw the
Brave’s brief conquest of Bohemia (1003—4) and defeats of the
Hungarians.*® Czech dukes’ pretension over Hungary and Poland

43 Zsuzsanna Reed Papp, ‘Perceptions of Eastern Europe: Peoples, Kingdoms and

Region in Thirteenth- and Fourteenth-Century English Sources’, unpublished
Ph.D. dissertation, University of Leeds, 2009.

Cosmae pragensis chronica boemorum, ed. Bertold Bretholz, MGH SR G, n.s. 2 (Berlin,
1923), e.g. bk I1, chap. 41, p. 146; bk. I1 48, p. 155; IIL. 9, p. 169; I11.42, pp. 215—-17;
Eng. tr. Lisa Wolverton, Cosmas of Prague, The Chronicle of the Czechs
(Washington, DC, 2009).

Cosmas e.g. 1.34, pp. 60—2; I1.2, pp. 82—4; IIL.1, pp. 161—2; III.22, pp. 189—90.
Gesta Principum Polonorum: The Deeds of the Princes of the Poles, ed., tr. and notes Paul
W. Knoll and Frank Schaer, corrected reprint (Budapest, 2007), bk I, chap. 24,
pp- 90—2; 1.4, p. 124; I11.23, pp. 260—8.

Cosmas I1I.27, p. 195. * Gesta Principum Polonorum 1.6, pp. 30—2.
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emerged in the period: Duke Bfetislav in 1038 subjugated Poland and
planned to do the same with Hungary.*’ Vratislav was set above
Bohemia and Poland by Emperor Henry IV.°° Such plans
materialized briefly in the personal union of the three polities under
Viclav (Laszl6 V; Wactaw) III Premysl (1305—6), while some other
kings reigned simultaneously over two of the three realms at various
times. A similar, albeit negative, image of regional belonging emerges
from another of Cosmas’s stories: civil war in Bohemia caused rejoicing
in Hungary and Poland, safe from Czech attack.’" In 1335, a meeting of
the three kings of Bohemia, Hungary and Poland was the first conscious
effort at three-way collaboration in the region. Not even rulers uniting
the three realms formulated a concept of Central Europe.

If the concept of Central Europe is a modern historical one, and if
even in the modern period it cannot lay claim to being an exclusive
framework for the countries in question, is it justified to treat the
histories of medieval Bohemia, Hungary and Poland together? One
may even concede the reality of a Mitteleuropa in Habsburg times, but
query the existence of any such meaningful entity before that period.
Indeed, most studies only focus on modern differences between
Western and Central Europe; and several explicitly posit a divergence
between them starting some time in the early modermn or modern
period. The two most significant such analyses are Istvan Bib6’s and
Zsigmond Pal Pach’s. Bib6 distinguished East European ‘small states’
as having a common path of development from the eighteenth
century, which diverged from Western Europe in a negative way.
He tied this divergence not to these states’ inherent backwardness or
character, but to a historical cul-de-sac he identified in the creation of
the Habsburg Empire, leading to the lack of ‘normal’ nation-state
development. Subsequently, existing nations had to create states,
which led to the unresolvable problems of border disputes, lack of
democracy, anti-minority policies and all the ‘misery” of the region.**

Pach, analysing economic development, saw a crucial change from
the end of the fifteenth century: whereas before this the progressive
evening out of west and east European economic development was
bringing these areas closer to each other, from then, eastern European
development started to diverge, leading to ever greater differentiation
between the two areas. He identified the main cause of divergent

4 Cosmas II.13, p. 101 (1055).  °° Cosmas I.37, p. 135, in 1086.
3! Cosmas IIL.20, p. 185. 3% Bibd, ‘A Kelet-Eurdpai kisallamok’.
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developments as economic. He argued that, during the period
between the end of the fifteenth and the seventeenth centuries, the
shifting of western trade routes to the Atlantic was not simply a result
of geographic discoveries, but of the changing economic structures,
which led to a concomittant transformation in Central and Eastern
Europe. The latter became the agricultural periphery of an industri-
alizing West, producing raw materials and food for the West and
buying Western industrial products. In the newly forming world
economy not the colonies, but Central and Eastern Europe played
this role first.>®> Some scholars try to find the tenuous roots of later
divergence already in the beginnings, the Middle Ages (see below),
but there is a fairly general consensus that the gap, if it existed, was
minimal in the later Middle Ages. Is it not more justified to suggest a
regional development in Bohemia, Hungary and Poland (under
whatever name) only for the modern period, then, as most aspects
identified as regional characteristics developed after the Middle Ages?

In order to answer that question, we need to look more closely at
modern historians’ claims about what ‘made’ medieval Central
Europe a historical region. I should like to distinguish between
superficial or facile contrasts between the medieval history of
Western and Central Europe that sometimes one finds on the one
hand, and analyses by medievalists or those drawing on detailed
medieval research on the other hand. A few examples of the former
will suffice:** Central Europe is characterized as a part of Western
Christianity where Caesaropapist and Islamic influences diluted
Western value systems, and introduced new elements. The division
between God and Caesar was less fully established than in the
West (represented by Canossa, the emperor’s penance to the pope).
Proof for this is the fate of Central European ecclesiastics, such as
St Stanistaw (of Szczepanédw) and John of Nepomuk (Jan Nepomucky).
Their murder by the order of kings would demonstrate the weight of
secular power over the spiritual. What about Thomas Becket, whose
story would by this criterion make England part of Central Europe?

33 Zsigmond Pl Pach (first formulated in 1960 at the XI World Historical Congress),
in ‘A nemzetkozi kereskedelmi atvonalak XV-XVII. szazadi athelyez8désének
kérdéséhez’, Szdzadok 102, 5—6 (1968), 863—81, Eng. tr. “The shifting of interna-
tional trade routes in the fifteenth—seventeenth centuries,” Acta Historica Academiae
Scientiarum Hungariae 14, 3—4 (1968), 287—321; Immanuel Wallerstein’s similar
explanation is in The Modern World System, 2 vols. (London, 1974, 1980).

3% Schépflin and Wood, eds., In Search, 19—20.
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What about Bolestaw II the Bold, who lost his throne and had to go
into exile and do penance for the murder of Stanistaw? Indeed, what
about Canossa itself, since in the end Henry invaded Rome. The pope
escaped only thanks to his Norman allies and died in exile while Henry
imposed his own choice as pope. Other assertions focus on the late
absorption of Central Europe into the Western cultural sphere:
Western institutions (universities, Gothic, feudalism, etc.) were adop-
ted, but the local political, economic and cultural context differed from
the western one, and so these institutions were either transformed or
remained alien in Central Europe. This leads to a definition of Central
Europe as transitional, transmittory and liminal. What about the pecu-
liarities of Italian Gothic, compared to French Gothic? What about the
difference between universities that were corporations of students, such
as Bologna, and those that were corporations of masters, such as Paris?
‘What about English ‘bastard feudalism’, not to mention the concept
of ‘feudalism’ itself, sharply criticized in scholarship? Comparisons
between actual Central European phenomena and schematic models
of West European (or sometimes Russian) developments will never
lead to historical understanding. Most of Western Europe does not fit
such models either.

Scholarly analyses by medievalists do not lead to a uniform response
about the characteristics, if any, of medieval Central Europe. Some
scholars choose to treat a much larger historical region as one unit,
with more or less justification. They can be as minimalist as Jean
Sedlar, who grouped together Czechs, Slovaks, Hungarians, Poles,
Romanians, Yugoslavs, Albanians, Bulgarians and Greeks as East
Central Europe. Nothing more defines this historical region than
diversity, with no uniform character or culture, many difterent ethnic
groups and languages, but a similar experience in modern times.

On the other hand, the definition of Eastern Europe can be as
detailed as Philip Longworth’s, who lists scores of common elements
for a region that includes Europe east of Germany.*® He sees crucial
political, cultural and economic differences between Eastern and
Western Europe from the time of the emergence of states, and claims
that common characteristics define Eastern Europe, with its history
having a strong bearing on its development. He posits that the basic
division and difference between Western and Eastern Europe go back

33 Sedlar, East Central Europe; Longworth, Making of Eastern Europe, chs. 10—11.
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to Constantine who established eastern Rome, while the barbarians
conquered the west. From Charlemagne, the western ruler arrogated
both the imperial title and the designation ‘Europe’ for the West. The
Schism symbolized and confirmed the significant difterences between
East and West. For the medieval period he cites the following regional
features distinguishing Eastern Europe: subsistence economy, the
difference of Byzantium and the Latins, German settlement and
German law, with its effect on commerce and urbanization, the
Mongol invasion which orientalized, an institutional development
different from the West, especially a lack of centralization, and strong
centrifugal tendencies, manifest for example in the division of Poland.
Cultural differences, notably a different alphabet and literatures, were
also significant and generated incomprehension and hatred. Western
crusades against Byzantium and Prussia epitomize these differences.
The importance of oral customary law (except in Byzantium itself,
where Roman law was preserved) in contrast to Norman common
law (which was valid for an entire state overcoming local divisions),
the lack of absolutism, uniformity, feudalism and Western-style
urbanization are key regional characteristics. So is the Orthodox
Church which defers to and depends on secular power and has no
autonomy. In the East, a wider gap exists between the sovereign and
the subject. Spiritual and political power are indivisible; in other
words, there is no church—state division. Greek, Latin (that is,
Roman) and German Christianity competed to convert the barbarians
of this Eastern region. Eastern Europe adopted Western and
Byzantine institutions, but in the course of transfer, institutions
changed their nature. His conclusion, explicitly polemical against
Czestaw Milosz, is that Eastern Europe was not Western in culture
and Easternized by force, but that Western immigration was largely
responsible for Western influence.>

There are obvious problems with this characterization of Eastern
Europe as a historical region in the Middle Ages. Leaving aside
specifics concerning Byzantium and Kievan Rus’ that would not be
accepted by specialists, I shall focus on how the characteristics of this
East European region fit medieval Bohemia-Moravia, Hungary and
Poland. It is obvious that the perspective is a Russian/Byzantine one,
subsuming a wider region, but which often in fact does not fit these
three realms (for the sake of brevity, designated as ‘Central Europe’

5 Longworth, Making of Eastern Europe, 328.
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henceforth). The difference between Byzantium and the Latins is
obviously not relevant to Central Europe in this way; the Mongol
invasion did not orientalize the region; the Orthodox Church played
a very small role in Central Europe: all these issues are discussed in
detail in the following chapters. A few times, Longworth distinguishes
as East-Central Europe the three countries, notably discussing
German influence there separately. But this line of analysis remains
too superficial to justify the grouping together of these countries as
one historical region. Other characteristics given for Eastern Europe
remain problematic. For example, choosing the lack of centralization
and strong centrifugal tendencies ignores political anarchy in western
Europe, emerging and disappearing states such as Burgundy, or the
many divisions of the Iberian polities. The emphasis on the
importance of oral customary law does not account for early written
legislation in Central Europe, especially Hungary.

Can there be a meaningfully constructed region of Bohemia-
Moravia, Hungary and Poland for scholars of the Middle Ages? It is
significant that medievalists were instrumental in starting to define the
countries under investigation here as a separate historical region
(whether under the term ‘Central Europe’, ‘East-Central Europe’ or
the ‘third Europe’ does not matter for our purposes), and these argu-
ments also left a lasting mark on the discussion about the characteristics
of medieval Central Europe. From the middle of the twentieth
century, scholars started to identify common elements in the medieval
history of the three Central European countries. Francis Dvornik,
Oskar Halecki and Jend Sztcs investigated the historical origins of the
region. None of these works were divorced from then current poli-
tics. Dvornik and Halecki tried to prove that Central Europe was
unjustly seen as ‘Eastern’, while Szics sought the roots of modern
Central Europe’s situation in the Middle Ages.

Dvornik argued that Central Europe, and particularly first Moravia,
then Bohemia, and finally eleventh-century Kievan Rus’ could have
been a bridge between East and West, and avoided a split between
them by channelling Eastern influences to the West, and then
Western ones to the East, acting as an intermediary between
Byzantium and the West. The only period when a synthesis of
Eastern and Western was close to being achieved, was during the
Middle Ages between about the ninth and early twelfth centuries; it
was ‘Europe’s lost opportunity’. The culprits for him were the Franks,
from Charlemagne on, and German emperors with a few exceptions.
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German eastward colonization and later the rise of imperial power in
Russia posed the two threats to Central Europe. He also bemoaned
that Czechs and Poles failed to fuse into a single nation, despite several
brief attempts at union. He found a common link between central
European states in Christianity and Western traditions.*”

In two pioneering books, Oskar Halecki opposed the terminol-
ogy and concept of Eastern Europe and the then-current idea that
Europe was really only Western Europe.’® He subdivided Europe
into four regions: Western, West Central, East Central and Eastern
Europe. Although in The Limits and Division of European History, he
stressed common political structures within medieval Europe, he
also laid out his vision of the inner dualism of Central Europe,
between a western Germanic and an eastern section, defined as the
lands between Scandinavia, Germany, Italy and the Soviet Union.
He called this area East Central Europe (arguing against the
denomination Central-Eastern Europe, which, he says, would
mean the central part of Eastern Europe, hence something entirely
different). He emphasized the dynamic within central Europe, the
diverse peoples of the eastern areas having to defend themselves
against German threat and dominance. He also raised an issue that
has been debated ever since, not least by Polish historians: whether
the northern- and easternmost lands (the Baltic areas, Ruthenia,
Ukraine), which were part of the Polish state at its largest extent,
belong to East Central Europe or not. In Borderlands of Western
Civilization, he elaborated the concept of East Central Europe, the
lands between Sweden, Germany, Italy, and Turkey and Russia.
They became the borderlands of western civilization, with the
latter’s spread. The book provides a chronological history of the
region, its Leitmotif being the development of individual national
cultures in connection with Western Europe, but repeatedly
submerged by neighbouring empires. He restated the argument
about the four regions of Europe and deplored the neglect East
Central Europe has suftered in history writing.

57 Francis Dvornik, ‘Western and Eastern traditions of Central Europe’, Review of
Politics 9 (1947), 463—81; Dvornik, The Making of Central and Eastern Europe
(London, 1949), quotation from 24o0.

58 Oskar Halecki, The Limits and Divisions of European History (London and New
York, 1950), esp. 125—41, for Central-Eastern Europe 127; Halecki, Borderlands of
Western Civilization.
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Jend Szlics elaborated on the characteristics of medieval
Central-Eastern Europe (the name he preferred for Bohemia,
Hungary and Poland).’ According to him, the area was the eastern
border of the Carolingian Empire, in a period when the Occidens
(West) was defined in distinction to Byzantium and the
Mediterranean. Only later did the notion of Western Europe (not
the same as the West) develop, and only after that time did historical
regions of Europe emerge, from ¢. 1000. Around the same time,
another border appeared: along the Lower Danube and eastern
Carpathians, and up to the Baltic in the thirteenth century.
Everything west of this was called Europa Occidens or Occidentalis
already between 1100 and 1200. Because the main framework was
Christianitas, and the key medieval East—West division was between
Roman and Byzantine Christianity, Central Europe and Scandinavia
were called Western Europe in the Middle Ages.

According to Szics, Central-Eastern Europe was the recipient of
influences from both west and east, created by the first expansion of
the West. Through conversion, Bohemia, Hungary and Poland
became part of Christendom, that is, the West, as the two were
coextensive at the time. Although the three new polities became
part of the same civilization as the West, structure and civilization
were not the same. Rus’, although it converted to Byzantine
Christianity and thus in civilization was part of the East, in state and
other structures was closer to Bohemia, Hungary and Poland than to
Byzantium. In all four, royal power was much stronger than in the
West, and states were built from ‘followers’, rather than on varied
groups with their own liberties. After ¢. 1200 this structurally similar
Eastern Europe quickly disintegrated. Rus’ was conquered by the
Mongols, while Bohemia, Hungary and Poland integrated more
structural elements from the West, so that Central-Eastern Europe
was no longer simply ‘civilizationally” Western. These included the
heavy plough, a new agricultural system, urbanization, noble and
urban liberties, the unification of the peasantry, the first parliaments
and written contracts. Yet this integration happened through quick,
compressed development, as opposed to gradual Western processes.
Therefore, although based on Western models, Central-Eastern

39 Jend Szfics, ‘Vazlat Eurdépa hirom torténeti régidjardl’, Torténelmi Szemle 3 (1981),
313—59, Eng. tr. “The three historical regions of Europe: an outline’, Acta Historica
Academiae Scientiarum Hungariae 29 (1983), 131—84.
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European developments were anorganic, resulting in hybrid forms,
or remained incomplete, and often necessitated reforms from above.
Examples include the lack of local chivalric culture; familiaritas
instead of vassalage, which did not include the conditional donation
of land; parliaments consisting of nobles and ecclesiastics, without
burghers. Romanesque and Gothic art, autonomous cities,
corporate liberties and other Western innovations occurred in a
less dense pattern in German areas and even less densely in Central
Europe; they did not occur at all east of Hungary and Poland. Local
specificities in structures made East-Central Europe a region already
distinct in the Middle Ages. In 1500, the economic divergence
reproduced the Elbe—Leitha border of the Carolingian Empire, as
did the iron curtain later. Early modern and modern catastrophes
were not causes of divergence but results of structural differences
which determined responses to world historical challenges.

Other scholars have emphasized some of these, or a variety of different
elements as distinctive to medieval Central Europe.”® Drawing out some
common elements that recur in many books, as well as results of studies
with a more specialized focus, I should like to highlight some of the
problems inherent in these approaches, as well as some of the real
similarities that emerge. Older scholarship insisted on a backwardness
from the beginning, sometimes associated to alleged ‘Slavic’ character-
istics such as the inability to form states without outside assistance — ideas
that clearly signal the period and intellectual currents of the times that
gave birth to them. Without the negative bias, Central Europe was —and
sometimes still is — equated with Slavs, in the scholarship of Slavic
countries, which saw Hungarians as intruders in the region. The belated
start (the emergence of polities and Christianization in the period
between the late ninth and early eleventh century when established

% Aleksiun ef al., eds., Histoire de IEurope du Centre-Est; Arnason, ‘Introduction’;
Gieysztor, L’Europe nouvelle; Johnson, Central Europe; Castellan, Histoire des peuples
de I’Europe centrale; Delsol, et al., eds., Mythes et symboles politiques; Longworth,
Making of Eastern Europe; Urbariczyk, ed., Origins of Central Europe; Conze,
Ostmitteleuropa; Wandycz, Price of Freedom; Péter Vaczy, ‘A kozépkori Kelet-
Eurdpa’, in Balint Homan, Gyula Szekfd and Karoly Kerényi, eds., Egyetemes
torténet, vol. 11, A kszépkor torténete (Budapest, 1936), chap. s, 673—80, and many
of the other works listed above that devote sections to the medieval history of the
region. A very political argument is in Gabor Klaniczay, ‘Medieval Central
Europe: an invention or a discovery?’, in The Paradoxes of Unintended
Consequences, ed. Lord Dahrendorf et al. (Budapest, 2000), 251—64.
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Christian western neighbours already existed) is mentioned as a
characteristic of the region, but sometimes also as a more or less inevitable
cause of its backwardness. One should keep in mind that most European
polities developed in that period: there was no France or Castile before
that. Is it not a mirage, or the successful construct of nineteenth-century
national history, to see more continuity between parts of the Carolingian
Empire and the Capetian kingdom of France, for example, than between
Slavic client rulers of the Carolingians and the kingdom of Bohemia?
The customary reference to ‘old foundations’ in the western cases needs
to be questioned in terms of the actual content of continuities in political
or social structures, invariably found to be myths rather than realities (e.g.
between Visigothic Spain and medieval Castile or Aragon, or between
the time of Clovis and the Capetians).

Some scholars point out the narrowing or complete closure of the
original ‘gap’ between the West and Central Europe over the course of
the Middle Ages, until divergent developments of the late fifteenth
century disrupted the balance. Others, on the contrary, insist on
significant structural differences even during those first five centuries.
Linked to the later start is the adoption of models and norms from the
more developed West (and, although less frequently mentioned, also
from the more developed East, Byzantium). Central European rulers at
first relied on immigrant clerics, and borrowed ecclesiastical and royal
institutions, literacy and administrative organizations from western
Europe, with primarily ecclesiastical influences from Orthodox
Christendom also affecting Moravia-Bohemia and Hungary. The
new realms adapted what they borrowed to local needs and developed
their own varieties of, for example, liturgy, and local saints. Many
scholars emphasize the multiplicity of influences, often in a general
way as ‘eastern’ and ‘western’, or ‘Byzantine’ and ‘Latin’, but sometimes
more specifically, for example, tracing the influence of missionaries or
the adoption of liturgy from particular areas. Steppe or nomadic impact
and influence are also highlighted, especially for Hungary, in which
the kingdom resembled other sedentary neighbours of nomads, for
example, in the Balkans, Russian areas or Georgia.’"

Whereas the tracing of specific influences obviously does contribute
to characterizing a region, two important caveats need to be made.

' Peter B. Golden, ‘Nomads and Their Sedentary Neighbors in Pre—éinggisid
Eurasia’, Archivum Eurasiae Medii Aevi 7 (1987—91), 41—81; Nora Berend, At the
Gate of Christendom: Jews, Muslims and ‘Pagans’ in Medieval Hungary, c. 1000—c. 1300
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First, while we can often be certain about contacts, how certain
influences came into play in the medieval period is an extremely
complicated and sometimes unresolvable issue; witness on-going
debates about the source of influences in architectural forms, or in the
Christianization of certain countries. Second, the fact of influences from
more than one area in itself 1s often seen as defining Central Europe’s
in-between status, and receives explanatory significance in models of
backwardness or as part of what was peculiar to or even ‘wrong’ with
Central Europe. This, however, is not tenable; outside influences are no
specificity of Central Europe. The same is true of Iberia and
Scandinavia, but also of the ‘core’ itself. Was not medieval England
the recipient of Celtic, Anglo-Saxon and Norman influences, and the
medieval “West’ itself of Roman and Germanic ones?

