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SERGEY KASHTANOV.
HISTORIOGRAPHER OF THE RUSSIAN
AND EUROPEAN MIDDLE AGES

The article is devoted to the scholarly work of an outstanding Russian
historian, a corresponding member of the Russian Academy of Sciences
Sergey Mihailovich Kashtanov. Without exaggeration, he can be considered
an actual classic of Soviet and Russian academic historical thought. The list of
his professional interests alone is impressive as it is ranges from source study
and archaeography to historiography and the history of state institutions; from
diplomatics to historical demographics and geography. Sergey Kashtanov is a
mediaevalist, whose research is focused on mediaeval Russia which he studies
referring to the historical context of European countries between the Middle
Ages and the Early Modern Period. As a result, Kashtanov’s contribution to
comparative mediaeval history is significant. Additionally, Kashtanov’s works
on diplomatics are recognized worldwide as in them the scholar puts forward
original methods of mediaeval acts analysis. Professionally, Sergey Kashtanov
may be characterized both as a theoretician and practitioner, a researcher of
feudal property; a scholar that proposed a number of new methods of analysis
in paleography, filigree studies, and codicology; and, finally, as an observant
and witty historiographer. Being a follower of A. A. Zimin and S. O. Schmidt,
S. M. Kashtanov is a rare representative of Russia’s high academic tradition
of humanities thought dating back to the prerevolutionary era. This unique
atmosphere which is, sadly, becoming nonexistent, is permanently present in
the life and work of the main character of the article.

Keywords: S. M. Kashtanov; comparative mediaeval studies; historiogra-
phy; source studies; diplomatics; history of feudalism.

CraTbs HOCBsAIIEHa HAYYHOMY TBOPYECTBY BBIIAIOLIETOCS PYCCKOTO MCTO-
puKa, yneHa-koppecrnongenTa PAH Cepres Muxaiinosnya Kamranosa. On
6e3 IpeyBemMYeHNs MOXKeT ObITb Ha3BaH JIC/ICTBYIOINM KJIACCHKOM COBET-
CKOH ¥ POCCHMIICKOI HAyIHON MCTOPMYECKOil IIKOabl. OfMH IepedeHb ero
npodeccroHaIbHBIX MHTEPECOB BIIeYAT/IAET: OT MICTOYHUKOBEJECH I apXeo-
rpaduy 1o ucropuorpaduy U YCTOPUU TOCYAAPCTBEHHBIX YUPEXKCHUI; OT
IMIUIOMATUKY JO YICTOpUYecKoli gemorpaduu u reorpaduu. Cepreit Muxaii-
JIOBMY — MEJUEBNCT, €T0 M3bICKaHMA IOCBAILIEHbl CpeHEBEKOBON Pycn, Kxo-
TOPYIO OH MCCTIEAyeT, 00pallasich K HCTOPUIECKOMY KOHTEKCTY eBPOIECKIX
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ctpan CpefHeBeKoBbA — paHHero HoBoro Bpemenu. B cBA3M ¢ aTuM Benuku
sacnyru KamranoBa B 06/1aCTU KOMITAPAaTUBHOI MeUEBUCTUKIU. 3aCTy>KeH-
HBIM IPY3HAHVEM MUPOBOTO MICTOPIIECKOTO COOOIIeCTBA OIB3YIOTCS TPYAB
KamraHoBa-IUIIOMATIICTa, aBTOPA OPUTMHAIBLHON METORMKM AUIIOMATHU-
YeCKOr0 aHa/mMM3a CPeJHEBEKOBBIX aKTOB. B mpodeccnoHanbHOI [iesTenbHO-
ctu Cepress MuxaiioBuda yIUBUTEIbHBIM 00pa3oM COYETAIOTCS TEOPETUK
U TPaKTUK; MCCIeRoBaTenb (eofaabHOrO 3eMIeBIafeH s, IMMYHIUTETOB,
(buHAHCOBOI MONMNUTYUKY CPEFHEBEKOBOI Pycu 1 cosparenb KoHuenuuu