Some scholars insist on the significance of eastern influences,’” but
more commonly, in slightly varied form, the emphasis is on the
predominance of western links, models and influences, with a slight
inflection due to eastern influences. Thus, for example, while early
Byzantine influences in conversion to Christianity in Moravia and
Hungary, and to a lesser extent Bohemia, are acknowledged, the fact
that these areas joined Latin Christendom is used to prove the
overwhelming importance of western influence and adoption of
western models, because to do otherwise would be to ‘admit’ belong-
ing to ‘the East’, equated to something negative and shameful.
Explanatory frameworks, therefore, often guide conclusions about
influences, when in fact the scholarly assessment of the combination
of influences is not conclusive. One example will highlight how
difficult it is in fact to determine the relative weight of certain
influences: the question of Byzantine influences in Hungary. When
political reasons in the 1950s and 1960s especially favoured an eastern
orientation, many elements of Hungarian medieval culture were
identified as Byzantine, whereas later, when proving a western
orientation came to the fore, the same elements were reclassified as
proving western influence. Art historians supposed Byzantine influence
on building styles in Hungary, which are now identified as Italian

(Cambridge, 2001); Florin Curta and Roman Kovalev, eds., Other Europe in the
Middle Ages: Avars, Bulgars, Khazars and Cumans (Leiden, 2008); Istvin Zimonyi,
‘The nomadic factor in mediaeval European history’, Acta Orientalia Academiae
Scientiarum Hungaricae 58, 1 (2005), 33—40.

Apart from Dvornik, notably Dimitri Obolensky, The Byzantine Commonuwealth:
Eastern Europe 500—1453, 2nd edn (London, 2000).
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instead. We can identify Greek monasteries, although some affiliations
are disputed; but whether the introduction of certain saints or elements
of the liturgy can be accounted for through Byzantine influence or the
Ottonian empire s still debated. How much Byzantine influence there
is, and what it consists of, is an open question requiring further research.

While for some the later start and consequent borrowing of insti-
tutions in themselves are signs of backwardness (that these areas in the
Middle Ages were not innovators, initiators of new structures, means
that they lagged behind), more commonly, not simply the adoption
but the adaptation of western institutions and models is seen as the
cause of problems. According to the scholar’s viewpoint, adaptation
can mean change that is inevitable when ideas or institutions are
transplanted to a different context; or it can amount to mutilation,
distortion, shallow adaptation (Sziics) or autochthon ‘original charac-
teristics’ (Makkai).® It can be branded as peripheral, continuing
archaic western practices. Local specificities can also be interpreted
in the light of national pride as a refusal to borrow certain elements.
Being a specific cultural zone of the west can carry positive or negative
connotations. Usually, a variety of deficiencies, missing elements
compared to western Europe are highlighted, such as a lack of
Roman and Carolingian background (or late, superficial attachment
to these zones, since parts of what much later became Hungary —
Pannonia — and Romania — Dacia — were in the Roman Empire), lack
of feudalism and lack of urbanization.

The perspective of modern scholars reflecting on these issues has
been ultimately to explain either modern economic backwardness
and/or the lack of modern democratic freedoms. The two main ways
of doing this have been either to postulate a breaking point, a period
when Central European divergence started; or to claim a develop-
ment different from Western Europe and therefore ‘doomed’ from
the very beginning. Again, one has to be particularly careful not to
compare a schematic model of Western developments, which never
existed in fact, with real developments in Central Europe. This
is particularly true of ‘feudalism’, which is an umbrella term for a

3 Laszl6 Makkai, ‘Les caractéres originaux de I'histoire économique et sociale de
I'Europe orientale pendant le Moyen Age’, Acta Historica Academiae Scientiarum
Hungaricae 16, 3—4 (1970), 261—87; for a different version, see Makkai,
‘Feudalizmus és az eredeti jellegzetességek Eurdpaban’, Torténelmi Szemle 1
(1976), 257-77.
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wide variety of phenomena, with no consistent institutional content
even in one country, let alone ‘the West’: the modalities and existence
of landed tenure in particular varied widely. Moreover, such
comparisons present a homogenizing image of ‘the West” as the cradle
of all new institutions and structures. Y et western monasticism was born
in Italy and adopted in the other western countries as well, while Gothic
was born in France and went through a whole series of adaptations
locally in the west as it spread, and so on. Neither ‘the West’” nor ‘the
East’ can be typologized in an essentializing manner: the development
of Germany differed from that of France which differed from that of
England and Italy. The Balkans developed differently from Rus’, and
the Byzantine Empire was not a uniform entity. Many of the purported
‘differences’ therefore are in fact produced by a comparison between a
detailed knowledge of one or more Central European countries and a
schematic model of Western Europe.

Moreover, the underlying idea that whatever was unlike Western
Europe was a sign of backwardness and failure, and that medieval
differences are the direct causes of modern problems needs to be
proven rather than assumed. If we take the central areas of the old
Carolingian Empire as the norm, other regions naturally had a
‘belated” or otherwise aberrant development. This, however, is not
very helpful in explaining the history of non-Western European
countries. Switzerland developed even later than Central Europe,
and in a unique manner, yet this did not cause backwardness. As
Marc Bloch has pointed out, origins do not explain everything, nor
predetermine all subsequent development. Also, as the signs in a
Chinese ice-cream store in New York remind us, ‘normal’ depends
on our viewpoint: ‘flavors: lychee, mango, red bean. Exotic flavors:
vanilla, chocolate, strawberry’. The success of Western Europe in the
modern age of course needs to be analysed (although not in this
book), but perhaps not in terms of the belatedness or backwardness
of other areas from the beginning. Some scholars have even suggested
that it may be Western Europe’s ‘abnormal’” development that needs
to be explained.’* Therefore we should not look at medieval Central
Europe as the predetermined cradle of undemocratic and econom-
ically backward modern states, nor try to prove that back then, the

% E.g. Longworth, Making of Eastern Europe, in his conclusion; Joachim Henning,
“Ways of life in Eastern and Western Europe during the early Middle Ages: which
way was “‘normal”?’, in Curta, ed., East Central and Eastern Europe, 41—59.
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region was the same as ‘the West’; but try to understand medieval
developments in their own context.

Other scholars seek to grasp the specificity of medieval Central
Europe by identifying the ‘presence and interaction with the local
peoples of Germans and Jews'.”s German colonization and Jewish
settlement, or in more general terms the diversity of peoples and
languages, are often seen as its characteristic trait. For the Middle Ages,
ethnic and linguistic diversity was the norm rather than the exception
everywhere in Europe, and Jews were present in medieval Europe as a
whole. Yet there are two elements truly characteristic of Central
Europe: peaceful western immigration in a more organized manner,
and the presence of a very wide variety of difterent groups, particularly
in Hungary and Poland. Western immigration included Walloons,
Italians, French and others, but Germans were both numerically the
most significant and the focus of modern scholarship for generations.

Central Europe’s close ties to German areas and strong German
influence there feature frequently among the region’s historical
co-ordinates. But German settlement is a particularly contentious
part of Central Europe’s history, in light of Nazi ideas of Lebensraum
and the consequent expulsions of Germans after the Second World
War. The significance of German settlement and its role in Central
Europe were initially formulated from a German perspective. For
example, F. Naumann posited the continuity of German eastward
settlement between the twelfth and nineteenth centuries, from
medieval settlers to the Habsburgs. Others even saw German eastward
colonization from the twelfth century on as creating Central Europe.
The fallacy of such a position, the discontinuities and diverse forms of
German settlement, rather than one continuous movement of
Ostsiedlung, has been demonstrated. Much scholarly energy has been
spent on debating the role of medieval German settlers in Central
Europe. Germans as the carriers of civilization to Central Europe from
the perspective of German scholarship clashed with Germans as
brutal oppressors, planting the seeds of later ethnic conflict, from the

6s Quotation from Wandycz, Price of Freedom, 9. Cf. Bahlcke, ‘Ostmitteleuropa’. Of
the voluminous literature on Germans in the region see e.g. K. Bosl et al., eds.,
Eastern and Western Europe in the Middle Ages (London, 1970); Charles Higounet,
Les Allemands en Europe centrale et orientale au Moyen Age (Paris, 1989); Piskorski, ed.,
Historiographical Approaches, which is an excellent guide to earlier scholarship; Le
Rider, Mitteleuropa, 17—24.
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perspective of local Central European scholarship. This dynamic deter-
mined much of the subsequent literature, even when it tried to move
away from such stances. For example, K. Bosl and others published a
volume dedicated to Eastern and Western Europe in the Middle Ages,
which focused in fact on Slavs and Germans, arguing against seeing
them as locked in eternal fight.”® Some scholarly studies from early on,
however, understood the dynamics of the interaction between locals
and Germans through the prism of medieval realities rather than
modern concerns. Rulers and elites invited peasants and townsmen
and offered them favourable conditions to settle, in contrast to the Baltic
areas (where Germans as well as others waged crusades and conquered
territories). This was not a unified ‘German movement’. How much
novelty German settlers introduced, their influence on as well as
acculturation to locals, continues to be contested.

Some specificities of medieval Hungary and Poland can be
conceptualized in terms of frontiers. This should not be used in a
way to subsume all warfare (characteristic of the whole of Europe) or
to account for all the developments in these areas. More narrowly
focused, however, this approach can enrich our understanding of
these countries’” past. At the meeting points of the western Christian
and the ‘pagan’ world, raids and immigration from the latter, and
resulting policies and even the formulation of royal ideology are
distinctive features of Hungary and Poland. The cleric of a medieval
king, Béla IV of Hungary, wrote of his realm in the middle of the
thirteenth century as the ‘gate of Christendom’. This position also
partly accounts for the greater variety of populations that were found
in these medieval kingdoms than elsewhere: western and eastern
immigrants, including a diversity of western Europeans, Jews,
Armenians, various Turkic nomads and Muslims.

More specialized studies have focused on a closer analysis of certain
Central European developments and institutions. These include the
delayed introduction of writing (in Latin, but in Bohemia also in
Old Church Slavonic) and ‘service settlements’.’” These villages of
peasants and craftsmen who provided for the needs of the elite have
long been thought to occur in these three polities alone, but

5 Bosl et al., eds., Eastern and Western Europe in the Middle Ages.

67 Adamska and Mostert, eds., The Development of Literate Mentalities; Florin Curta,
‘The archaeology of early medieval service settlements in Eastern Europe’, in
Gorecki and Van Deusen, eds., Central and Eastern Europe, 30—41.
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twelfth-century German and tenth- and early eleventh-century
Bulgarian analogies led to the questioning of this institution as pecu-
liarly Central European.

Some historians, however, choose to emphasize a common
European culture. In The Limits and Divisions of European History,
Halecki posited a common political structure, and cultural and
religious tradition between Western and Eastern Europe in the
Middle Ages, the development of a sharp dualism starting only with
the latter’s conquest by empires. He emphasized that Eastern Europe
was no less European than Western Europe, and opposed definitions
of European civilization as Western. Rather, Europe for him was a
distinct community of all nations, and a variety of peoples, with a
Greco-Roman heritage and the deep influence of Christianity. He
saw the making of European civilization as a longer process, not tied
to one starting date. B. Geremek focused on common elements,
Europe as one community, with its own culture and Poland’s
connectedness to this whole.’® These include a common Latin culture
and Catholic Church, a network of authority, with decisions taken in
Rome affecting Poland, and Poland having an important role in the
realization of papal and imperial policies. This universalistic commun-
ity is also reflected in a common consciousness, the local horizon of
small groups serving as the model for the large scale: christianitas
provided a religious and political structure, with the bond of
Christian community manifest, for example, in the collective
consciousness against the Mongol threat. Yet even Geremek wrote
about local ‘peculiarities’ within this common framework: the export
of western models to Poland, but their weak penetration, the
development and impact of indigenous culture on the foreign elite
culture. Several historians, however, have highlighted how these areas
were not simply passive recipients. The joining of these new parts had
profound consequences for the ‘old’ or ‘core’ areas as well, truly
‘making’ Europe, or resulting in the ‘Europeanization of Europe’.”

If we move away from trying to ascertain the extent to which
Central Europe differed from an essentialized ‘“West’ (or ‘East’),

8 Halecki, The Limits and Divisions of European History; Geremek, The Commion Roots
of Europe. Both link to modern politicized contexts, as described above.

% Robert Bartlett, The Making of Europe: Conguest, Colonization and Cultural Change
950—1350 (Princeton, 1993); Piskorski, ‘After Occidentalism’, 19; Gieysztor,
L’Europe nouvelle.
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because no such West and East in fact existed, then we can dispense
with a defensive or combative stance about whether Central Europe
was backward, or western, ‘normal’ or ‘peculiar’. “West” and ‘East’
themselves consisted of very different areas with a variety of local
cultures, all of which were a balance between features common to
Latin Christendom, or even more broadly defined areas such as
Christendom, and local ‘peculiarities’.

The work of generations of scholars has traced what was indeed
similar in this constructed historical region in the Middle Ages. Some
of these features in turn were similar to other areas; notably, regional
similarities exist with Kievan Rus’ and Scandinavia.”® Christianization
and the formation of polities were interlinked: in all three of our
polities, local rulers emerged who centralized power and introduced
Christianity. In this they resemble the three Scandinavian countries
Denmark, Norway and Sweden. These polities were organized by
local elites and, Christianized later than west European countries,
became part of Latin Christendom (similar polities under their own
elites emerged in the Orthodox world as well, such as Rus’ and
Bulgaria). They became the easternmost part of Latin Christendom.
In all three, royal centres and ecclesiastical centres were interlinked in
the first centuries: royal fortifications were the places where the first
churches were built. Ecclesiastical and royal administrative systems
also overlapped initially. They incorporated influences from, and
formed political ties to, the German and Byzantine Empires (includ-
ing alliances and hostility); such ties were also exploited to consolidate
power against internal rivals. (German influence was also important in
southern Scandinavia.) Bohemian influence in Poland and Bohemian
and Polish influence in Hungary were crucial at the beginnings of the
Christian polities. They borrowed ecclesiastical and royal institutions,
practices of government, literacy and artistic forms from established
neighbours to the west and the east. None used literacy prior to the
introduction of Christianity (with the insignificant exception of runes,

7° Jonathan Shepard, ‘Conversions and regimes compared: the Rus’ and the Poles, ca.
1000, and Marta Font, ‘Missions, conversions and power legitimization in East
Central Europe at the turn of the first millennium’, both in Curta, ed., East Central
and Eastern Europe, 254—82, 283—95; Marta F. Font, A keresztény nagyhatalmak
vonzasaban: Kozép- és Kelet-Eurdpa a 10—12. szdzadban (Budapest, 2005), German tr.
Im Spannungsfeld der christlichen Grofsmdichte. Mittel- und Osteuropa im 10.—12. Jahrhundert
(Herne, 2008); Nora Berend, ed., Christianization and the Rise of Christian Monarchy:
Scandinavia, Central Europe and Rus’ c. 9oo—1200 (Cambridge, 2007).
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used by part of Hungary’s population, but only for words or short
inscriptions). In all three monasticism was introduced by the rulers, and
monks played a part in Christianization. All three were recipients of a
significant influx of immigration by elites, peasants and burghers.
Urbanization that started during these centuries benefited from the
immigrants’ legal status and from local economic and social
developments. Hungary and Poland were also influenced by
non-Christian  civilizations, with diverging social and political
organization (in some ways this resembled the Iberian peninsula,
where centuries of interaction between Christians and Muslims
included warfare as well as borrowing). All three were aftected by the
Mongol invasion of the middle of the thirteenth century, but neither
was conquered for a longer period. A mixture of borrowing, adaptation
and local traditions created these realms, which in its specifics was
different in each case, as explored in the chapters to follow, but
which, as a process, resembled that in other medieval polities.

Some significant differences between the three polities should not be
forgotten. These included political structures in two ways: different
levels of political fragmentation and the existence or absence of a royal
title. Hungary was a kingdom, but neither Poland nor Bohemia had a
king for most of the period. The royal title in itself, however, was not a
sign of greater power. Bohemian dukes were usually as powerful as
kings, and the effective power of many a Polish ruler did not depend on
their title. Internal divisions and fragmentation had more of an impact
on the ruler’s power. Bohemia and Hungary remained more or less
unified, although at times Hungarian kings had to cede substantial
powers to other members of the dynasty, while Poland underwent a
long period of fragmentation. Bohemia was also part of the German
Empire, while the other two polities were not, but there was no
imperial intervention in internal Bohemian matters; therefore in reality
this difference was less significant than it may seem. Reliance on
imperial help by members of the dynasty against internal rivals at
times characterized not just Bohemia but also Hungary and Poland.
The real difference lay in that Bohemia’s inclusion in the Empire
fostered Bohemian involvement in the affairs of the Empire, and
notably from the thirteenth century recurrent attempts by Bohemian
rulers to become emperor. Cultural differences existed as well, such as
the influence of Old Church Slavonic in Moravia and Bohemia.

Western ‘scholarly neglect” of Central (or East-Central) Europe has
featured prominently among local complaints. Many writers noted
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with regret or bitterness that, except for specialists, western historians
neglected to incorporate the region in their studies, because, even in
the early 1990s, it was simply thought of as ‘a medley of troublesome
nationalities with unpronounceable names’, neither exotic nor
familiar enough.”" Yet this evaluation no longer reflects the state of
scholarship, which, indeed, started to change in the early 1990s.
Scholarly treatments of medieval history increasingly break through
the traditional geo-political divide. Apart from the proliferation of
scholarly studies on numerous thematic aspects of medieval history
which incorporate these countries, recent studies of medieval Europe
such as Robert Bartlett’s, as well as textbooks, such as William
Chester Jordan’s and Malcolm Barber’s, include these areas.”” That
‘medieval studies’ includes all of Europe has recently even been
expressed on the cover of Ashgate’s 2010 catalogue, which features
a photo of Prague.

It would be easy to argue that Central Europe did not exist in
the Middle Ages, either in terminology or in the consciousness and
identity of its inhabitants. Although this book does not claim the
existence of Central Europe as an essential unit of European
history, let alone as a conscious identity of the countries in ques-
tion in the Middle Ages, it does argue that, despite differences,
enough significant similarities existed in political, socio-economic
and cultural terms to warrant examining the early history of this
region together, in a comparative perspective. The non-existence
of a concept in the period itself does not disqualify modern
historians’ analyses; contemporaries may not have seen parallels
that historians do.

We do not lay claim to any exclusively correct terminology for
the region: ‘Central Europe’ is one of the many possible names. It is
also a term historians created, rather than one they borrowed from
the period under investigation. We use it as a short-hand for the
medieval polities of Bohemia-Moravia, Hungary and Poland
between their beginnings and the end of the thirteenth century;
these incorporated some modern territories that today are not part of
Central Europe in some categorizations, for example, Croatia from

”* Wandycz, Price of Freedom, 1.

7> Bartlett, The Making of Europe; William Chester Jordan, Europe in the High Middle
Ages (London, 2001, 2002); Malcolm Barber, The Two Cities: Medieval Europe
1050—1320, 2nd edn (London, 2004).
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the beginning of the twelfth century, today’s Slovakia (which was
not called Slovakia in the Middle Ages) and Transylvania. Various
alternative terms could be used to denote Bohemia-Moravia,
Hungary and Poland, such as Eastern Europe, Central-Eastern
Europe or East-Central Europe. We find the composite terms
cumbersome, and ‘Eastern Europe’ misleading as it tends to suggest
a broader historical region than just these three polities. We do not
wish to take a stand in modern political debates on terminology,
however, where the stake is a politicized historical identity, to
determine whether these countries belong to ‘the East’ or ‘the
West’. We are using ‘Central Europe’ in a value-neutral way, not
trying to imply superiority over more eastern areas or a gradation
of development by west, central and eastern. We do not suggest
any of the following through the use of this term: belated develop-
ment, backwardness, an inherent ‘abnormality’ of development;
a fundamental similarity to ‘the West’; a sphere of German civiliza-
tion; an in-between status. We are also attempting to evacuate
value-judgements inherent in proving that these countries belonged
to Western civilization. Nor are we trying to isolate the region
through the use of this term from ‘the East’. We do suggest that in
the medieval period, after their inception, these polities were
integral parts of Latin Christendom. That, however, should not be
taken to carry political meanings for the present.

The lack of objective criteria to define regional subdivisions
means that many different subdivisions are possible and equally
valid, depending on the choice of time period and of structural
elements that are seen as significant. Therefore different authors’
solutions will diverge. It is possible to construct a smaller or larger
historical region; therefore Central Europe could be studied as part
of an even larger area, or broken down into smaller component
parts. It could be considered, as we have done in a previous book,”?
to be one historical region with Scandinavia when looking at
Christianization and the formation of polities. Historically, one
could also reserve the term for the Habsburg Empire, or the periods
in which local people formulated their own identity in terms of
a ‘Central Europe’. Our approach is based on one possible
subdivision, one possible way of interpreting historical processes.
We are not the first to suggest a regional approach for these three

73 Berend, ed., Christianization and the Rise of Christian Monarchy.
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countries, to move beyond ‘parochial, isolated, self-centered’
national histories.”* Without arguing that these countries consti-
tuted one unit in the medieval period, it is instructive to study the
parallels as well as the differences in their development in a more
systematic manner. In some ways, there were more historical
similarities within the ‘Central Europe’ we examine here in the
early centuries of the countries’ development than in some
subsequent historical periods.”> We wish to explore these not as a
prelude to modern times, but in their own context.

This book focuses on the formative period of the region, the
origin of the polities and their development in the eleventh and
twelfth centuries, with a concluding chapter on the thirteenth
century, when, while some of the trends of the previous two
centuries continued, significant changes began to reshape the area.

7+ For the quotation, see Wandycz, Price of Freedom, xi. Comparative books include,
on tenth—eleventh and eleventh—twelfth-century Bohemia-Moravia, Hungary,
Poland and Rus: Dvornik, Making of Central and Eastern Europe; Font, Im
Spannungsfeld der christlichen Grofimdchte. Michael Borgolte, ‘Vor dem Ende der
Nationalgeschichten? Chancen und Hindernisse fiir eine Geschichte Europas im
Mittelalter’, Historische Zeitschrift 272, 3 (2001), $61—96, argues for a truly European
medieval history to replace national approaches.

A historical region may only exist in a particular time period: Klaus Zernack, ‘Das
Zeitalter der nordischen Kriege von 1558 bis 1809 als frithneuzeitliche
Geschichtsepoche’, Zeitschrift fiir historische Forschung 1 (1974), $5—79.
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THE HISTORY OF THE REGION AND THE
QUESTION OF ORIGINS

The new polities of central Europe did not develop in a vacuum.
Though sources are scarce, we have some knowledge of populations
and political units prior to the development of Bohemia-Moravia,
Hungary and Poland. A brief description of these is in order, to
understand the complex heritage of the early societies. The new
dynasties in each case created origin myths, some of which were
later elaborated further. In modern times, the question of origins
became highly politicized; it is therefore important to discuss the
historical basis of these ideas of origins.

EARLY HISTORY OF THE REGION
Carpathian basin

Various populations and power centres existed in the Carpathian basin
prior to the development of the kingdom of Hungary. Human
remains go back to the lower Palaeolithic period: the oldest settlement
(Vértessz3l3s) is thought to be about 3 50,000 years old. Archaeologists
have found human remains, tools and settlements of hunters from the
Middle and Upper Palaeolithic in a number of sites. The area became
more densely inhabited in the Neolithic age, supported by a mixture
of agriculture, animal raising and fishing. People had permanent
settlements and made ceramics. From this period on, different
archaeological cultures followed each other, sometimes linked to
immigration and conquest. Modern scholars gave these populations
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names based on the names of towns or villages near which
their remains were found (such as the Nagyrév culture in the Early
Bronze Age) or based on archaeological characteristics in burial or
other aspects of their culture (e.g. the Tumulus culture of the Late
Bronze Age). Their ethnic identification has sometimes been
attempted but remains controversial or impossible to substantiate.
Metallurgy and fortified centres appeared.

In the fourth century BCE Celts (La Téne culture) arrived in the
region of the Danube. From roughly the same period, Greek and later
Roman written sources also provide some information (although it is
not necessarily reliable) on the peoples of the Carpathian basin. The
Celts migrated in different waves from different areas, attested in the
diversity of finds. They conquered the local populations of the regions
west and north of the Danube, while most of the eastern territories of
the Carpathian basin were not subjugated. In the second century
BCE, Roman sources listed Scordisci (southern areas of the
Carpathian basin), Taurisci (in the south-western areas), Boii (in the
northern areas) and Daci (in the east, in what later became
Transylvania). Loose military and political organization characterized
these populations. In the first century BCE Roman sources mention
many regional groups; the area was inhabited by a mixed population
of Celtic and Illyrian groups.”

Starting in 15 BCE, during the last phase of the expansion of the
Roman Empire, the Romans gradually conquered the lands west
of the Danube and around the Lower Danube. The conquered lands
were first attached to Illyricum province. Pannonian resistance to
the conquerors hindered Roman progress: the most significant
uprising, starting in 6 CE, was a Pannonian—Dalmatian revolt.
Roman diplomacy and the tactics of laying waste the land
succeeded in splitting the rebels and quashing the rebellion. The
province of Pannonia was created by the subdivision of Illyricum
probably during the reign of Emperor Tiberius (14—37). The whole
area west of the Danube (Transdanubia) had become part of the
Roman Empire by the middle of the century.

1

Zsolt Visy, ed., Hungarian Archaeology at the Turn of the Millennium (Budapest, 2003),
77—191, with a substantial bibliography.

? Ibid., 192—202; Miklds Szabd, Les celtes de I’Est: le Second z‘fge du Fer dans la cuvette des
Karpates (Paris, 1992); Szabd, The Celtic Heritage in Hungary (Budapest, 1971).
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After Trajan’s victory over the Dacians in 106, the Roman province
of Dacia was established (although it did not cover the entire Dacian
territory). Immigration was actively encouraged, while the local pop-
ulation was partly sold into slavery to other areas, partly subjugated.
Dacia was part of the Roman Empire until 271, when Roman legions
withdrew due to Goth attacks. Roman rule in Pannonia lasted longer,
and led to some degree of Romanization and Christianization. The
province was divided into Lower and Upper Pannonia at the begin-
ning of the second century, and subdivided into more administrative
units later. Towns were founded and roads built; trade networks
flourished. Immigrants arrived in significant numbers.

Local populations adopted Romanized burial rites, bought and
copied Italian artefacts and adopted Roman names. The senatorial
aristocracy of the Empire, however, saw the population of the
Danubian parts as only superficially Roman, uneducated and crude,
and resented their military significance, which increased as Pannonian
legions played a crucial part in defending Italian areas against ‘barbar-
ian’ military attacks. Christianity spread in Pannonia from the third
century on (although some scholars date the Christianization of
Sirmium (Sremska Mitrovica in present-day Serbia) from much
earlier), first in some of the towns. Several Christian martyrs of the
early fourth century, such as Demetrius, who subsequently enjoyed a
widespread cult, were killed in Pannonia. Christianity, which
continued to be a religion of urban populations, started to be more
widespread in Pannonia after the 320s; its earliest archaeological
remains come from the fourth century.?

A variety of ‘barbarian’ military groupings dominated the areas east
of the Danube from the first century CE. Although their attacks
periodically targeted Pannonia throughout its existence, it was in
the late fourth century that invaders started to have a significant
impact on Roman Pannonia. Emperor Valens suftered a crushing
defeat by an army made up of Goths and Alans, and died in battle

3 Andris Mécsy, Pannonia and Upper Moesia: A History of the Middle Danube Province of
the Roman Empire (London and Boston, 1974); Visy, ed., Hungarian Archaeology,
203—61; Dorottya Gaspar, Christianity in Roman Pannonia: An Evaluation of Early
Christian Finds and Sites from Hungary, BAR International Series 1010 (Oxford,
2002); Endre T6th, ‘Das Christentum in Pannonien bis zum 7. Jahrhundert nach
den archiologischen Zeugnissen’, in Egon Boshof and Hartmut Wolff, eds., Das
Christentum im Bairischen Raum von den Anfingen bis ins 11. Jahrhundert (Cologne,
1994), 241-72.
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near Hadrianopolis (Adrianople) in 378. The following year, Goths,
Alans and Huns raided Pannonia from the Balkans. Unable to oppose
them, the Romans accepted them as allies and settled them in the
province. In the following decades, various warrior groups moved
through the region; the area of Pannonia under effective Roman rule
was shrinking. The process culminated in the arrival of the main
armies of the Huns under their ruler Ruga. By 437 Roman rule
ceased in all parts of Pannonia.*

Local Romanized populations survived the collapse of imperial
rule, but controversy surrounds the nature and longevity of this
continuity. In trying to gauge the impact and continuity of
Romanization, scholars have distinguished between difterent strata
of'society, and also between a continuity of settlements, of the Church
and of the economy and technology. It is thought that most of the
R omanized Christians left Pannonia during the fifth century. The last
vestiges of the Romanized elites probably survived into the sixth
century, because until then there is data on refugees (fleeing from
attacks or migrations) from the area; the last such emigration recorded
is that of the inhabitants of Sirmium to Dalmatian towns at the end of
the sixth century. It seems that Romanized elites either emigrated or
lost their social standing.

The institution that provided a continued framework for a
Romanized population for a while after the collapse of Roman rule
was the Christian Church. After the beginning of the fifth century,
however, few bishops of Pannonian churches are recorded, and two
bishops in the late sixth century are mentioned as having fled their
dioceses. Germanic peoples settling in the Carpathian basin were
Arians, who used existing ecclesiastical buildings without maintaining
Roman ecclesiastical structures. Some of the Roman roads, buildings
and walls survived, sometimes even to this day. During the fifth
century and in later periods, some of these buildings and roads were

+ Mark B. Shchukin, Rome and the Barbarians in Central and Eastern Europe First Century
BC—First Century AD, BAR International Series 542 (Oxford, 1989); Visy, ed.,
Hungarian Archaeology, 263—80; Laszlo Varady, Das letzte Jahrhundert Pannoniens
(376—476) (Amsterdam, 1969); Walter Goffart, Barbarian Tides: The Migration Age
and the Later Roman Empire (Philadelphia, 2006); Herwig Wolfram, The Roman
Empire and Its Germanic Peoples (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1997), 35—101;
Guy Halsall, Barbarian Migrations and the Roman West, 376—568 (Cambridge, 2007),
201—9, 242—54; Edward James, ed., Europe’s Barbarians, AD 200—600 (Harlow, 2009),
esp. 67—75, 95—101.
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reconstructed and reused, and Roman roads and towns influenced
medieval trade and settlement patterns. Such technological continu-
ity, however, did not mean that linguistic or cultural continuity
persisted over the following centuries. The one exception, where
the continuity of a Romanized Christian population (which survived
even the Avar conquest) is proposed by archaeologists until at least the
seventh century, is the western fringe of Pannonia province, the only
area where Roman toponyms survived. A large Christian community
lived at Keszthely-Fenékpuszta (Valcum), where an early Christian
basilica, built between the end of the fifth century and the middle of
the sixth, was rebuilt ¢. 600 and destroyed around 630.°

With the Goth-Alan-Hun settlement in Pannonia in 379/80 began
the long period of the ‘barbarian’ control over the Carpathian basin,
with the influx of a series of groups. First establishing themselves in
the area between the Black and Caspian Seas, the Huns gradually
moved west, and by around 410 the ruler and main armies lived on
the plains of the Carpathian basin. They were the allies of Aétius, the
increasingly powerful military commander of the Western Roman
Empire. In 434 Bleda and his younger brother Attila became the leaders
of the Huns. They conducted successtul diplomatic negotiations with
the Eastern Roman Empire, receiving annual gifts and other privileges.
They also led campaigns, with great successes in the Middle Danube and
Morava River Valley. Probably in 445, Attila became the sole ruler of
the Huns after Bleda’s death (according to a Roman account, Bleda was
assassinated on Attila’s orders). Attila established a short-lived empire
centring on the Carpathian basin. Sometimes taking tribute from both
the Eastern and Western R oman Empires and sometimes fighting them,
Attila led his armies deep into the Balkans, Gaul and Italy, destroying
many cities. Legends about him had started to develop already during
his lifetime. His reign was seen as divinely ordained, with an aim to rule
over the world. His personal centralized power in fact led to the collapse
of Hun power after his death in 453. Both internal rivalries and external
enemies put an end to Hun rule, and the Huns were dispersed and
disappeared from the Carpathian basin.’

3 Visy, ed., Hungarian Archaeology, 280—91; Téth, ‘Das Christentum’, 257—60; Gaspar,
Christianity, 53—8.

® Christopher Kelly, Attila the Hun: Barbarian Terror and the Fall of the Roman Empire
(London, 2009); Visy, ed., Hungarian Archaeology, 284—7; Wolfram, The Roman
Empire, 123—44.
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In the 450s, Ostrogoths obtained Pannonia, settled there either by
the Huns or through an alliance with the Eastern Roman emperor.
The rest of the Carpathian basin was inhabited by Sarmatians and
Germanic groups. In 473, the Ostrogoths left. Prolonged warfare and
frequent changes in the balance of power brought parts of the
Carpathian basin under the rule of a variety of warrior groupings,
including Gepids and Langobards over the next hundred years.”

The Bohemian basin and the Morava and Dyja Valleys with adjacent
territories (later Bohemia and Moravia)

The first traces of human inhabitants in the Czech Valley were dated
to the oldest Palaeolitic era (2.5 million—750,000 BCE). The oldest
stone tools were found on the Zlaty Kopec (Golden Hill) near
Prezletice. Various stone tools have been found in other locations
also: Beroun-Dalnice, Suchodol, Cakovice. Several places inhabited
by Homo erectus (ergaster) from the period of the dominance of
Acheulean tools (750,000—250,000 BCE) were found during
excavations in Pise¢ny Vrch, Becov (both in the Czech Valley) and
Stranska Skala (Moravia). The first artefacts linked to the activity of
Homo sapiens sapiens were dated between 40,000 and 12,000 BCE. The
most famous of these were finds of settlement and burial areas in
Moravia (Pfedmosti u Pferova, Dolni Véstonice, Pavlov, Petrkovice,
30,000—25,000 BCE).

Palaeolithic hunters left not only their tools but also elements of
their symbolic culture, among them small statues traditionally called
Venus and representations of animals made of mammoth tusks. As a
result of worsening climatic conditions, during the period 20,000—
15,000 BCE population density became sparse. That changed ¢. 5500—
4900 BCE. From this period artefacts of Western Linear Pottery have
been found in Bohemia and Moravia. The number of inhabitants
started growing with the spread of new agricultural techniques
¢. 35002000 BCE (the wheel, the lister or sulky plough, cattle
breeding). From that time, finds belonging to a large number of
different archaeological cultures were identified in Bohemia and

7 Visy, ed., Hungarian Archaeology, 283—301; Peter Heather, Goths and Romans,
332—489 (Oxford, 1991), 225—93; Heather, The Goths (Oxford, 1996), 116—23,
151—61; Florin Curta, Southeastern Europe in the Middle Ages (Cambridge, 20006),
ch. 1; Wolfram, The Roman Empire, 140, 194—9, 279, 281—5.
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Moravia. Widespread European cultural formations were present
(Globular Amphora Culture, Corded Ware Culture, Bell-Beaker
Culture) as well as more regional cultures (Lengyel Culture). Some
archaeologists argue that although some elements of material culture
changed as a result of cultural exchange with the West, structures
more important for social identity (for example, burial rites, symbolic
culture, settlement areas etc.) developed constantly based on local
circumstances without visible breaks or deep changes (this was
possibly the case of the passage from Corded Ware Culture to
Bell-Beaker Culture). From the Neolithic era rondel enclosures
survive, built ¢. 4900—4200 BCE by people of Moravian Painted
Ceramic Culture. Their function is debatable; most archaeologists
argued that they were places of cult.®

Since ¢. 2000 BCE bronze metallurgy was known in the Czech
Valley. Ore-mining and metallurgy led to the differentiation of social
status, and to specialization in occupations related to crafts. Czech
archaeologists argued that hierarchically organized societies with sun
cults existed, with a ‘nobility’ on top, whose members had burials
with expensive furnishing. As before, a wide range of cultures is well
attested, among them, the Unetice Culture, widely known in
Europe, and two local cultures for Bohemia and Moravia: the
Veterov-Mad’arovce Culture and Knoviz Culture with elements of
cannibalism in the latter. With the start of the Iron Age (c. 800 BCE),
archaeological finds become more homogeneous and belong to the
Halstatt Culture, widespread in Europe, although with characteristic
local variants (Halstatt Tumulus Culture, Bylany Culture).

Celts arrived in the Czech Valley in the second half of the fifth
century BCE. From the Celtic tribal name ‘Boii’ the land was called
‘Boiohemum’. Apart from the Boii, the most influential Celtic tribe
was the Volcae Tectosagi, who lived in Moravia. Both tribes, together
with Danubian Celts, controlled trade between the Mediterranean

8 Space in Prehistoric Bohemia, ed. Evien Nestupny (Prague, 1998); J. Kopacz and
Lubomir Sebela, ‘Moravia at the turn of Stone and Bronze Ages in the light of stone
material’, in A Tuming of Ages: Jubilee Book Dedicated to Professor Jan Machnik on His
Seventieth Anniversary (Cracow, 2000), 313—35; E. Nestupny, ‘Community areas of
prehistoric farmers in Bohemia’, Antiquitas 65 (1991), 326—31; Jan Turek and
Jaroslav Peska, ‘Bell Beaker settlement pattern in Bohemia and Moravia’, in Bell
Beakers Today: Pottery, People, Culture, Symbols in Prehistoric Europe. Proceedings of the
International  Colloquium, Riva del Garda (Trento, Italy), 11—16 May 1998, ed.
Franco Nicolis (Trento, 2001), 411—28.
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world and the Germans. From the middle of the second century BCE
until 50 BCE Bohemian and Moravian Celts migrated towards the
south-west, fighting with the R omans, and ultimately settled down in
Gaul. Their place was taken by Germans, Marcomans with their
famous king Marobud (35 BCE—37 CE). Although part of the tribe
wandered towards Rome during the first century, they lived in
Bohemia until the middle of the fifth century. Besides artefacts
characteristic of German culture, elements of Przeworsk Culture,
developed in what today are the southern regions of Poland, were
identified. They are dated to the second century in Bohemia and to
much earlier times, ¢. 0 BCE, in Moravia.

The fifth century was the time of great population mobility.
Germans left Bohemia and Moravia, partly with Alans and Vandals
¢. 4006, partly with Marcomans through 450. In Moravia, after the Hun
raids, populations with a culture characteristic of Danubian territories
settled. The German tribe of Heruli lived in southern areas of
Moravia, but they were defeated and absorbed at the beginning of
the sixth century by Longobards. In the Bohemian basin from the
beginning of the fifth century members of the so-called Vinafice
formation dominated, whose culture had many elements in common
with that of the Huns (for example, burials of warriors with horses). At
the end of the fifth century and beginning of the sixth centuries
Longobards arrived through the Laba Valley in Bohemia and settled
down in the south of the region. Soon, around the middle of the sixth
century, they moved farther south, towards the Danube and Rome.
Then the time of the Slavs began.’

The lands between the Carpathian Mountains, the Baltic Sea
and the Oder and Bug Rivers (later Poland)

The first stone tools and settlement traces related to the activity of
Homo erectus on the territory of what today is Poland appeared in
500,000 (Trzebnica) and 440,000—370,000 (Rusko) BCE. Inhabitants

' Pravéké déjiny Cech, ed. R. Pleiner and A. Rybova (Prague, 1978), is outdated. The
most comprehensive and reliable synthesis is Archeologie pravékych Cech, vols. 1-VIII (11,
Slavomil Vencl and Jan Fridrich, Paleolit a mezolit; 1II, Ivan Pavld and Marie
Zapotocka, Neolit; IV, Miroslav Dobes, Evzen Neustupny, Jan Turek and Milan
Zapotocky, Eneolit; V, Lubos Jiran, Doba bronzova; V1, Natalie Venclova and Petr
Drda, Doba halstatska; VII, Natalie Venclova and Petr Drda and Doba laténska; VIII,

Vladimir Sala¢ and Eduard Droberjar, Doba fimskda a st¢hovani narodit) (Prague, 2007-8).
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of the southern parts of Poland used stone tools typical of the eastern
zone of the Acheulean Culture. After the period of glaciation, Homo
neandertalis arrived. The first location with their characteristic stone
tools is in Racibérz-Studzienna, dated to 220,000 BCE. In several
other locations in southern Poland archaeologists have excavated not
only tools but also remains of fireplaces and traces of hunting activity.
In the Paradise Cavern (Jaskinia Raj) 300 reindeer antlers were found.
Archaeologists argue that they were used to build a fence against wild
animals in front of the cave entrance. During the cave excavations
pigments supposedly used for body paintings were also found
(70,000—60,000 BCE). The Neandertalis settlement lasted in the lands
of Poland until the next glaciation (42,000—40,000 BCE).

After the end of the glaciation (c. 40,000 BCE) the first groups of
Homo sapiens sapiens appeared alongside the remaining Homo neander-
talis settlement. From 10,000 BCE inhabitants lived as hunters and
gatherers in small groups, and produced tools of stone and hormn.
Larger groups of hunters appeared as the climate changed, starting in
the eastern and central parts on wide grasslands and tundra territories.
As a consequence of climate change, reindeer wandered through the
land. From s400 BCE a relatively stable settlement organization
(wooden long houses instead of leather huts, in settlements
inhabitated by a population of 40—100 people) appeared, along with
traces of agriculture and animal breeding (including cattle, sheep,
goats and pigs), which weakened the role of hunting and gathering.
Their material culture was that of Western Linear Pottery. Settlement
of this type started on the southern border of Poland, in Silesia and
Lesser Poland ¢. 5,400 BCE and then expanded towards Greater
Poland and Kuyavia, finally crossing the Rivers Bug and San.
Around 4900—4800 BCE people using elements of Lengyel Culture
appeared on the southern borders of Poland. Researchers believe that
they arrived from the Carpathian basin. Their cultural patterns
resemble those known from Bohemia and Moravia, including the
building of rondel settlements and using cultic artefacts similar to
Bohemian ones.

The Eneolithic era began in Poland ¢. 4100/3800 BCE when the
first copper tools were made. New technologies spread over Polish
lands until 3200/3000 BCE. The most characteristic material culture
of the period was that of the Funnel Beaker Culture. Apart from
ochre- and flint-mining and bronze metallurgy, the use of wheels in
the economy and four-wheeled cattle-drawn carriages were also
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among technological novelties. The differentiation of functions
between settlements was typical of the period. Cultic rituals were
developed. On the territory of what is today Kuyavia, megalithic
constructions with burials were built. With time cultural differentiation
among regions started; the influence of other cultures and economic
practices (e.g., people of the Globular Amphora Culture who were
mostly shepherds) sped up the process. Around 2300 BCE bearers of the
Unétice Culture appeared in southern Poland and the Bronze Age
started. Apart from tools and cultic artefacts, a growing number of
weapons made of bronze changed the patterns of social life. When
Lusatian Culture dominated (¢. 1550—s00 BCE), strongly fortified
settlements were built all over the land under its influence. Bronze
jewellery became increasingly popular. From 8oo BCE, iron was used
by Lusatian Culture people, although iron metallurgy did not exist.
Trade and subsequent contacts with the Halstatt Culture changed the
Lusatian Culture. Difterent regional cultural groups emerged, among
other places, in Silesia, Greater Poland, Pomerania and south-eastern
Poland. They differed mainly in pottery and iron adornments, but
also in the characteristics of their strongholds (location, strength of
fortification, number and size of large, wooden houses inside the
stronghold). Scythian raids in ¢. 520—450 BCE destroyed what at the
time was the wealthiest Silesian group of the Lusatian Culture. But
other branches of the culture continued to exist and evolve.

During the fourth century BCE the Lusatian Culture disappeared.
It was replaced by the Pomeranian Culture in the northern and central
provinces of later Poland and the La Téne Culture in the southern
regions. Artefacts related to the La Téne Culture from the borderlands
between Silesia and Lesser Poland suggest strong contacts with the
Boii tribe inhabiting the Czech Valley. The Celtic culture in Lesser
Poland was also influenced by the local Przeworsk Culture. The latter
developed in the third century BCE and lasted until the middle of the
fifth century CE. It shaped the life of people living in southern and
central parts of Poland. Beginning in the first century Germanic tribes
of Vandals and Burgunds inhabited southern regions of Poland,
accepting the patterns of Przeworsk Culture. In Eastern Pomerania,
tribes of Goths and Gepids settled during the first century, developing
the Wielbark Culture. Goths conquered Kuyavia, Greater Poland
and Moravia, wandering towards the south and ending their migra-
tion at the Black Sea. Soon Gepid tribes went the same direction.
After the Hun invasion in the last quarter of the fourth century, the
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majority — but not all — of Germanic settlers left the territory of
Poland. Their place would be taken by Slavs."®

THE AVAR EMPIRE

The Avars, a military confederation made up of many different
separate groups, were the next rulers of the region."" Although
generations of scholars have tried to establish the ethnic make-up of
the Avars, Walter Pohl summarized the futility of such an under-
taking: ‘we only know that they carried an ancient, very prestigious
name ... and we may assume that they were a very mixed group of
warriors’.'> The Avars fled from Central Asia when more powerful
warriors conquered the steppe, and entered into an agreement with
the Roman emperor Justinian to serve the Empire in return for
payment. On the basis of the wealth provided by Roman payments,
and military victories over various nomad groups, Khagan Bayan and
his successors built up and maintained their military following, and
gained supremacy over the various nomad groups on the steppes
north of the Black Sea.

From a position of strength, and unable to move south of the
Danube because of Byzantine opposition, the Avars allied with the
Lombards, defeated the Gepids and conquered the Carpathian basin
in 568. The Avars ravaged the Balkan lands of the Byzantine Empire,
and captured Sirmium. They were paid an annual tribute in gold to
ensure the peace, and at times fought in the employ of Byzantium.
The khagan and a small elite ruled the Avar Khaganate. There was no
‘ethnic’ base to this polity; the groups included under the designation

' Pradzieje i wezesne Sredniowiecze Matopolski: przewodnik po wystawie, katalog zabytkéw/
Prehistory and Early Middle Ages of Little Poland: Exhibition Guide and Catalogue, ed.
Jacek Rydzewski (Cracow, 2005); Pradzieje Wielkopolski od epoki kamienia do
Sredniowiecza, ed. Michal Kobusiewicz (Poznar, 2008); Pradzieje ziem polskich, ed.
Jerzy Kmiecinski, vol. I, Od paleolitu do srodkowego okresu latetiskiego, part 1, Epoka
kamienia, part 2, Epoka brqzu i poczqtki epoki Zelaza (Warsaw, 1989).
Walter Pohl, Die Awaren. Ein Steppenvolk in Mitteleuropa, 567822 n. Chr. (Munich,
1988); Visy ed., Hungarian Archaeology, 302—12; Curta, Southeastern Europe, 61—9,
75—81, 90—6; M. B. Sz8ke, ‘“The question of continuity in the Carpathian Basin of
the ninth century AD’, Antaeus 19—20 (1990—1), 145—57.
> Walter Pohl, ‘Conceptions of ethnicity in early medieval studies’, in Lester
K. Little and Barbara H. Rosenwein, eds., Debating the Middle Ages: Issues and
Readings (Malden, 1998), 15—24 (at 19).

-
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‘Avar’ changed over time. The Slav presence in the Carpathian basin
also became significant during the Avar period.

Avar military fortunes waned after their failed campaign against
Constantinople in 626. Civil wars followed, and in the end, Bulgars
and Slavs, until then subject to Avar rule, created separate power
centres, although the Avar power centre continued to exist between
the Middle Danube and Tisza Rivers, attested by richly furnished
graves. Based on changes in archaeological finds, some scholars argued
for a major immigration of new peoples (according to one view,
Hungarians; see below) fleeing from the Khazars ¢. 670, and the
creation of a new political and cultural entity in the Late Avar period
from the beginning of the eighth century. Others, however, more
convincingly, argue that internal change rather than the presence of
new ethnic groups is behind the distinctive archaeological finds. Thus
archaeologists have suggested the increasing sedentarization and
growing polarization of society.

In the 790s, Frankish military oftensives, consequent Avar
in-fighting and finally Frankish and Bulgar military victories led to
the collapse of Avar power. According to one view, the remnants of
the Avars continued to occupy the lands east of the Tisza, and
eventually merged into the population under Hungarian dominion
in the tenth century. The inhabitants of the territories of the Avar
Empire were certainly not all physically wiped out with that
Empire’s collapse, but Avar identity was linked to the Khaganate.

With the political failure of the Avar Empire around 800, the
name ‘Avar’ disappeared from the sources in just over two decades.
The western part of the previous Avar Empire was incorporated into
the military frontier system (marches) of the Carolingian Empire,
while south-eastern areas of the defunct realm became part of the
Bulgar Khanate. The exact chronology and extent of Bulgar rule is
debated, but during the ninth century the Khanate incorporated
eastern areas (later southern Transylvania) of the Carpathian basin.
According to some scholars even a part of the Great Plains was
included in the Khanate, but there is no contemporary supporting
evidence for this."?

'3 Curta, Southeastern Europe, 161, 178; Csaba Szalontai, ‘Bolgarok a 9. szizadi Karpat-
medencében?’, in Szabolcs Felfoldi and Balizs Sinkovics, eds., Nomdd
népvandorlasok, magyar honfoglalas (Budapest, 2001), 106—29.
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THE EARLY SLAVS

The network of polities that existed across eastern and central Europe
by the end of the first millennium emerged after several centuries of
dynamic demographic, ethnic and political change. From the tenth
century onwards the region is relatively well described in the
surviving written sources, but our knowledge of the earlier period
remains fragmentary. Little written evidence exists, and archaeologists
struggle to convert a vast amount of excavated data into a historical
narrative. Any attempt to construct a coherent picture of events
before goo must rely on some speculation.

In the sixth and seventh centuries Byzantine observers of the central
European area recorded the presence of Sklavinoi'* in that region.
Slavic material culture is first discerned by archaeologists at the same
time: this new ethnos replaced those cultures that are traditionally
identified with the Germanic peoples. No sources offer specific data
to help explain the mechanisms behind this change in material
cultures.

Such uncertainty allows space for contradictory interpretations,
which typically reflect changes in the geo-political context of the
modern central European nations."> This is especially the case in
Poland. Proponents of the so-called autochthonic theory suggest
that the early Slavs were direct heirs of the earlier central European
populations, which underwent substantial cultural transformation
during the migration period. Those who subscribe to the so-called
allochthonic theory argue that the first Slavs were migrants from the
south-east of the continent, who settled lands that had been earlier
deserted by Germanic inhabitants. The two factions agree only that
no unambiguous archaeological evidence exists for the presence of
Slavs before the middle of the sixth century."®

Any attempt to reconcile these contradictory positions is hindered
by a lack of written records, problems with the chronology of

'* Jordanes, Romana et Getica, MGH 1 (Berlin, 1882), 35.

'S P. Urbariczyk, ‘Political circumstances reflected in post-war Polish archaeology’,
Public Archaeology 1 (2000), 49—56.

' Gerard Labuda, Stowiariszczyzna staroZytna i wezesnosredniowieczna (Poznan, 1998),
11-19; Witold Mariczak, ‘Czy stowiariski Biskupin to naukowa legenda?’, Slavia
Antiqua 38 (1997), 191—4 (here 194); Z. Golab, O pochodzeniu Stowian w swietle
faktéw jezykowych (Krakdw 2004/1992), 363—6 (original publication: The Origins of
the Slavs: A Linguist’s View (Columbus, OH, 1992)).
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linguistic developments and the difficulties of ethnic associations
in archaeological finds. The rapid expansion of Slavdom cannot be
explained by referring only to cultural categories or to demography.
Several recent studies employ a range of methods to reconstruct the
complex process of a new, emerging ethnicity, but remain a source
of debate."”

These controversies do not disguise the remarkable success of early
Slavic culture and language, which expanded over two hundred years
across a vast area of Europe — from the Dnieper to the Alps, from the
Balkans to the Baltic Sea. The inhabitants of this region either brought
with them, or developed locally, an egalitarian social structure; an
unspecialized economic system; a simple material culture that was
characterized by few types of arms and little jewellery; and a ‘single’
language. They brought an unprecedented uniformity to lands that
had previously shown a high degree of cultural difference. People
were making undifterentiated pottery, living in small sunken houses
built either in rows or in a haphazard manner, and they were burying
their dead by cremating them and placing the remains in simple pits
accompanied by very few or no furnishings.

This cultural or ethnic revolution coincided almost exactly with a
period of political domination by the Avars who, having invaded the
Carpathian basin in 5§68, achieved political dominance over the region
for almost two hundred and fifty years. Therefore the highly milita-
rized nomads and sedentary agriculturalists could have established a
system of collaboration that had taken shape already during the time
of the Avars’ presence in the east European steppe zone. The new
empire, ruled from the centre located in the plains area, might have
achieved stability by simultaneously supplying the militarized nomads
with food and large numbers of untrained soldiers, and the
agriculturalists with security and long-term stability. The expectations
of the two groups allowed the radically different political-economic
models to complement one another, which resulted in a beneficial

'7 Pohl, Die Awaren, 94—127; P. Urbaficzyk, Wiadza i polityka we wezesnym sredniowieczu
(Wroctaw, 2000), 134—9; W. Pohl, ‘Poczatki Stowian: kilka spostrzezen historycz-
nych’, in Nie-Stowianie o poczqtkach Stowian, ed. P. Urbariczyk (Poznan, 2006), 1126
(here 21—5); Paul Barford, The Early Slavs (London, 2001); Sebastian Brather,
Archéologie der westlichen Slawen. Siedlung, Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft im friih- und
hochmittelalterlichen Ostmitteleuropa (Berlin, 2001); F. Curta, The Making of the Slavs:
History and Archaeology of the Lower Danube Region c. 500—700 (Cambridge, 200T1).
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and durable coexistence. This system was enforced by the steppe
warriors who, while fewer in number, politically dominated the
agriculturalists."®

There are no direct sources which allow us to study early Avar—
Slavic relations, although some inferences may be drawn from
Byzantine sources. Of particular interest is the only case of a joint
Byzantine—Avar military action in §78." It was directed against the
Slavs who lived east of the Carpathian Mountains. The Avars aimed at
forcing Slavic chieftain Daurentios to acknowledge Khagan Bayan’s
suzerainty and to pay an annual tribute. No battle was necessary; a
demonstration of military superiority was enough to persuade the
Slavs, who took refuge in the woods.”® Avar—Slavic relations centred
not on territorial subordination but on prestige and regular
contributions. The Slavs who fulfilled these expectations could live
with relative freedom and be assured of military protection against
external threats.

The only recorded case of a successful revolt against the Avars took
place in 623, somewhere between the Alps and the Sudeten
Mountains. A charismatic Frankish ‘merchant’, Samo, led ‘sons
of Huns [that is, Avars] and Slavic women’ against both the Avars
and the Franks in 626 and 631, creating an independent enclave
that is misleadingly referred to as ‘Samo’s kingdom’. Despite the
historiographical declarations of its might and large extent, there is
no historical or archaeological evidence that sheds light on the precise
location or size of a short-lived experiment, which did not survive the
death of its leader in 658. No memory of that event survived in later
Slavic records, and there are no accounts of any other successful
military mobilizations.”’

This may be explained by long-term advantages of co-operation
with the nomads. Owing to a simple and self-sufficient economy that

"% P. Urbariczyk, ‘Foreign leaders in early Slavic societies’, in Integration und Herrschaft.

Ethnische Identititen und Soziale Organisation im Friihmittelalter, ed. W. Pohl and

M. Diesenberger (Vienna, 2002), 215—67; P. Brown, The Rise of Western

Christendom (Cambridge, 1996), 126.

Georgios Kardaras, ‘The Byzantine—Avar cooperations against the Slavs (578)’, in

Zbornik na pocest, ed. Jozefa Hosa and J. Zabojnik (Bratislava, 2006), 31-3.

Menander Protector. Historiae Fragmenta, tr., ed. by R. C. Blockley (Liverpool, 1985),

frag. 21, 193—5.

*! Patrick J. Geary, The Myth of Nations: The Medieval Origins of Europe (Princeton,
2002).
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easily adapted to varied geographical conditions, as well as to the
military protection of the Avars, the Slavs permanently settled a
large part of Europe. They would continue to thrive after the defeat
and subsequent implosion of the nomadic empire; at the beginning of
the ninth century they could consider themselves the sole lords over
a quarter of the continent. With the final defeat of the Avars at the
turn of the ninth century, an aggressive Frankish Empire and the
politically indifferent Slavic masses faced each other along an axis
from the North Sea to the Adriatic. At the same time, both the
Empire and unco-ordinated groups of Slavs were able to expand
successfully in other directions. Charlemagne’s empire occupied an
area stretching from the Pyrenees to the Elbe and from the North Sea
to Rome; the Slavs took lands from the Dnieper to the Elbe and from
the Baltic Sea to the Balkans. While the Franks acquired their share of
the continent with the sword, the Slavs expanded by enlarging their
settlement area and cultural influence. Slavic oral traditions lack the
heroic ethnogenetic legends that were so familiar to the Germanic
peoples. Separate processes led to two distinct organizational and
cultural formations that were stable enough to dominate the history
of a large part of the continent over the following centuries.

A gradual centralization of power took place among the Western
Slavs, that is, those Slavs who lived north of the Middle Danube and
west of the Bug River. The earliest evidence for political consolida-
tion can be found in the Moravian zone, which had mixed traditions
and an Avaro-Slavic elite that is sometimes associated with the
so-called Blatnice—MikulCice style, best known for its characteristic
jewellery.”” The syncretism of this material culture may indicate that
some of the nomads underwent gradual agrarization when mixing
with the Slavs who lived north of the Hungarian plain. That the Avars
disappeared as a political grouping and indeed as a culturally distinct
group from the contemporary chronicles may indicate a rapid
‘Slavicization” by means of a process similar to that which took place
in the late ninth century, when the nomadic Bulgars gave way to a
new Slavic polity that retained the Bulgars’ ethnic name and some
elements of their vocabulary. The Avars’ legacy probably contributed
to the sudden rise to prominence of the Moravians, who were the

** M. Profantova, ‘Blatnicko-mikul¢icky horizont v Cechich: soucasny stav a
problémy’, in Krzysztof Wachowski, ed. Slqsk i Czechy a kultura wielkomorawska
(Wroclaw, 1997), 85—94.
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Avars’ closest neighbours. They had not been mentioned in the
Divisio imperii announced by Louis the Pious in 817 but already five
years later the Frankish Annals record some Moravians who came to
Frankfurt among other envoys of ‘Eastern Slavs’ (‘orientalium
Sclavorum’) with gifts for the emperor.”?

THE SLAVS AND THE CARPATHIAN BASIN IN THE NINTH
CENTURY: ‘GREAT MORAVIA’

Frankish rulers tried to ensure their control over the central Danubian
basin through both the creation of marches at the edges of the Empire,
and the recognition or installation of client dukes in more distant
areas. A variety of Slavic, and according to some scholars,
Bulgar-Turkic peoples gained political significance in the
Carpathian basin. Several Slavic dukes, who were at the same time
Frankish clients and leaders of war bands, emerged over separate
principalities. Their relations with the Carolingians were invariably
tumultuous: while often benefiting from Frankish backing to gain
power, they equally frequently rebelled against Frankish domination
and tried to create independent power centres and stop payments to
the Franks. Thus Carolingian rulers repeatedly intervened over the
course of the ninth century, trying to establish more loyal client dukes
in the various principalities.

Already in 818, one of the dukes, Liudewit, on the Sava river, in
Lower Pannonia, revolted, and Carolingian expeditions were sent to
quash the rebellion over a period of several years. In the aftermath of
this revolt, to ensure Frankish domination more eftectively, the east-
ern marches were reorganized in the years around 830. According to
some historians, the main impetus for the reorganization came from
Bulgar victories in the region, according to others, from Frankish
in-fighting. Louis the German established the Slavic ruler Pribina
(or Priwina, d. 861), who swore fidelity to him, in Lower Pannonia,
from Lake Balaton to the confluence of the Drava (Drau) and the
Danube (c. 838). According to some, Pribina’s seat had been previously
in Nitra (today in Slovakia), until 833 when the Moravian ruler
Mojmir (Moimir, before 833—46) expelled him and conquered his
lands, but others dispute this and suggest another Pannonian area as

23 Annales regni Francorum, ed. F. Kurze, MGH, Series Scriptores (henceforth SS) 6
(Hanover, 1985), a. 822.
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Pribina’s previous seat. Between losing that and receiving his new seat
from Louis, Pribina was involved in local power struggles. Baptized
some years previously on Louis’s orders, Pribina introduced
Christianity to his lands. He and his son Kocel (or Chezil, ¢. 861—
870s) had their centre at Mosaburg (Zalavar, Moosburg). Whether
they were counts over a Frankish border county or client rulers of the
Franks beyond the Frankish march is unresolved. The territory came
under the rule of Arnulf of Carinthia after either Kocel’s death or his
removal c. 874.%*

The Moravians appear in the sources in 822. The Slav Mojmir created
a new centre of power, ‘Great Moravia’. The name ‘Great Moravia’
(‘Megale Moravia’) occurs only in Constantine Porphyrogenitus’s
(913—59) De administrando imperio, and has been variously interpreted as
meaning ‘further away’ geographically from the Byzantine perspective,
or ‘old’, that is, ‘former’, no longer in existence (because Constantine
wrote about Great Moravia after it ceased to exist).>* Modern nationalist
interpretations of the name as an empire have been completely
discredited by scholarship.

The location where this newly prominent polity lay is usually
understood to be north of the Danube, with its central areas on the
two sides of the Morava River. This view has been challenged by
some historians. They advanced arguments in favour of a location
south of the Danube in Pannonia and near the southern Morava
River, but many of these have been effectively countered.*® Both

** Visy, ed., Hungarian Archaeology, 312—17; Eric J. Goldberg, Struggle for Empire:
Kingship and Conflict under Louis the German 817—876 (Ithaca and London, 2006),
83—s; “The Land of Nitra’, in Alfried Wieczorek and Hans-Martin Hinz, eds.,
Europe’s  Centre  around AD  1000: Catalogue  (Stuttgart, 2000), $I—4;
Herwig Wolfram, Grenzen und Raume. Geschichte Osterreichs vor seiner Entstehung,
378—-907 (Vienna, 1995) (also relevant for the following section).

Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De administrando imperio, ed. Gyula Moravcsik, tr.
R.]J. H. Jenkins, new rev. edn (Washington, DC, 1967), chap. 13, pp. 64—5, chap.
38, pp. 172—3, chap. 40, pp. 176—7. See also chap. 41, pp. 180—1 (Moravia).

Imre Boba, Moravia’s History Reconsidered: A Reinterpretation of Medieval Sources (The
Hague, 1971); Charles R. Bowlus, Franks, Moravians, and Magyars: The Struggle for
the Middle Danube 788—907 (Philadelphia, 1995); Martin Eggers, Das ‘Grofimdhrische
Reich’. Realitit oder Fiktion? Eine Neuinterpretation der Quellen zur Geschichte des
mittleren Donauraumes im 9. Jahrhundert (Stuttgart, 1995); see also Curta, Southeastern
Europe, 127, n. 39. For a summary of counter-arguments, see Herwig Wolfram,
‘Moravien — Mihren oder nicht?,” in Svdtopluk 894—1994, ed. Richard Marsina and
Alexander Ruttkay (Nitra, 1997), 235—45.
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Sirmium (Sremska Mitrovica) and Marosvar (Csanad, modern Cenad
in Romania) have been proposed as the centre of a southern Moravia.
Some even claim the existence of two Moravias, one north of the
Danube and the other east of it and on the Lower Danube from the
southern Morava River to the Drina.?” The archaeological evidence,
however, backs the northern thesis: strongholds appearing around 8oo
such as Mikulcice and Staré Mésto, objects proving Carolingian
influence, as well as a strong warrior culture, combined with objects
associated to the Byzantine form of Christianity. Although it has been
suggested that the appearance of these forts was a result of Moravia’s
north-west expansion from a southern power base, the archaeological
evidence of the southern areas does not support the existence of
a strong centre of power there in the ninth century. The interpreta-
tion of the written evidence provided by Frankish sources continues
to be debated.”®

Throughout its existence, Great Moravia was in an uneasy
relationship with the Eastern Franks.” Frankish rulers repeatedly
intervened in Moravia, but Moravian rulers were also powerful
enough to help East Frankish rebels. Mojmir’s conflict with Louis
the German ended in the former’s expulsion; Louis installed Mojmir’s
nephew, Rostislav (Rastislav, Rastiz), as ruler in 846. After a
tumultuous rule during which he opposed Louis several times, includ-
ing backing Louis’s son Carloman in a revolt against his father,
Rostislav  was captured and blinded, and his own nephew,
Svatopluk (Zwentibald, d. 894), who had already ruled his own
principality and swore loyalty to Carloman, was installed; Svatopluk
then united the previously separate duchies (c. 871). Under his rule,
Moravia reached its apogee. Years of warfare with the Franks ended in
874 (the peace in Forchheim) with Frankish recognition of Svatopluk.

*7 For example, Toru Senga, ‘La situation géographique de la Grande-Moravie et les

Hongrois conquérants’, Jahrbiicher fiir Geschichte Osteuropas n.s. 30, 4 (1982), §33—40;

Bowlus, Franks, Moravians, 11—12.

Recently archaeologists as well as historians have contributed to this debate in the

special issue of Early Medieval Europe 17, 3 (2009), with a list of previous articles on

the topic.

> Bowlus, Franks, Moravians; Dusan Ttestik et al., ‘Moravia’, in Alfried Wieczorek
and Hans-Martin Hinz, eds., Europe’s Centre around AD 1000: Handbook (Stuttgart,
2000), 191—214; on finds, see ‘Great Moravia: an early Slav polity’, in Wieczorek
and Hinz, eds., Europe’s Centre: Catalogue, 65—71.
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Military hostility with the Eastern Franks (involvement in war
against margraves) continued to alternate with periods of peace.
Svatopluk controlled, at the height of his power in the second half
of the 880s, most of the central Danubian basin. Nonetheless, the
exact territories under Svatopluk’s rule and the period during which
he had effective control over them are debated, even discounting the
claim of proponents of the southern Moravia thesis, that southern
territories were the core areas of his realm and that he expanded north
of the Danube, conquering Nitra after 871. Some scholars argue
that Svatopluk (or even Rostislav) conquered the southern areas,
including all or part of Pannonia. Others warn against conceiving of
Moravia as a state with core areas or clear-cut boundaries, as it never
achieved that level of development. Sometime before 890, Svatopluk
gained the royal title. Already towards the end of Svatopluk’s life
in 892, Arnulf (877—99), after consolidating his position as East
Frankish king, and relying on Hungarian warriors, started a successful
attack against Moravia. After Svatopluk’s death, internal rivalry as well
as attacks from the outside weakened Moravia further. In 906,
Hungarian military victory put an end to the Moravian polity,
which was divided between the Hungarians, the Ostmark and
the Bohemians.

Christianity was reintroduced to Pannonia and Moravia in the
ninth century. The few local Christian communities that survived
until the 630s do not seem to have continued beyond that time.
Frankish overlordship and influence included the spread of the Latin
form of Christianity to Pannonia. The diocese of Salzburg (archdio-
cese from 798), whose missionary work Pribina had encouraged, and
the bishopric of Passau claimed ecclesiastical rights over the territory.
No independent ecclesiastical structure was established. From the
time of Pribina, rulers as well as landowners established many
churches, as in Zalavar. Four of these have been excavated, one
wooden and three stone churches. One, later the church of the
Benedictine monastery of St Adorjan, was built in the middle of the
ninth century at the seat of Pribina and Kocel. Christian cemeteries,
one of them showing continuity of use between the ninth century and
the Arpad age, have also been found. Moravia under Mojmir turned
to the Eastern Frankish Empire, and the Moravians were baptized in
831 by clergy from the bishopric of Passau, suffragan of Salzburg.
Nevertheless, archaeological evidence shows that the pagan sanctuary
in the main Moravian stronghold, Mikuldice, continued in
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uninterrupted use. Elsewhere, archaeological evidence also points to a
parallel existence of pagan cult sites and Christian churches. Several
contemporary authors reproached the Moravians for continuing
pre-Christian practices. Ecclesiastically, Moravia was subject to the
bishop of Passau, who sent missions there. But then Rostislav
requested teachers from Byzantium c¢. 862; his aims according to
some scholars were political, to establish independence from the
Franks. This turn to Byzantium is prominent in the argument for a
southern Moravian polity, but it is not decisive, both because the lands
the missionaries traversed to get to Moravia in the north were not
under firm Frankish control, and no prohibition existed against clerics
from Byantium proselytizing in western lands.

The brothers Constantine (Cyril) and Methodius were dispatched to
Moravia (863). They were to train pupils who could be ordained priests.
To facilitate this teaching, the brothers used the local language. They
created a new script that eventually came to be called Glagolitic, and
translated religious texts into Old Church Slavonic, a literary language
probably based on the Macedonian dialect. After a few years, the
brothers went to Rome, to the pope, whence Methodius returned
by papal commission to Kocel’s court in Pannonia. In 869 at Kocel’s
request to elevate Methodius to episcopal rank, Pope Hadran II
consecrated him archbishop of Sirmium (with authority over the realms
of Rostislav, Svatopluk and Kocel). In 870, however, Methodius,
whose archbishopric threatened the ecclesiastical jurisdiction of
Salzburg, was taken captive by the Franks and imprisoned.

To prove the ecclesiastical claims of the archbishopric of Salzburg
against such contestation, the Conversio Bagoariorum et Carantanorum,
written ¢. 870 extolled the archbishopric’s missionary successes in the
area. Due to Svatopluk’s victories over the Franks, and pressure from
the newly elected Pope John VIII, Methodius was released and
reinstated in 874 as metropolitan of Pannonia. Proponents of the
southern location of Moravia see a correspondence between
Methodius’s archbishopric and Svatopluk’s realm, the former
reinforcing the ruler’s independence. Those upholding Moravia’s
northern location hypothesize that the pope transterred Methodius’s
title to Svatopluk’s realm north of the Danube, or argue that the see of
Sirmium was used in reference to an ancient archdiocese in order to
buttress Methodius’s rights against Salzburg, without concern for
political geography. Although Methodius gained papal approval, the
resistance of Bavarian bishops, notably Wiching (his own suftragan
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and bishop of Nitra), continued. After Methodius’s death in 885 even
his disciples were forced to leave Moravia, and the use of Slavonic
liturgy was forbidden.*®

HUNGARIAN ‘PRE-HISTORY OR ‘ETHNOGENESIS ?

Traditional histories give an account of the emergence and migration of
the Hungarians going back to the first millennium BCE. This story,
however, lacks a firm basis in evidence. National historiographies
created the story of origins, tracing a people back to its supposed cradle,
from which it migrated while retaining its ethnicity intact. It is now
widely accepted that such stories are more akin to myth-making than to
history-writing. The growing criticism of the methodology of auto-
matically equating types of finds with ethnic groups, and of the attempt
to identify fixed ethnicity behind early medieval terminology has led to
a re-evaluation of much of the history of the early Middle Ages.*'

Written sources provide evidence only from around the middle of
the ninth century, apart from fanciful guesswork that certain ethno-
nyms or even rulers that appear in earlier written evidence refer to the
Hungarians (just to give some examples: Strabo’s Ugroi or a people
that appear in Byzantine, Muslim and Armenian sources as Saviroi,
Jordanes’s Hunugurs of the steppe in the middle of the sixth century,
and a ruler called Mouageris who is mentioned by a Byzantine source
for the year §27).3* The Hungarians’ self-designation, Magyar, seems
to be first attested by Muslim sources of the ninth century.

3° Pritz Losek, ed., Die Conversio Bagoariorum et Carantanorum und der Brief des
Erzbischofs Theotmar von Salzburg, MGH Studien und Texte (Hanover, 1997);
Herwig Wolfram, Salzburg, Bayern, Osterreich. Die Conversio Bagoariorum et
Carantanorum und die Quellen ihrer Zeit (Vienna and Munich, 1995); Wolfram,
Conversio Bagoariorum et Carantanorum. Das Weissbuch der Salzburger Kirche iiber die
Erfolgreiche Mission in Karantanien und Pannonien (Vienna and Cologne, 1979); Petr
Sommer, Dusan Trestik, Josef Zemlicka and Zoé Opacié, ‘Bohemia and Moravia’,
in N. Berend, ed., Christianization and the Rise of Christian Monarchy, 214—62; see
214-17, 219—25; Béla Miklés Szdke, ‘The Carolingian Civitas Mosapurc
(Zalavar)’, in Wieczorek and Hinz, eds., Europe’s Centre: Handbook, 140—2;
‘Christianisation’, in Wieczorek and Hinz, eds., Europe’s Centre: Catalogue, 72—7.

3" E.g. Walter Pohl and Helmut Reimitz, Strategies of Distinction: The Construction of
Ethnic Communities, 300800 (Leiden, 1998); Andrew Gillett, ed., On Barbarian
Identity: Critical Approaches to Ethnicity in the Early Middle Ages (Turnhout, 2002),
with a detailed bibliography of earlier literature; Pohl, ‘Conceptions of ethnicity’.

3% Gyula Kristd, Hungarian History in the Ninth Century (Szeged, 1996), 7—14.
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What is usually called ‘Hungarian pre-history’, that is, the history of
the ‘ancient Hungarians’ up to their arrival in the Carpathian basin, is
thus a tenuous construct based on linguistics, folklore analogies,
archaeology and later written evidence. None of these, however,
can offer certainties; on the contrary, often hypotheses from one
discipline are joined to hypotheses from another to reach ‘“firm’
conclusions. The underlying framework is a Romantic nationalist
one. It is based on the premise that the Hungarians, as a people,
existed for about two thousand years before their arrival and settle-
ment in the Carpathian basin. As much recent work has demonstrated
for a variety of peoples of early medieval Europe, the formation of a
people is not the same as the continuity of bloodlines; early medieval
‘ethnicity’ was based on political affiliation and not genetics.*?

Substituting ethnogenesis for ‘Hungarian pre-history’ at least
underlines that the formation of the people was a process. One
should beware, however, of simply using ‘ethnogenesis’ instead of
‘pre-history’ to designate the same idea, that is, that some core group,
the ‘ancient Hungarians” have existed for almost two thousand years
before they migrated from the east and settled in the Carpathian basin.
Nor do I wish to use ‘ethnogenesis’ to refer to any particular theory or
imply any particular content, form or procedure in the formation of a
people. The process can also be designated as one of Hungarian
identity-formation. My main point is that the ‘Hungarians’ did not
exist as a discrete ethnic group or people for hundreds, let alone
thousands, of years prior to their settlement in the Carpathian basin.
Through processes we cannot adequately grasp for a lack of sources,
Hungarians as a people emerged by the ninth century, although not as
a rigidly defined, closed group: many other ethnically and linguisti-
cally divergent peoples were subsequently incorporated and became

part of ‘the Hungarian people’.**

33 From the growing literature especially relevant for non-Germanic ‘ethnogenesis’,
see Gillett, On Barbarian Identity; Geary, The Myth of Nations; Curta, The Making
of the Slavs; Ildar Garipzanov, Patrick Geary and Przemystaw Urbariczyk, eds.,
Franks, Northmen, and Slavs: Identities and State Formation in Early Medieval Europe
(Turnhout, 2008).

For a criticism of ethnogenesis theory used for the Germanic peoples of the early
Middle Ages, see Charles R. Bowlus, ‘Ethnogenesis: the tyranny of a concept’, in
Gillett, ed., On Barbarian Identity, 241—56. On terminology, see Walter Pohl,
‘Archaeology of identity: introduction’, in Pohl and Mathias Mehofer, eds.,
Archaeology of Identity / Archiologie der identitit (Vienna, 2010), 9—23.
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The traditional approach to the origin of the Hungarians as a people
is tied to linguistics. Linguists classify Hungarian as part of the Ugric
language group within the Uralic language family. The emancipation
of the Hungarian language (and thus, according to many scholars,
of the Hungarian people) from the Finno-Ugric group supposedly
happened in the first half of the first millennium BCE. According to
this line of thought, the Hungarians, after detaching themselves from
the other Finno-Permic and Ugric (Khanty and Mansi) groups, came
under the influence of Turkic peoples of the steppe, which resulted,
among other things, in linguistic borrowings. An equally old
counter-thesis held that the Hungarians were Turkic in origin, like
many other peoples of the steppe. Both views garnered ideological
support: late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century nationalists
found an association with peoples ‘smelling of fish’ demeaning, and
warrior rather than fishing—gathering ancestors more desirable, while
to be related to peoples in the Soviet Union was advantageous when
Hungary was part of the Soviet bloc. Debates about origins, tied to
national pride, far from being dead among Hungarians, are flourishing
again, increasingly independently of scientific considerations.

Linguists used to suppose the existence of a Uralo-Altaic family of
languages. From the second half of the twentieth century, many
linguists rejected the viability of an Altaic group, or the relationship
between Uralic and Altaic. Others then revived the notion of a
language group including these or even more languages. The question
revolves around determining the genetic relationship between
languages versus influence and borrowing. Recently, a linguist with
no nationalist feelings at stake concluded that correlations between
Hungarian and Ugric/Finnic languages are no stronger than between
Hungarian and Turkic languages; linguistic correlations span a wide
Eurasiatic area. Her conclusion, that there is no Uralic language
family, has had a sharply critical reception among linguists.**

35 Angela Marcantonio, The Uralic Language Family: Facts, Myths and Statistics
(Oxford, 2002); Marcantonio, “What is the linguistic evidence to support the
Uralic theory or theories?’, Linguistica Uralica 40, 1 (2004), 40—5. Reviews of her
book can be found in, e.g., Ante Aikio, ‘Angela Marcantonio, The Uralic Language
Family: Facts, Myths and Statistics’, Word — Journal of the International Linguistic
Association (2003), issue 3, 401—12; Merlijn De Smit, ‘Angela Marcantonio, The
Uralic Language Family: Facts, Myths and Statistics’, Linguistica Uralica 39, 1 (2003),
§7—67; Marianne Bakr6-Nagy, ‘Az irastudok felelSssége: Angela Marcantonio, The
Uralic Language Family: Facts, Myths and Statistics’, Nyelvtudomanyi Kozlemények 100
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Traditional accounts, then, trace the emergence of the Hungarians
from the Uralic group and their migration. Usually they situate the
original ‘homeland’ (Urheimat) of the Uralic group on the eastern side of
the Ural Mountains. From this conglomeration of peoples ‘the ancient
Hungarians’ supposedly moved away to a new area and thus appeared as
a separate people. This emergence of the Hungarians from other
Finno-Ugric groups is localized south of the east Uralian Urheimat: by
some in the area around the confluence of the Rivers Volga and Kama,
by others east of the Ural River (north of the Caspian Sea and Lake
Aral). The Hungarians then migrated westwards, while some people
joined them and others were detached. Scholars have speculated about
the route and chronology of their migrations, about the ethnogenesis of
the Hungarians and their social and political structure, with widely
varied results.*® Although it has already been convincingly argued that
a ‘Hungarian people’ existed only from the eighth or ninth centuries,
many Hungarian scholars claim that such a people emerged much
earlier, even as early as 1000 BCE.?’

Linguists have identified Iranian, Turkic and Slavic influences
(borrowing, and the development of common structures due to
lengthy periods of coexistence) on the Hungarian language.
Linguistic analysis also provided the basis for arguments about ancient
vocabulary and the time periods when certain loan-words entered the
language. These, in turn, were the foundation for opinions about the

(2003), 46-63. See also Laszl6 Kovacs and Laszlo Veszprémy, eds., Honfoglalas és
nyelvészet (Budapest, 1997); Enikd Szij, ‘Research on the prehistory of the
Hungarians and Finno-Ugric Studies’, and Laszlé6 Honti, ‘Research on the pre-
history of the Hungarian language’, both with extensive bibliographies, in Balazs
Gusztav Mende, ed., Research on the Prehistory of the Hungarians: A Review, Varia
Archaeologica Hungarica 18 (Budapest, 2005), 115—56, 157—69.

Antal Bartha, A magyar nép Gstorténete (Budapest, 1988); Andris Roéna-Tas,
Hungarians and Europe in the Early Middle Ages: An Introduction to Early Hungarian
History (Budapest, 1999), chs. 6—7; Gyula Kristd, A Karpdt-medence és a magyarsag
régmitltja (1301-ig) (Szeged, 1993), 41—74; Kristd, Hungarian History in the Ninth
Century; Istvin Zimonyi, ‘The state of the research on the prehistory of the
Hungarians: historiography (Oriental sources, history of the steppe)’, in Mende,
ed., Research on the Prehistory of the Hungarians, 87—102. Short comments by Istvan
Visary and Ferenc Makk can be found in Mende, Research on the Prehistory of the
Hungarians, 103—9, 111—14; see also Istvin Vasary, Magyar Gshazdk és magyar
Ostorténészek (Budapest, 2008). Voluminous earlier literature can be found in
these works.

For the eighth to ninth centuries, see Jend Szdcs, A magyar nemzeti tudat kialakulasa
(Szeged, 1992). For early dating, see Rona-Tas, Hungarians and Europe, 319;
Gibor Vékony, Magyar Sstorténet — magyar honfoglalas (Budapest, 2002), 92—3.



Hungarian ‘pre-history’ or ‘ethnogenesis’? 65

location of the ‘ancient Hungarians’ in certain periods, and their
economic practices and religious beliefs. To draw conclusions from
linguistics alone about historical processes is problematic. Often,
linguistic developments cannot be dated with certainty. Linguists
themselves have revised the dating of Turkic influences on the
Hungarian language several times over the past hundred years.
In turn, such datings are used to determine the geographical location
of the ‘ancient Hungarians’ in the corresponding period. One exam-
ple illustrates the impact of the revision of dating: based on traditional
dating, in the late fifth and sixth centuries, the Hungarians moved
from the Volga—Kama region to the Caucasian area; upon
reclassifying the Khazar language as Bulgar-Turk, however,
Hungarians could be localized in that period in any area from the
Volga to the Black Sea.*®

Moreover, although some scholars emphasize that, owing to the
fluidity of group formations, linguistic reconstruction (‘ancient
Hungarian’) does not mean that an ‘ancient Hungarian people’ was
the direct precursor of the historical Hungarians, this distinction
between historical linguistics and ethnohistory often got lost.
Ethnography, providing analogies from Finno-Ugric or Turkic folk-
lore and generalizations about the typology of development (towards
increasingly complex social and economic structures) supplemented
linguistic arguments, but these do not provide secure evidence. The
only certainty that has emerged is that Hungarian-speakers merged
with many other groups by the ninth century.

Archaeology similarly offers no certainties. The inherent difficulties
of the ethnic identification of archaeological material is by now well
known. No archaeological finds can be securely identified as
‘Hungarian’ in any of the areas of the supposed Hungarian migrations,
and archaeological interpretations are often debated. Much of
the excavated material from the supposed Hungarian homelands
is obviously not connected to the Hungarians. Some finds and
archaeological cultures were attributed to proto-Hungarians, only
for the identification to be questioned again. The method of trying
to identify earlier steppe finds as Hungarian based on tenth-century
Carpathian finds has been criticized. Steppe finds that resemble

3% Karoly Czeglédy, Magyar bstorténeti tanulmdnyok (Budapest, 1985), 156—63;
Lajos Ligeti, A magyar nyelv torok kapcsolatai a honfoglalas elétt és az Arpad-korban
(Budapest, 1986); on the Khazar language, see 475—89.
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tenth-century finds from the Carpathian basin used to be dated to a
period before the tenth century and classified as ‘Hungarian’, but accord-
ing to more recent datings, the steppe and Carpathian basin finds are
contemporary, suggesting a typology unconnected to ethnic links.

Certain features, such as partial horse burials, used to be thought of
as ‘Hungarian’, but it has been proven that other steppe peoples used
similar burial styles. Archaeologists have increasingly uncovered broad
regional similarities between Hungarian ornaments of the conquest
age in the Carpathian basin and Bulgar material; the Hungarian finds
have ties much closer to the Bulgar finds than to the eastern ones. A
Mediterranean rather than independent ‘Eastern Steppe’ style char-
acterizes the first generations of Hungarians in the Carpathian basin:
this points to the Black Sea region (whether Crimea, or the Lower
Danube cannot be determined).’® Finally, while some see DNA
analysis as the solution to Hungarian pre-history, biological anthro-
pologists have emphasized the hypothetical nature of conclusions
about Hungarian ethnogenesis based on the analysis of human
remains.*’

Medieval authors had their own ideas about Hungarian
‘pre-history’, which provided the basis for the development in

3% On various theories about an ancient Hungarian homeland, see Jainos Makkay,
‘The secondary homeland of the proto-Hungarians in Western Siberia’, in Mende,
ed., Research on the Prehistory of the Hungarians, 369—91; Roéna-Tas, Hungarians and
Europe, 116—40; but see Péter Lang6, ‘Archaeological research on the conquering
Hungarians: a review’, in Mende, ed., Research on the Prehistory of the Hungarians,
175—340, esp. 175—9. For an example of an older synthesis, see Istvin Fodor,
Vazlatok a finnugor Ostorténet régészetébsl (Budapest, 1973). See also Péter Lango,
‘A Karpat-medence X. szizadi lelethorizontjanak bulgariai vonatkozasai, néhany
kiemelt példa alapjan’, in Gabor Fancsalszky et al., Avarok, bolgarok, magyarok
(Budapest, 2009), 34—46; Csanid Bélint, ‘Zwischen Orient und Europa. Die
“Steppenfixierung” in der Frithmittelalterarchiologie’, in Joachim Henning, ed.,
Zwischen Byzanz und Abendland. Pliska, der dstliche Balkanraum und Europa im Spiegel
der Friihmittelalterarchéologie (Frankfurt am Main, 1999), 13—16; Balint, ‘A 9. szazadi
magyarsdg régészeti hagyatéka’, in Laszl6 Kovics, ed., Honfoglalds és régészet
(Budapest, 1994), 39—46; Balint, Die Archdologie der Steppe (Vienna and Cologne,
1989). Some recent summaries on the history and problems of ethnic identification
in archaeology include Curta, The Making of the Slavs, 24—34; Mats Roslund, Guests
in the House: Cultural Transmission between Slavs and Scandinavians goo—1300 AD
(Leiden, 2007), 86—128.

Gyula Farkas, ‘Biological anthropology/human biology and the prehistory of
Hungarians’, in Mende, ed., Research on the Prehistory of the Hungarians, 9—32;
Csanad Balint, ‘A contribution to research on ethnicity: a view from and on the
east’, in Pohl and Mehofer, eds., Archaeology of Identity, 145—82.
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modern scholarship of the story of a long migration. Hungarian
chronicles record origin myths, which may in some cases be based
on oral tradition, reworked by erudite medieval authors; and may in
other cases be entirely medieval constructions. These include the story
of descent and migration from Scythia, a miraculous stag leading the
brothers Hunor and Magor to new lands.*' The dynasty’s own origin
myth was probably the birth of Almos, the ancestor of the Arpid
dynasty, from the union of the woman Emese and a turul (perhaps a
falcon); the Christian chronicler reworked this to present it as a dream
rather than an actual union.** Metal discs depicting an eagle or furul
and objects decorated with stags and eagles characteristic of
conquest-age art have been interpreted as representations of animal
ancestors.*?

The Hungarian Anonymous ¢. 1200 and the Hungarian Chronicle
composition which survives in its present form from the fourteenth
century depict the long migration of the Hungarians. The anonymous
author talks about the Scythia—Etyl-Suzdal-Dnieper—Galicia—
Havaserdd route. Etyl could signify the Don or the Volga. The
Chronicle has the Hungarians migrating from Scythia through the
lands of the Pechenegs, ‘white Cumans’, Suzdal, Kiev and
Transylvania. These accounts are usually understood as in some way
reflecting the memory of migrations. Work on other, similar migra-
tion stories, however, highlighted the importance of symbolic
geography in these descriptions as well as of the biblical model.
These authors created a link between migration and the forming of
a people, from barbarism to civilization. These stories were erudite

4" Aemilius [Emil] Jakubovich, ed., P. Magistri, qui Anonymus dicitur, Gesta
Hungarorum, in Imre Szentpétery, ed., Scriptores Rerum Hungaricarum (henceforth
SRH), vol. I (Budapest, 1937, repr. Budapest, 1999), 13—117, see 34—7; Alexander
[Sindor] Domanovszky, ed., Simonis de Kéza, Gesta Hungarorum, in SRH, vol. I,
129—94; Laszlé Veszprémy and Frank Schaer, ed. and tr., Simonis de Kéza Gesta
Hungarorum — Simon of Kéza, The Deeds of the Hungarians (Budapest, 1999), 12—14;
Alexander [Sandor] Domanovszky, ed., Chronici Hungarici compositio saeculi XIV, in
SRH, vol. I, 217—505 (288—9); Gyorgy Gyortty, Krénikdink és a magyar storténet.
Régi kérdések — 1ij valaszok (Budapest, 1993); Imre Katona, ‘A magyar honfoglalas
mondakére’, in Laszlé6 Kovacs and Attila Paladi-Kovacs, eds., Honfoglalas és néprajz
(Budapest, 1997), 267—73.

4 P. Magistri, 38.

*3 Fodor, Ancient Hungarians, 32—3. They are often called totems, but a convincing

counter-argument is made by Gabor Vargyas, ‘A “magyarok totemizmusa”

nyoméaban’, in Kovics and Palidi-Kovacs, eds., Honfoglalds és néprajz, 323—31.
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and constructed, based on ideas from classical antiquity and the
Bible; one cannot suppose a priori that they reflect actual events.**
Given the relatively late composition of the Hungarian texts, a large
array of literary models was also already at the service of the authors,
which suggested the need for a faraway homeland and a story of
migrations.

Such origo gentis accounts served the political aims of a particular
group. They became foundations for an identity, rather than
reflecting an already existing ethnic identity of a whole people. The
Hungarian origin myth stories have the same characteristics as those of
the Goths, Lombards and others:** an already existing, identifiable
people migrating, encountering enemies on the way, each battle
showing the valour of the people and their cohesion. They have
both an eponymous founder and chieftains during the migration. In
the course of the migration, they acquire civilization and Christianity.
Their installation in their current home is proof of their tenacity and
bravery. There is also variation between different versions of the story
in terms of the route of migration, names and other details. The
medieval narratives about Hungarians should no more be taken as
encapsulating folk traditions of real migrations than the other learned
medieval texts.

A medieval text exists which may seem to contradict such a
conclusion, and to confirm the Hungarian migration stories. This is
a text by the Dominican friar Ricardus, written in Hungary and
claiming to be an account based on Friar Julian’s oral narrative about
his journey.** According to this text, Dominicans from Hungary read
in the Gesta of the Hungarians how the Hungarians who went out
from their original homeland under seven leaders were converted
under St Istvan (Stephen, 997-1038), while those who stayed behind
remained pagans. Therefore they searched for years to find and
convert the pagan Hungarians, because they had no idea where they

** Walter Goffart, The Narrators of Barbarian History (AD 550—800): Jordanes, Gregory of
Tours, Bede, and Paul the Deacon, 2nd edn (Notre Dame, IN, 2005); Magali Coumert,
Origines des peuples: les récits du Haut Moyen Age occidental (550-850) (Paris, 2007).

45 Coumert, Origines des peuples, esp. 503—52.

6 Heinrich Dérrie, Drei Texte zur Geschichte der Ungarn und Mongolen: Die
Missionsreisen des fr. Iulianus O.P. ins Ural-Gebiet (1234/5) und nach Ruffland (1237)
und der Bericht des Erzbischofs Peter iiber die Tartaren, Nachrichten der Akademie der
Wissenschaften in Goéttingen aus dem Jahre 1956. Philologisch-Historische Klasse
(Gottingen, 1956), 131-62.
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were. A friar finally found them and told his brothers, who organized a
mission. Modern scholars date this to about 1235. Only one, Julian,
made it to ‘Great Bulgaria’ (interpreted as Volga Bulgaria) after
months of hardship. There he met a Hungarian woman living in
one of the towns and, following her instructions, found the pagan
Hungarians on the River ‘Ethyl’.

He could communicate with them because they spoke Hungarian,
and they were eager to hear him preach the faith. Julian, however, was
worried that if the pagan populations between the kingdom of
Hungary and the pagan Hungarians heard about the conversion,
they would close the way between the two Hungarian populations
in order to prevent the subjugation of the peoples in between; and
that, if he died, there would be no one to complete the task.
Therefore he returned to Hungary to gather more friars. He returned
by way of the Mordvani, Rus’ and Poland. A somewhat later letter by
Julian himself describes a journey (dated to 1237), when he reached
the eastern edge of Rus’ and was told about the Mongol destruction of
the lands of the pagan Hungarians and Bulgars.*” He also refers to
brothers going to Magna Hungaria before him, who encountered in
the frontier regions of Suzdal some pagan Hungarians who had fled
from the Mongols and were willing to convert. The ruler of Suzdal
was angered by this attempt at evangelizaton and expelled the friars;
although they tried to persist, they did not get any further. Julian and
his companions also returned to Hungary. The rest of the letter
focuses on the Mongols.

Some scholars argue that Julian made two journeys, the first to the
Volga, described in the account by Ricardus, and the second, during
which he could no longer return to Magna Hungaria, depicted in his
own letter. They see Ricardus’s text as further proof of the migration of
the Hungarians. Several problems are ignored to uphold such a claim.
To begin with the least of them, ‘Etil” was used as the name of the Volga,
but also of other rivers. Notably, Emperor Constantine Porphyrogenitus
described the place where the Hungarians migrated from, and which in
his own times (the middle of the tenth century) were inhabited by
Pechenegs, as Etelkoz. This name form in Hungarian signifies a territory
between two rivers. The other rivers Constantine mentioned in his
narrative about the area have been identified as the Dnieper, Bug,
Dniester, Prut and Szeret. Etelkoz has been variously identified as the

47 Dérrie, Drei Texte, 162—82.
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area between the Don and Lower Danube; between the Dnieper and
Lower Danube; and between the Bug and Lower Danube. Therefore
Julian’s ‘Etil’ may or may not be the Volga; Ricardus’s geography is
vague enough to allow multiple interpretations.

More significantly, the supposed description of the ‘pagan
Hungarians’ consists of the greatest stereotypes western Christian sour-
ces had applied to the Hungarians of the ninth and tenth centuries,
which a literate author of the thirteenth century would have known
well: they eat horse-meat, drink blood and fight well. Moreover, the
account written by Ricardus, based theoretically on Julian’s oral report,
has been questioned: its most ardent critics think the whole text is an
imaginary account, based on Julian’s own letter, and Julian made only
one trip, never reaching Magna Hungaria. Julian himself does not say
anything about the language the pagan Hungarians spoke, nor does he
talk about reaching their land. Significantly, the contemporary Alberic
of Trois-Fontaines recorded what would correspond to Julian’s sup-
posed ‘second’ journey, but had no knowledge of the ‘first™: according
to his Chronicle, four Dominicans travelled from Hungary to ‘old’
(Magna) Hungaria in 1237 (to get news of whether the Mongols
wanted to attack Hungary), but the Mongols had already invaded
it*® Other thirteenth-century friars who travelled east after Julian,
such as Johannes of Plano Carpini and William of Rubruq identified
Bashkiria as Magna Hungaria, referring to information from
Dominicans. This may refer to Ricardus’s account, but does not
prove the veracity of its contents. Even those who accept the
authenticity of the first journey emphasize that Ricardus’s narrative is
not precise in many of its details.*’

That Hungarian-speaking groups lived somewhere north of the
Black Sea in the early thirteenth century is not impossible, but does

4 Alberic’s Chronica recorded events until 1241 and he died ¢. 1252: Albrici monachi
Triumfontium Chronicon, ed. Paulus Scheffer-Boichorst, MGH Scriptores 23
(Hanover, 1874), 631—950 (at 942).

Y Gyorgy Gyorfy, Julianus barat és Napkelet folfedezése (Budapest, 1986, repr.
Budapest, 2002). According to Sinor, Ricardus elaborated the account of the
same voyage Julian described: Denis Sinor, ‘Un voyageur du treizieme siecle: le
Dominicain Julien de Hongrie’, in Inner Asia and Its Contacts with Medieval Europe
(London, 1977), no. XI, and ‘Les relations entre les Mongols et I'Europe jusqu’a la
mort d’Arghoun et de Béla IV’, in Inner Asia and its contacts, no. X; Istvin Zimonyi,
TJulianus’, in Gyula Kristd, Pal Engel and Ferenc Makk, Korai Magyar Torténeti
Lexikon: 9.—14. szdzad (Budapest, 1994) (henceforth KMTL).
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not tell us anything about pre-ninth-century history; that in the ninth
century Hungarian-speakers did indeed live in that region is known
from many other sources. None of the medieval texts gives a trust-
worthy account of the location of a supposed ancient Hungarian
homeland. Hungarian-speakers in the east were much more likely
the descendants of those whom Constantine Porphyrogenitus’s
informant described as moving east when the other Hungarians
moved west (see below): therefore not remnants in an ancient
homeland, but descendants of ninth-century migrants.

The Hungarians appear in the written sources around the middle of
the ninth century, but much uncertainty remains in our knowledge
of the specific details of their history.’” Hungarian historians tried
to reconstruct the history of the period prior to the move to the
Carpathian basin using brief ninth-century references in Latin and
Muslim sources, as well as Constantine Porphyrogenitus’s longer, but
problematic, description from the middle of the tenth century.’’
According to Constantine, the Hungarians lived in an area near
Khazaria, called Levedia after the name of their voivode, and lived
and fought together with the Khazars for three years. The voivode
had a Khazar wife, and the Khazar ruler was instrumental in the
election of the first overall leader, who was to obey the ruler.’* Arab
and Persian sources that described the Hungarians ¢. 870 did not
discuss their relations to the Khazars — except Ibn Rusta’s remark
that the Khazars used to dig trenches to protect themselves against the
Hungarians — indicating that they lived separately.”?

5% Some authors mention the 830s as the first appearance of written evidence. This,

however, refers to a single text mentioning a group at the Lower Danube, who may
be the Hungarians; the dating of the episodes is uncertain, and the text in which these
occur is from the tenth century: Istvin Zimonyi, ‘Préhistoire Hongroise: méthodes
de recherche et vue d’ensemble’, in Sindor Csernus and Klara Korompay, eds.,
Les Hongrois et I’Europe: conquéte et intégration (Paris and Szeged, 1999), 29—43 (see 41);
Kristd, Hungarian History in the Ninth Century, 15—17. After that, it is from the 860s
that contemporary sources start to give information on the Hungarians.

Opverviews can be found in e.g. Kristd, Hungarian History in the Ninth Century;
Antal Bartha, Hungarian Society in the Ninth and Tenth centuries (Budapest, 1975).
Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De administrando imperio, chap. 38, pp. 170—3.
Istvan Zimonyi, Muszlim forrdsok a honfoglalds elétti magyarokidl: a Gayhani —
hagyomany magyar fejezete (Budapest, 2005), 34—49, lists all the textual variations,
Arab edn and Hungarian tr. (German tr., Muslimische Quellen tiber die Ungarn vor der
Landnahme. Das ungarische Kapitel der G aihdni-Tradition (Herne, 2006)).

ST
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Exactly when and for how long the Hungarians were under Khazar
political domination is an open question: scholarly opinions range
from 20—30 to more than 200 years of living under Khazar domin-
ion.** The information Constantine transmitted (based on Hungarian
informants) does indicate that the Hungarians were subject to the
Khazars, providing military service to the khagan; it was not long
before their settlement in the Carpathian basin that the Hungarians
became independent of Khazar rule. According to Constantine, they
left the empire together with some groups that rebelled against the
Khazars, the Kabars (or Kavars).>?

Constantine related that after a war between Kangar-Pechenegs
and the Hungarians living in Levedia, one group of the latter moved
east towards Persia, and the rest, under Levedi, moved west, to Etel
Kouzou (Etelk6z); according to another interpretation the emperor
did not suggest Hungarian migration, but rather that eastern and
western parts of their areas were separated by the incoming
Pechenegs. The location of the territories mentioned by
Constantine has been debated: modern scholars situated Levedia
between the Dnieper and Don, the Don and Donets, the Volga and
Don, the Don and Kuban, the Kodyma and Ingul, and the Etelkoz
area between rivers identified above. According to one view, the two
names designate the same territory.’® The identification of popula-
tions, such as the Kangar-Pechenegs, and places rests on hypotheses
and, although some may be more plausible than others, ultimately the
only certainty is that in the ninth century the Hungarians were present
north of the Black Sea, and moved west as a result of attacks.’”

Sandor Liszl6 Téth, ‘Szévetség vagy vazallitds? (Megjegyzések a magyar—kazar
kapcsolatokhoz)’, in Magyaroknak eleirdl: iinnepi tanulmanyok a hatvan esztendds
Makk Ferenc tiszteletére, ed. Ferenc Piti (Szeged, 2000), 637—s4; Zimonyi,
Muszlim forrasok, 250—9; Peter B. Golden, ‘Irano-Turcica: the Khazar sacral king-
ship revisited’, Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 60, 2 (2007), 161—94
(see 180—2, 187).

‘Whoever the Kabars were, the derivation of their name is debated: Sandor Laszld
Téth, ‘Kabarok’, in KMTL; Zoltin Kordé, ‘Kabars, Sicules et Petchenégues: les
Hongrois et les auxiliaires militaires,” in Csernus and Korompay, eds., Les Hongrois
et 'Europe, 231—9.

56 Istvan Zimonyi, ‘Etelkdz’ and ‘Levedia’, in KMTL; Sandor Laszl6 Toth, Levedidtol
a Karpat-medencéig (Szeged, 1998).

There are many debates on the interpretation of Constantine’s text: cf. Moravcsik’s
edition; Janos Harmatta, ‘Konstantinos Porphyrogennetos magyar vonatkozasa
mtvei’, in Liszl6 Kovacs and Laszld Veszprémy, eds., A Honfoglalaskor frott forrdsai
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Archaeologists have debated the dating and identification of a variety
of finds east of the Carpathian basin, but the only consensus is the
need for more thorough research methodologies and a comparison
and review of the material now in a number of separate states. Some
graves in today’s Romania and Ukraine are seen as remains of the
Hungarians of the Etelk6z.%®

Hungarians are mentioned in the areas north of the Black Sea to the
Lower Danube region several times during the later ninth century,
although some of the identifications are debated.’® Arab and Persian
sources situate the Hungarians around 870 as neighbours of the
Bulgars along the lower Danube, and of the Pechenegs and Khazars
along the River ‘Atil’ (perhaps Don). King Louis the German in 860
wrote about the ‘uuangariorum marcha’, and some scholars suggested
that this refers to the Onogurs, or to the Hungarians who were already
living in the region; the expression however need not concern either,
but instead may be based on German etymology.®® Around 861, Cyril
met Hungarian raiders in the Crimean peninsula. An oft-cited episode
from The Life of Methodius concerns the meeting between Methodius
and a possible ‘king of Hungary’ (korolju ougbrbskomou) who came
to the lands of the Danube. It is variously interpreted as a meeting
during the former’s trip to or from Constantinople ¢. 882, or as a
meeting between Svatopluk (whom Methodius accompanied) and
Charles III in 884; some scholars see this as a reference to the
Hungarians, whereas others argue it has nothing to do with them.®'

Hungarian warriors penetrated into the Carpathian basin several
times from 862. Theotmar’s letter shows that groups of Hungarians
were active around the Middle Danube, fighting sometimes for the

(Budapest, 1996), 10s—11; Istvan Kapitanfty, Hungaro-Byzantina: bizdnc és a gorogség
kozépkori magyarorszagi forrdsokban (Budapest, 2003), 139—44-.

Laszlé Kovacs, ‘Remarks on the archaeological remains of the ninth—tenth century
Hungarians’, in Mende, Research on the Prehistory of the Hungarians, 351—68 (351—7);
and on archaeology, n. 39 in this chapter; Istvan Bona, A magyarok és Eurdpa a g—10.
szdzadban (Budapest, 2000), 17—20.

Boéna, A magyarok és Eurépa, 9—16.

% Pil Engel, The Realm of St Stephen: A History of Medieval Hungary 895—1526
(London, 2001), 6; Istvain Béna, “Wangarok’, in KMTL.

‘The Life of Methodius’, in Marvin Kantor, Medieval Slavic Lives of Saints and Princes
(Ann Arbor, 1983), 125; p. 138, n. 76, identifies him as Charles III (the Fat). See
Péter Kirdly, ‘A Konstantin-és Metod-legenda magyar részletei’, in Kovacs and
Veszprémy, eds., A honfoglalaskor irott forrasai, 113—18; Bowlus, Franks, Moravians,
215; Curta, Southeastern Europe, 129 (which does not take into account Bowlus and
Kantor’s identification).
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Franks, then for the Moravians, and on their own account by 9oo.
According to the Annales Bertiniani, they attacked Louis the
German’s realm in 862. Other conflicts with the Hungarians are
cited in Carolingian sources in the 880s.°> They appeared on the side
of Arnulf of Carinthia, the East Frankish king against the Moravians
in 892.% Medieval authors and modern scholarship concur that, in
the following years, Arnulf continued his alliance with the
Hungarians to further his own aims: destroy Moravia and gain
imperial coronation.’* This was the beginning of what turned out
to be the Hungarian conquest of and settlement in the Carpathian
basin.

Modern and medieval myths surround the settlement of the
Hungarians in the territory that became the kingdom of Hungary.
The traditional term used in Hungarian historiography, honfoglalas,
literally ‘the occupation of the homeland’ (even the German
Landnahme does not accurately convey the Hungarian connotation,
let alone the English ‘conquest’) signals the modern conceptualization
of this settlement. Nationalist historiography enshrined the story of
the brave warriors taking a new land destined to be the homeland of
the Hungarians, tying this conquest to the year 895, or more broadly
to the period 89s—902. The millenial celebrations of 1896 created
and popularized images that determined the view of the Hungarian
settlement for generations of Hungarians, not least the monumental
statue of the seven tribal chieftains as they arrive on horseback
(Budapest, Hésok tere).%

The nineteenth-century view of the arrival of the population is in
turn based on medieval texts. No contemporary Hungarian
descriptions exist. The Hungarian Chronicle composition, which
was probably begun in the late eleventh or early twelfth century,

Losek, ed., Die Conversio Bagoariorum et Carantanorum und der Brief des Erzbischofs
Theotmar; Félix Grat, Jeanne Vielliard and Suzanne Clémencet, eds., Annales
Bertiniani (Les Annales de Saint-Bertin) (Paris, 1964); Janet L. Nelson, tr. and
annotated, The Annals of St-Bertin (Manchester, 1991), 102; Bowlus, Franks,
Moravians, 237—9 (also raided St Gall: Bowlus, Franks, Moravians, 236).

%3 Annales Fuldenses, ed. Fridericus Kurze, MGH SRG (Hanover, 1891), a. 892, p.
121; Timothy Reuter, tr. and annotated, The Annals of Fulda (Manchester, 1992),
123—4; Bowlus, Franks, Moravians, 224—34.

Bowlus, Franks, Moravians, 235—6, listing the medieval texts of Widukind and
Liutprand, 370, n. 2.

[1dik6 Matolesy et al., eds., Az ezredév (Budapest, 1979).
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but took its final (surviving) form in the fourteenth, includes a mythic
version of an attack by eagles which preceded the Hungarian entry
into Pannonia, the election of seven captains and the conquest of
Svatopluk’s realm.’® The Hungarian Anonymous (probably writing at
the end of the twelfth or beginning of the thirteenth century)
developed the legendary version of these events that then became
the basis for modern national histories. He invented a series of battles
against various opponents, and gave a detailed fictitous description of
the taking of the land.%”

Two medieval myths offered an overall explanation for the
settlement of the Hungarians. One, the elements of which are present
in several of the chronicles, described the captains of the population
deciding to settle after finding a land whose description evokes an
earthly paradise. The account was also influenced by the biblical story
of God leading Israel to the Promised Land. The Hungarians
employed a ruse by sending a beautiful white horse with gilded
accoutrements to the local ruler in exchange for a handful of earth,
grass and a little water, informing him after the transaction was
completed that he had in fact ceded his land through the ceremony;
the Hungarians then defeated the ruler and occupied the land.®®
Modern scholarship found the basis of this story in the oath-taking
ceremony of nomads which was linked to the making of alliances.*
Another, thirteenth-century myth which made the Hungarians the
relatives of the Huns, presented the settlement as a reconquest of the
Hungarians’ heritage, that is, the land that had belonged to the Huns
and now rightfully belonged to the Hungarians.””

Relying on this story, and interpreting archaeological evidence
tendentiously, one modern scholar alleged that there was indeed a
dual Hungarian conquest.”" Drawing on earlier ideas concerning the
identification of various ethnonyms with the Hungarians, he claimed
that Hungarians first moved into these areas around 670, and the
late-ninth-century second wave of conquerors found them settled
in the Carpathian basin. Attractive to nationalists, such a thesis would

66

Chronici Hungarici, 286—90. 7 p, Magistri. 8 Chronici Hungarici, 288—9.

% Hansgerd Gockenjan, ‘Eid und Vertrag bei den altaischen Volkern’, Ural-Altaische
Jahrbiicher n.s. 16 (1999—2000), 11-31.

7° Simonis de Kéza, in SRH, vol. 1, 143—65; in Veszprémy and Schaer, Simon of Kéza,
15—81.

7' Gyula Laszlé, A ‘kettds honfoglalis’ (Budapest, 1978).
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‘prove’ a Hungarian ‘historical right’ to the land. Variations of the idea
resurface from time to time, such as Hungarians settling ¢. 680, leaving
(around 800), and then returning to the Carpathian basin ¢. 895, but
both the original thesis and its later versions have been convincingly
refuted.””

Events of the Hungarian conquest appear in a variety of western
and Byzantine sources. Regino of Priim recorded everything he
knew of the Hungarians, compressing the story between the years
889 and ogor: their leaving Scythia, expelled by the stronger
Pechenegs, their defeat of the Moravians and raids into Lombardy.”?
The mid-tenth-century account by the Byzantine emperor
Constantine Porphyrogenitus relates that Hungarians settled on
lands later occupied by the Pechenegs, but then Symeon of
Bulgaria, whom the Hungarians had previously defeated, allied with
the Pechenegs to destroy the Hungarians. The Pechenegs attacked
while the Hungarian army was away, and destroyed the land and the
families who had stayed behind. The returning Hungarians, seeing
this, wiped out Great Moravia, ruled by Svatopluk, and conquered
the land.”* Individual military events are referred to in a number of
other sources.

The process of conquest and settlement has been reconstructed by
historians in the main, but several points remain debated.”® As Arnulf’s
allies, Hungarians continued to attack Moravia, which progressively
disintegrated. This was probably interrupted by a peace treaty in 894

Ith

7> Imre Boba, ‘A twofold conquest of Hungary or “Secundus ingressus™, Ungarn-
Jahrbuch 12 (1982—3), 23—41. For criticism, see Visy, ed., Hungarian Archaeology,
302—7; Balint, Die Archdologie der Steppe, 233—5.

73 Reginonis abbatis Prumiensis Chronicon, ed. Fridericus Kurze, MGH SR G (Hanover,
1890), 1-153 (at 131—3, 143, 148). On sources from German lands, see
Hansgerd Gockenjan, ‘Die Landnahme der Ungarn aus der Sicht der
zeitgendssischen  ostfrinkisch-deutschen  Quellen’, in  Ungarn, Tiirken und
Mongolen. Kleine Schriften von Hansgerd Gockenjan, ed. Michael Kniippel and
Eberhard Winkler (Wiesbaden, 2007), 2907—314.

7+ Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De administrando imperio, chap. 38, pp. 172—3;
chap. 40, pp. 174-7.

75 Bowlus, Franks, Moravians, 235—67; Gyula Kristd, ed., A honfoglalds kordnak irott
forrasai (Szeged, 1995), a collection of sources in translation with detailed com-
mentary; Fodor, ed., Ancient Hungarians, 15—18; Réna-Tas, Hungarians and Europe,
332—8; Gyula Kristd, Levedi torzsszovetségétdl Szent Istvan allamdig (Budapest, 1980);
Istvan Erdélyi, A magyar honfoglalas és el6zményei (Budapest, 2002); Béna, A magya-
rok és Eurdpa, 25—35; Gyula Kristd, ‘La conquéte hongroise: réalité et tradition’, in
Csernus and Korompay, eds., Les Hongrois et I’Europe, 137—48.
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(some scholars believe this was the historical basis of the ‘white horse’
legend). Then, it is thought at Arnulf’s instigation, they raided north-
ern Italy for several years. The Byzantine emperor also sent emissaries
to their chiefs at the Lower Danube, to help him against Symeon of
Bulgaria (894). Probably in Symeon’s employ, while the main army
was away, the Pechenegs inflicted a defeat on the remaining
Hungarians in their settlement area, and occupied those lands. After
Arnulf’s death, the Hungarians also raided Bavaria in 9oo. Although
Moravia was disintegrating, the people still mounted a successful
defence against the Hungarians in 9o2. Around the same time,
Bavarians invited and assasinated one of the Hungarian military
leaders, ‘Chussol’. Hungarians then returned briefly to Italy, this
time to help Berengar. In 906 they attacked Saxony and the following
year defeated the Bavarians, which guaranteed Hungarian domination
of these lands up to the Enns.

The reasons for the population movement are based on guesswork
rather than hard facts. It is possible that, after the Pechenegs inflicted a
defeat on the Hungarians, the latter fled into the lands that became
their permanent base. It is also possible that the conquest was much
more gradual, and was linked to the complex web of alliances and
hostilities in the region, in which the Hungarians were military actors.
Thus historians debate whether the conquest was the outcome of
military pressure and defeat, or was planned. While traditionally the
conquest was tied to 8956, following the Annals of Fulda’s dating of a
major defeat inflicted on the Hungarians, historians now tend to see
the conquest as taking a longer period, roughly between 892 and 907,
although they disagree over the precise dating.

Some historians suggest that the conquest of Transylvania and the
plains regions around the River Tisza (the north-eastern Carpathian
basin) by the Hungarians occurred prior to and separately from their
moving out of Etelkoz as a result of the defeat by the Pechenegs, by
892. Cemeteries in the territory of what are today Poland and Ukraine
(e.g. Przemysl, Sudova Vyshnya, Krilos) have been interpreted as
those of Hungarian military outposts, guarding the newly conquered
areas.”® Different views exist about the direction of the conquest.
Some suggest that Transylvania and the Hungarian plain were
conquered first. Others suggest that the Hungarians entered from
the north-east, took only the Upper Tisza region at first, and then

7S Fodor, ed., Ancient Hungarians, 16, 437—48.
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extended their rule to other parts of the Carpathian basin, including
Transylvania. The conquest was extended through war to the trans-
Danubian (western) areas (Pannonia) — previously under Eastern
Frankish control — from about 9oo, definitely secured by 9o7.

The ‘Hungarians’ who arrived in the Carpathian basin at the
end of the ninth century were themselves not homogeneous: a
Hungarian-speaking population moved in probably together with
Turkic-speakers.”” The population of the newly conquered lands
also consisted of many different groups. A heterogeneous mixture of
peoples then merged and became ‘Hungarians’. The make-up and
fate of the local population have been debated, notably the question
of continuity between pre- and post-conquest populations. Scholars
have disagreed over the size of the local population of Slavs, their
exact areas of settlement and whether this local population included
Avars and Bulgars. It is also an open question whether people
descended from the Avars had by then been assimilated to the
Slavs, and if so to what degree. Local inhabitants of the conquered
lands, people who descended from the population of the Avar
Empire (it is not known what they were called) and Slavs (probably
difterent Slavic groups, but not corresponding to more modern Slav
peoples, since that differentiation had not developed yet), eventually
merged with the Hungarian population, adopting the language of
the conquerors. Perhaps a similar process incorporated the Bulgars in
the south-eastern part of the Carpathian basin. Debates over the
relative size of local populations, particularly the Slavs found in the
Carpathian basin and the Hungarians, had political overtones. Older
historiography used the argument that, because the Slavs assimilated
linguistically, their population must have been significantly smaller
than the conquering Hungarians. Others argue that assimilation was
in the direction of the group exercizing political power, and suggest
the Slavic population was originally much larger.”®

77 Lérand Benkd, ‘La situation linguistique des Hongrois de la conquéte et ce qui en
résulte,” in Csernus and Korompay, eds., Les Hongrois et I’Europe, 121—36.

Istvan Kniezsa, ‘Magyarorszag népei a XlI-ik szazadban’, in Jusztiniin Serédi, ed.,
Emlékkonyv Szent Istvan kiraly haldlanak kilencszazadik évforduldjan, 3 vols. (Budapest,
1938), vol. 11, 365—472, esp. 454—s; Gyorgy Gyorfly, ‘Magyarorszag népessége a
honfoglalistdl a XIV. szizad kozepéig’, in Jozsef Kovacsics, ed., Magyarorszag
torténeti demografidgia (Budapest, 1963), 45—62; Gyula Krist6, ‘Die Bevolkerungszahl
Ungamns in der Arpadenzeit’, in Historische Demographie Ungams (896—1996), ed.
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Historians have expressed different opinions on whether the
Hungarians were nomads or semi-nomads prior to and at the time of
their settlement in the Carpathian basin. Based on descriptions of their
raiding, as well as the textual tradition of Gayhani which describes the
Hungarians moving with their tents according to the changing seasons,
many scholars supposed a nomadism that would exclude any agricultural
activity. Against this view, linguistic arguments were used to suggest the
knowledge of certain types of agricultural activities, objects and animals.
Opinions are still divided on whether the Hungarians were settled
agriculturalists who also raised animals; nomads who knew some
elements of agricultural cultivation; or had Slavs under their rule who
were agriculturalists and paid tribute. The debate is partially over
definitions of ‘semi-nomad’, as some scholars claim that the practice of
agriculture is incompatible with nomadism, while others express the
opposite opinion.

Currently, scholarly views tend towards the idea that in the
pre-conquest period Hungarians mixed nomadism and agriculture,
whether this is characterized as nomadic or semi-nomadic. Settlement
in the Carpathian basin was fast: archaeologists have uncovered a settle-
ment pattern that was dense already in the tenth century. Although the
Hungarian plain area of over 100,000 km* is often mentioned as an
ideal place for the continuation of steppe nomadism, before the
nineteenth-century regulation of the rivers, much of this area was a
swamp or was flooded for at least parts of each year. Animal-raising
could not be based on long-distance migrations, but the area was suitable
for raising animals in a more sedentary way, moving the animals away
from and back to the river: over the summer, floodplains dried out,
providing pasture.”

Gyula Kristd, P4l Engel and Andris Kubinyi (Herne, 2007), 9—s6; Kinga Ery, ‘A
Karpat-medence embertani képe a honfoglalds koriban’, in Kovécs, ed., Honfoglalds és
régészet, 217—25 (see 225); Katalin Fehértdi, ‘Arpéd—kori személyneveink Osszetétele’,
www.nytud.hu/NMNyK/eloadas/fehertoi.rtf (accessed 7 May 2009); Marta Font,
‘Hongrois et Slaves a I'époque Arpadienne’, in Csernus and Korompay, eds., Les
Hongrois et I'Europe, 171—99; Béla Miklds Sz8ke, ‘Political, cultural and ethnic con-
ditions in the Carpathian basin at the time of the Magyar conquest’, in Wieczorek and
Hinz, eds., Europe’s Centre: Handbook, 137—9; Erwin Gall, ‘Burial customs and the
question of tenth-century populations in the Transylvanian basin’, Acta Archaeologica
Carpathica 14 (2010), 271—314. On the continuity of local populations and later
immigration, see Chapter s.

Fodor, ed., Ancient Hungarians, 27—30; Gyorgy Gyortty, “Waren die landnehmen-
den Ungarn Nomaden oder Halbnomaden?’, in Die Nomaden in Geschichte und
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Hungarian political organization, if Constantine Porphyrogenitus is
to be believed, initially consisted of a number of voivodes, headed by a
‘first voivode’. At the instigation of the Khazar khagan, as a means
of organizing this subordinated loose confederation, a ruler was
elected.*® Arab and Persian sources describing the Hungarians of the
late ninth century mention a k.nd.h (kende or kiindii) and a g.lh.
(gyula), the first either as king or nominal ruler, the second as military
leader. The terminology together with the story of the killing of Almos
just before the Hungarians’ entry into Pannonia, found in the
Hungarian chronicle tradition, has been used to argue that the
Hungarians adopted a Khazar-style dual kingship of a sacral and a
military leader. Defeat or old age, signs of the weakening of his super-
natural abilities, led to the ritual sacrifice of the sacral king. Whether
sacral kingship or, as the alternative interpretation suggests, a political
organization where power was shared between a (non-sacral) ruler and
a military commander, it seems this political structure was changing.
Western sources of the end of the ninth and beginning of the tenth
centuries mention one leader (designating him as rex or dux), as did the
Byzantine emperor Leo VIat the end of the ninth century (although he
copied much of the information provided by Emperor Maurikios in his
Strategikon of ¢. 600). Constantine Porphyrogenitus by the middle of the
tenth century described a different organization again, under many
leaders (see next chapter). To what extent the divergent descriptions
reflect divergent, changing realities, or the viewpoints and perhaps
misunderstandings of the authors, is impossible to determine.®"

Written sources refer to the cruelty and bestiality of the
Hungarians. Such descriptions (the Hungarians eating raw meat and
drinking blood, tearing out the heart of their victims and eating it) are
part of set fopoi. However, some of the sources also give an account of
Hungarian military equipment and tactics. Overall, ninth-century

Gegenwart. Beitrige zu einem internationalen Nomadismus-Symposium am 11. und 12.
Dezember 1975 im Museum fiir Vilkerkunde, ed. Rolf Krusche (Leipzig, 1981), 223—5;
Gyula Kiristd, ‘A honfoglalé magyarok életmddjardl’, Szazadok 129, 1 (1995),
3—62; Visy, ed., Hungarian Archaeology, 326—8; several articles in Kovics and
Paladi-Kovacs, eds., Honfoglalas és néprajz. On the meaning of nomadism, see
A. M. Khazanov, Nomads and the Outside World (Cambridge, 1983).

Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De administrando imperio, chap. 38, pp. 170—3.
Gyorgy Gyortty, ‘Dual kingship and the seven chieftains of the Hungarians in the
era of the conquest and the raids’, Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae
47 (1994), 87—104; Roéna-Tas, Hungarians and Europe, 341—54; Kristd, Hungarian
History in the Ninth Century, 159—73; Golden, ‘Irano-Turkica’.
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Hungarian military activity is the best-known and least controversial
aspect of Hungarian history of that period: they conducted raids for
booty, and were available for hire, fighting in several wars in the
employ of regional powers. For example, in the second half of the
ninth century, they attacked the Eastern Franks several times, as well
as Slav neighbours. According to Muslim authors, they sold Slav
captives as slaves. As described above, Hungarians made an alliance
with Arnulf of Carinthia. They also had a role in Byzantine strategy.
Emperor Leo VI’s Tactica implies that the Tourkoi (Hungarians) are
the only possible useful ally against Bulgarians. The emperor com-
posed the work from the mid 890s, drawing on Emperor Maurikios’s
Strategikon of ¢. 600, but through a process of selection and rewriting.
Alone, the work cannot be a reliable basis of information, but in
this case there is much supplementary information that shows
Byzantine employment of Hungarian warriors. Hungarians helped
defeat the Bulgarians in 895, and it is even possible that they were
bodyguards at Constantinople at the end of the ninth century. The
Hungarians also had an important place in Byzantine attempts to
form a coalition against Symeon of Bulgaria in the early tenth
century. The tenth-century raids (after their settlement in the
Carpathian basin) were simply a continuation of ninth-century
patterns.82

It is certain that the old historiographic construct, the Hungarian
people that emerged several thousand years ago and migrated to settle
finally in the Carpathian basin, is untenable. We should conceptualize
ethnogenesis not as the migration of the Hungarians, but rather as a series
of contacts and amalgamations between different loosely defined groups,
as a result of which a people emerged. We have solid evidence about the
Hungarians only in much closer proximity to their final settlement area
than the supposed Uralic homeland, and from the ninth century on. A
new military and political formation was created at least partly through

% Hansgerd Gockenjan, ‘A német évkényvek hiradisai a magyar honfoglalasrol’,
Kornél Szovak, ‘Az itiliai katf6k’ and Istvan Elter, ‘A magyar kalandoziskor arab
forrasai’, all in Kovacs and Veszprémy, eds., A honfoglalaskor irott forrdsai, 131—41, 163—
72, 173—80, respectively; Sindor Laszlé Toth, ‘Les incursions des Magyars en
Europe’, in Csernus and Korompay, eds., Les Hongrois et I’Europe, 201—22, with an
extensive bibliography; Zimonyi, Muszlim forrdsok, 34—, 38—49; Jonathan Shepard,
‘Byzantine writers on the Hungarians in the ninth and tenth centuries’, Annual of
Medieval Studies at CEU 10 (2004), 97—123; Ferenc Makk, ‘Kalandozisok’, in KMTL.
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Khazar influence. The Hungarians as a people (whatever the history of
the language itself) emerged, as far as it is possible to ascertain, in the
early ninth century. As in other steppe warrior societies (which are better
documented from later periods), the organizational principle was more
likely military than ethnic. The ‘Hungarians’ thus incorporated a diverse
mixture of what we would call ‘ethnic groups’. They inhabited the
Black Sea steppes in the ninth century, and were involved in military
activities around the Lower Danube and eventually in the Carpathian
basin. As so many other confederations, they too were displaced from
these areas, and conquered the central Danubian basin. After their
settlement, in the tenth century, social and political changes started to
transform the conquerors.

THE BEGINNINGS OF BOHEMIA

With the fall of Great Moravia, the first Slavic political and ecclesiastical
experiment came to an end. There are no surviving written sources for
the period that immediately followed. Archaeological finds suggest the
collapse of political administration and ecclesiastical infrastructure. A
return to the ‘old beliefs’ is implied by the sacrificial site that was located
on the ruins of a church in Pohansko.** Yet some historians suggest that
local centres were sustained by the Moravian aristocracy.**

After 906, the lands of modem Slovakia, Moravia and Bohemia came
completely under the influence of western/Latin civilization and of the
Roman Church, even if some traditions of the Slavonic liturgy survived
in isolated enclaves. But some elements of the Great Moravian legacy
may be traced in the subsequent history of the region, such as the
tradition of building round churches. The most prominent examples
among numerous constructions are the royal foundations of St Vitus’s
rotunda at the Prague Castle and the rotunda of St Gereon on the Royal
Castle of Wawel Hill, Cracow. The Bohemians also ‘inherited’ the
Slavic name for a church (kostel) and, most likely, the Slavonic script
that had been invented by St Constantine-Cyril.

The concentration of political power in the Bohemian basin was
slower and achieved through a different process than it had been in
Great Moravia. The region, surrounded by mountain belts,
encompasses the whole of the Vitava and the uppermost Elbe water

83 Sommer ef al., ‘Bohemia and Moravia’, 216.
84 1dzi Panic, Ostatnie lata Wielkich Moraw (Katowice, 2003), 195—6.
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systems. Fertile soils and a mild climate offer favourable conditions for
agriculture. The symbolic centre of the area is marked by the sacred
mountain, lv{ip.85 From the sixth and seventh centuries, this land was
inhabited by Slavs who were identified in the Frankish sources as
Boemani/ Beehaimi.*® The discussion on their original ‘tribal’ subdivi-
sion and on the pre-state history of these peoples has a very weak
source base. However, according to Bohemian historiography, the
main tribe were Cechs, who lived in the centre of the region and later
gained the upper hand over their neighbours.

Apart from Cechs, at least two other tribal organizations played a
significant role in the early medieval political history of the Czech
Valley. One of them was a political body created, according to some
historians, on the territory of Czech Croats, in northern parts of the
valley, with their main stronghold in Stard Kourim and fortress in Libice.
A second organization is believed to have existed along the middle
course of the River Ohra, the so-called Luc¢ané (the name of the alleged
tribe) duchy with its central stronghold Rubin near Podboran. Elites of
these organizations were able to compete with the Pfemyslids during the
first half of the tenth century, striving to dominate the whole Czech
Valley. In the end, the latter won. Premyslids at first bound to them-
selves only the most influential members of elites of competing polities.
But finally they conquered their territories and attached them to the
Czech—Premyslid realm (c. 93 5—50). After 950 the only territory that was
quasi-independent from Premyslid rulers was the duchy of the magnate
called Slavnik, with its central stronghold Libice. If it survived it was
because of the protection of Frankish kings Henry I (919—36) and Otto I
(936—73). Nevertheless, although Slavnik could accentuate Croatian
traditions as a foundation of his duchy, he had to accept the suzerainty
of the Prague ruler, Boleslav I the Cruel (Ukrutny, 935—67/ 72).%7

85 D. Trestik, Myty kmene Cechii: i studie ke ‘starym  povéstem Ceskym’ (Prague,
2003), 76.

As noted above, their name came from the Celtic Boii, who settled in the area of
later Bohemia c. fourth century BC.

Marzena Matla, Pierwsi Przemyslidzi i ich paristwo (od X do potowy XI wicku): ekspansja
terytorialna i jej polityczne uwarunkowania (Poznan, 2008); Jan Marik, ‘The Slavniks
and Saxony’, in Der Wandel um 1000. Beitrige der Sektion zur Slavischen Friihgeschichte
der 18. Jahrestagung des Mittel- und Ostdeutschen Verbandes fiir Altertumsforschung in
Greifswald, 23. bis 27. Mdrz 2009, ed. Felix Biermann, Thomas Kersting and
Anne Klammt (Greifswald, 2011), 191—7; Jifi Slama, ‘Pfemyslids and Slavnikids’,
in Wieczorek and Hinz, eds., Europe’s Centre: Handbook, 282—3.
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We know very little concerning the socio-political development
of Bohemia because the handful of external sources that survive
record only events connected to the activities of elites. They refer
generally to ‘the Bohemians’, led by duces; we do not learn about this
group’s economic base or political legitimacy or whom they repre-
sented. The Annales Fuldenses records fourteen such dukes in 845,
but provides no information on their names or origins. Writing
several years later, the so-called Bavarian Geographer mentioned
Fraganeo.*® These ‘people of Prague’ boasted “forty civitates’, but no
subdivisions are mentioned and the meaning of this name has been
endlessly debated.

Frankish rulers readily intervened in Bohemia. Multiple accounts
in Frankish sources (for 791, 805, 817 and 822) indicate a loose
subordination of the region, sustained by casual military action. In
805, Charlemagne himself invaded Bohemia and killed ‘ducem
eorum nomine Lechonem’,’” who was most likely a politically
ambitious leader of the local Avaro-Slavic elite. Such small-scale inter-
ventions did not halt the hierarchization, centralization and
militarization of power relations in Bohemia, which was stimulated
by the example of more organized neighbours to both the west and the
east. Frankish sources offer a reasonable, if very fragmented, insight into
the gradual centralization of political power that must have resulted
from the vigorous competition between leading families.

Thus, in 845, we learn of fourteen Bohemian duces who arrived at
Louis the German’s court in Regensburg/Ratisbon and asked to be
baptized.”” Despite this attempt to ease relations with the powerful
Eastern Franks, the king launched a series of attacks against his eastern
neighbors,”* resulting in an enforced tribute from the Bohemians. In
869, the Bohemians supported an East Frankish expedition which
overturned Rostislav’s reign in Great Moravia. His successor
Svatopluk initiated a more aggressive strategy towards his western
neighbours, who were soon subordinated. In 872, five or six ‘dukes’
tried to impede Karloman’s military expedition.”> One of them was
Gorivei/Borivoj (852/5—888/9), the historic founder of the Premyslid

8 Descriptio civitatum et regionum ad septentrionalem plagam Danubii, ed. Fritz Losek,
MGH Studien und Texte, 15 (Hanover, 1997).

Jerzy Nalepa and J. Fraganeo, Stownik starozytnosci stowianskich, vol. II (Wroctaw,
1964), 66.

Annales regni Francorum a. 805.
Annales Fuldenses a. 846, 849, 857.

89

90 91

Annales Fuldenses a. 845.
93 Annales Fuldenses a. 845.

92



The beginnings of Bohemia 85

dynasty.®* The history of his family is recorded in numerous legends of
St Vaclav, and in the Chronicle of the Bohemians written during the early
twelfth century by Cosmas of Prague. We learn that, in 874 or 884,
Bortivoj was allegedly baptized together with his wife and his retinue by
the Moravian archbishop Methodius.” It is possible that he might also
have built the first Bohemian church of St Clement in his fort of Levy
Hradec.”® It was believed that he built another church in Prague on the
site of a former pagan temple, which he dedicated to the Virgin Mary.
In 895, the Frankish sources recorded two Bohemian primores —
Vitislav along with Bofivoj’s oldest son Spytihnév (?*—c. 90s/915) —
paying homage to King Arnulfin Regensburg as representatives of all
Bohemian dukes.”” This could have been an attempt to capitalize on
the weakening of Great Moravia after Svatopluk’s death one year
earlier and the ensuing succession crisis, both of which served to
undermine a power that might otherwise have counterbalanced the
political strength of the East Franks. In that same year, Bohemia was
subordinated to the Regensburg archdiocese. In 897, the dukes again
went to the king seeking protection against the aggressive policy
of Svatopluk’s sons as they tried to regain control over Bohemia.
The subsequent collapse of Great Moravia left a geo-political vacuum
in the region that was effectively filled by the ambitious Bohemian
rulers. The regional centre of political power moved from Mikulcice
to Prague, which was more or less controlled by its mighty East
Frankish neighbour. Thus, the price for Bohemia’s increasing inde-
pendence from their eastern neighbours was a growing dependence
on their western neighbours. This was clearly demonstrated when the
Bavarian margrave Liutpold used the title ‘duke of Bohemians’.
Some sources name Spytihnév as the first Christian ruler of
Bohemia; he was praised for abandoning idolatry and for baptizing
all his people.”® Conversion was strongly promoted by his mother,
Duchess Ludmila, who sent invitations to Bavarian priests delegated

by the bishop of Regensburg.

94 This identification of the original Bohemian dynasty is a product of the historio-
graphy of the nineteenth century.

Cosmas I.14. The work is available in an English translation: Cosmas of Prague,
The Chronicle of the Czechs, tr. and ed. Wolverton.

E.g. Ivan Borkovsky and Levy Hradec, Nejstarsi sidlo Pfemyslovcii (Prague,
1965), 50.

Annales Fuldenses a. 895.

Passio s. Vencezlai incipiens verbis Crescente fide christiana. Recensio bavarica, ed.
J. Emmler, Fontes Rerum Bohemicarum (henceforth FRB) I (Prague, 1878),
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This series of accounts offers an insight into the slow consolidation
of power, as well as the elimination of political competition, which
took place over approximately seventy years and which found expres-
sion in the steadily diminishing number of leaders who represented
Bohemians at foreign courts. The challenge for overall domination
ended in 921 when Wenceslas/Vaclav (921—35) — later canonized —
Borivoj’s grandson, effectively monopolized political power in the
centre of the Bohemian basin and adopted the position of sole ruler.

BEFORE POLAND

We know even less about political developments in the lands north
of the Carpathian and Sudeten Mountains. These areas were so
distant that they attracted hardly any attention from the Frankish
chroniclers. Einhard’s remark that Charlemagne subordinated ‘omnes
barbaras ac feras nationes, quae inter Rhenum ac Visulam [Vistula]
fluvios oceanumque ac Danubium positae’ is not very informative.”

From the early ninth century, a process of concentrating local power
may be inferred from the raising of monumental mounds in south-
eastern parts of today’s Poland." Investment in visibly impressive
topographic features may indicate the emergence of political elites
who symbolically demonstrated their status and mobilized followers
to collective action.”" In this way, the tensions that arose from the
growing discrepancy between an egalitarian ideology and the stratifica-
tion of society could have been eased by reference to the traditional,
albeit magnified, cultural symbol of the grave-mound.'®* It seems that
Jan Dlugosz, a fifteenth-century Polish historian, correctly stressed the
importance of this material symbol, which attracted the eyes of even the
distant onlooker: ‘the barrow . .. [that the] sons of Krakus . . . raised to
such a height . .. [that it would] dominate all the hills around’."”?

99 Einhard: The Life of Charlemagne, tr. Samuel Epes Tumner (New York, 1880), L.16.

9% Recently Kazimierz Radwariski (‘Wielkie kopce krakowskie i proba uscislenia ich

chronologii’, Rocznik Krakowski 69 (2003), §—23; here 22) dated them to the

middle of the ninth to the early tenth century.

E.g. Lotte Hedeager, Iron Age Societies: From Tribe to State in Northern Europe, 500

BC to AD 700 (Oxford, 1992), 291.

Leszek Stupecki (‘Monumentalne kopce Krakusa i Wandy pod Krakowem’, in

Studia zdziejow cywilizagi (Warsaw, 1998), 62—5) prefers to view them in the

context of a pagan reaction against an expanding Christianity.

' Jan Dlugosz, Roczniki czyli kroniki stanwego Krdlestwa Polskiego (Warsaw, 1961),
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The phenomenon of raising monumental mounds to signal the
dominant position of elites was transient and strictly regional;
it would give way in the middle of the ninth century to a new form
of material expression: the building of impressive earth-and-wood
strongholds across the vast lands between the Baltic and the
mountainous belt. The strongholds are clear markers for the centres
of local communities, whose leaders were ready to invest in building
fortified centres in order to manifest their political ambitions.

The only source which may be used to study the early political
development of the ‘Polish’ lands is a two-page report written shortly
before 850 for Louis the German."®* This mysterious document lists a
series of supposed West Slavic tribes and estimates their military
power:'%?

Prissani, ciuitates LXX. Velunzani, ciuitates LXX. [ ... ] Vuislane. Sleenzane,
ciuitates XV. Lunsici ciuitates XXX. Dadosesani ciuitates XX, Milzane, ciui-
tates XXX. Besunzane, ciuitates II. Verizane, ciuitates X. Fraganeo, ciuitates
XL. Lupiglaa, ciuitates XXX. Opolini, ciuitates XX. Golensizi, ciuitates V.

Some of these ‘ethnonyms’ are confirmed by much later sources, such
as the Sleenzane'® and the Dadosesani;'®” others are identified through
lexical similarities with various geographical names; a few remain
cryptic (for example, Lupiglaa).*®

To these problems we may add the chaotic sense of geography and
the completely unreliable figures for the dvitates,"* which are thought to
have functioned as secondary centres. This document demonstrates the
ignorance of the East Frankish court concerning political circumstances

4 W. H. Fritze ‘Geographus Bavarus’, Lexikon des Mittelalters (Munich), vol. IV
(1999), 1269—70 (here 1270).

Descriptio civitatum, traditionally refered to as the ‘Bavarian Geographer’. A less
ethnically charged name was suggested: ‘Ostfrankische Volkertafel’ (Fritze,
‘Geographus’, 1270).

Silenzi by Thietmar of Merseburg (VI. §7) and Zlasane in the ‘Document of
Prague’ of 1083: Die Urkunden Heinrichs IV, part 2, ed. Dietrich von Gladiss,
Monumenta Germanie Historica, Diplomata 4, Die Urkunden der deutsche
Ko6nige und Kaiser, 6 (Hanover, 1959), no. 390, p. 517.

"7 Diedesizi/Diedesi by Thietmar (IV.45; VL.s7; VIL20) and Dedosize in the
‘Document of Prague’.

P. Urbanczyk, ‘Slavic and Christian identities during the transition to the Polish
statehood’, in Garipzanov ef al., eds., ‘Franks, Northmen and Slavs, 205—22.

E.g. civitates CCCC aut eo amplius of the Glopeani mentioned in the second part of
the ‘Bavarian Geographer’.
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east of the Oder River. External observers at the time were aware that,
in the middle of the ninth century, west of the Oder and north of the
Sudeten Mountains, there had emerged certain ethno-political units,
but their character, territorial extent and organizational stability remain
unknown.

The concept of ‘tribe’, commonly applied in Polish historiography,
is unhelpful in exploring the ethnopolitical division of the area.
Before the emergence of the Piast realm, we are left with inferences
from anthropological principles, supported by archaeological data.
Archaeological evidence points to the growth of human organiza-
tional potential from the middle of the ninth century onwards, as
indicated by the trend in building fortified centres. The oldest Slavic
strongholds, apart from having a military and/or settlement function,
would hold symbolic meaning for local societies as centres of power,
reinforced by religious rituals.”'® However, they are also indicators
that local societies or their elites were able to mobilize their members
or followers for common goals. Thus strongholds functioned as the
symbolic nodes of social geography. They indicated the division of a
network of agricultural settlements into separate units concentrated
around fortified sites of power." "’

A short statement, included in the hagiography of St Methodius,
remains the only written record for political developments north of
the Carpathians in the second half of the ninth century. According
to its author, a ‘mighty duke in Vislech’ harassed the Christians (the
Moravians), but was finally captured and forcibly baptized between
874 and 880.""* This solitary sentence captured the imagination of
Polish historians to such a degree that they eventually conceived of a

"% For further discussion, see Przemystaw Urbariczyk, “Wczesna urbanizacja ziem
polskich’, in Civitas et villa: miasto i wies w Sredniowiecznej Europie Srodkowej, ed.
Cezary Busko et al. (Wroctaw and Prague, 2002), 37—47; Z. Kobyliriski, ‘Early
medieval hillforts in Polish lands in the sixth to the eighth centuries: problems of
origins, function, and spatial organization’, in From the Baltic to the Black Sea, ed.
D. Austin and L. Alcock (Boston, 1990), 147—56; M. Dulinicz, ‘Miejsca, ktore
rodza wladze (najstarsze grody stowiariskie na wschéd od Wisly)’, in Czlowiek,
sacrum, srodowisko: miejsca kultu we wezesnym Sredniowieczu, ed. S. Mozdzioch
(Wroctaw, 2000), 85—98.

Martin O. H. Carver, ‘Town and anti-town in the first millennium Europe’, in
Archeologia w teorii i w praktyce, ed. A. Buko and P. Urbariczyk (Warsaw, 2000),
373—96.

Spisy dawne skarbca i biblioteki kapitulnej krakowskiej, ed. August Bielowski,
Monumenta Poloniae Historica, vol. 1 (Lwdéw, 1864) (henceforth MPH 1), 107.
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‘state of Vislane’, whose ruler supposedly competed with Svatopluk’s
Great Moravia and initiated a process of state-formation in the south-
ern part of what today is Poland. Archaeologists tried to support this
idea, searching for the Vislane tribe’s ‘capital’ in the village of Wislica,
where a small church and presumed baptismal font were eagerly dated
to the early tenth century.'"® These interpretations were later proved
wrong when detailed analyses showed that the ‘baptismal font’ was a
natural feature; that the church was built in the eleventh century; and
that a political centre in Wislica developed only during the eleventh
and twelfth centuries.

This does not mean that Great Moravia held no influence over
areas of southern Poland. The proximity of this Slavic, Christian
power could have resulted in the earlier appearance of strongholds
in Lesser Poland (Matopolska),""* while the large deposit of axe-like
iron ingots excavated from the centre of Cracow suggests a shared
cultural zone. In Silesia, the stone facades of some strongholds and the
spread of imports from the south allow us to demonstrate the close
contacts between the two regions. This, however, cannot justify
drawing the northern frontier of Great Moravia across Lesser Poland
and Silesia (Slask), which has been attempted by some historians'"?
and archaeologists."*

'3 Wlodzimierz Antoniewicz, ‘Znaczenie odkry¢é w Wislicy’, Silesia Antiqua 10
(1968), 105—15 (here 106 and 114).
"4 E.g. Jan Gancarski, ‘The early medieval stronghold at Trzcinica in the district of
Jasto: preliminary research results’, in Z. Wozniak and J. Gancarski, eds. Polonia
Minor medii aevi: studia ofiarowane Panu Profesorowi Andrzejowi Zakiemu w
osiemdziesiqtq rocznicg urodzin (Cracow and Krosno, 2003), 165—80 (here 174).
E.g. Henryk Lowmiariski, Poczqtki Polski, vol. IV (Warsaw, 1970), 356f.;
Lech Tyszkiewicz, ‘Die slawische Burgenorganisation und ihre Umgestaltung in
das mittelalterliche Kastellaneisystem Oberschlesiens’, in T. Wiinsch, ed.,
Stadtgeschichte Oberschlesiens. Studien zur stidtischen Entwicklung und Kultur einer
ostmitteleuropdischen Region vom Mittelalter bis zum Vorabend der Industrialisierung
(Berlin, 1995), 9—24 (here 15); and Tyszkiewicz, “‘Warunki polityczne wlaczenia
Slaska do paristwa Piastow’, in Slqsle okoto roku 1000, ed. M. Mlynarska-
Kaletynowa and E. Malachowicz (Wroctaw, 2000), 73—88 (here 75).
E.g. Krzysztof Wachowski, Slask a Wielkie Morawy i Czechy: aktualne dylematy
historyka i archeologa’, in Viae historicae: Ksigga jubileuszowa dedykowana profesorowi
Lechowi Tyszkiewiczowi w siedemdziesiqtq rocznicg urodzin, ed. M. Goliriski and
S. Rosik (Wroclaw, 2001), 167—77 (here 172), and ‘élqsk okolo roku 1000’ in
Polska na przetomie 1i II tysiqclecia, ed. S. Skibiniski (Poznar, 2001), 325—34 (here
325); Kazimierz Jaworski, ‘Weczesnosredniowieczne grodziska plemienne w
Sudetach’ Archeologia Zywa 2 (36) (2006), 5664 (here 64).
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Indeed, a map of the early strongholds does not reveal any partic-
ular concentration of fortified centres in this region. It shows instead a
division of the Polish lands into a poorly organized eastern territory,
where strongholds were scarce, and a western territory, including
Silesia, Greater Poland (Wielkopolska, Polonia Maior) and
Pomerania (Pomorze), which was filled with numerous fortified
sites.”"” It is interesting to note in this earlier period that Greater
Poland, where the first territorial polity had emerged by the middle
of the ninth century, had not earlier boasted a high density of settle-
ments, a high number of strongholds or an extraordinary richness of
burials. Nor did it attract an inflow of Arabic silver, which in the ninth
century clearly concentrated around the strategic estuaries of the Oder
and Vistula."™®

Thus while in the centre of the Bohemian basin the newly
Christianized duces Bohemorum gained overall political control, north
of the mountainous belt the situation remained fluid. Neither histor-
ians nor archaeologists have identified any leader with aspirations to
build a stable territorial organization.

PEOPLE AND DYNASTIES

In all three polities, the beginnings of dynastic power are shrouded in
medieval myths and chroniclers’ elaborations. Ethnonyms and dynas-
tic geneologies are products of medieval efforts to grapple with the
problem of origins.

Bohemians

The chronology and origin of the choronym and ethnonym applied
to the Czechs (Cech) is problematic. In Bohemian historiography, a
nationalist vision has tended to dominate the debate: ‘it was Czechs
who laid the foundations for early statehood and not their rulers, the
Premyslids’. Consequently Czechia is considered ‘one of the few early

"7 Map 169 in Zofia Kurnatowska, ‘Fortifications and the rise of tribal aristocracy
among the Slavs in the period before the foundation of the Polish state’, in
Wieczorek and Hinz, ed., Europe’s Centre: Handbook, 169—71.

" Map 2 in Sebastian Brather, ‘Friihmittelalterliche Dirham-Schatzfunde in Europa.
Probleme ihrer wirtschafts-geschichtlichen Interpretation aus archiologische
Perspektive’, Zeitschrift fiir Archiologie des Mittelalters 23/4 (1996), 73—153.
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medieval states that developed from one gens’."™ Although sources
written in the ninth and tenth centuries clearly show the political
differentiation of the Bohemian basin with several political units ruled
by their own ‘dukes’, historians have argued about the exact character
of these polities. Some medievalists believed that they were a result of
evolution among difterent Slavic tribes living in the basin. For these
researchers, the Czech tribe was one among many, and it came to
dominate the others only gradually, mostly through military expan-
sion and close co-operation with the East Frankish realm."*°

Others suggested that there was only one gens in the Bohemian
basin. According to them, the different names in the sources simply
described local political organisations of the same tribe, as for example
‘eroups of strongholds’. The same tribe was able to group and regroup
according to political circumstances, but their existence did not rely
on ethnic difference from the ‘Czech’ tribe. Finally Dusan Trestik
argued that tribes in the plural did not exist in the Bohemian basin in
the ninth century, and that the polities mentioned in the sources were
simply different Bohemian duchies. He argued that dukes known
from the sources who ruled different areas were a testimony of the
presence of a multilateral political structure in the Bohemian basin.
Nevertheless, these ‘duchies’ were all descendants of the bigger and
older community, the Czech tribe. Therefore they shared one lan-
guage, a social structure and customs, which made the Premyslids’
conquest and unification easier.”*" Although at first sight it is tempting
to classify these theories as anachronistic and/or nationalistic, no
other, more plausible theory exists nowadays. The only hope is that
archaeological excavations and their fast publications and analysis
allow researchers to verify the alleged homogeneous elements of
culture and social structure of the inhabitants of the Bohemian basin
before Boleslav I the Cruel’s reign. In addition, the application of
anthropological approaches might result in a theory more coherent
with modern visions of ethnogenesis and the state-formation
process.'**
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D. Tredtik, ‘Ceské kmeny: historie a skutec¢nost jedné koncepce’, Studia
Maedievalia Pragensia 1 (1988), 129—43.

Matla-Koztowska, Pierwsi Przemyslidzi i ich paristwo, 16—17.



92 The history of the region and the question of origins

According to the commonly accepted theory the ethnonym
‘Czech’ derives from the earliest period of Slavic settlement in the
Bohemian basin. It is true that written sources testify to the presence
of the term ‘Cechs’ only in the late tenth-century legend of St
Viclav."*® Therefore, it may be suggested that the ethnonym Cechy,
just like the ethnonym Poloni explored below, was a product of the
respective ruling houses, which followed in the general trend of
applying precise names to early medieval Christian realms and their
inhabitants.”** The problem is that using Latin in communication for
official purposes, both external observers and elites of the Premyslid
polity called ducal subjects 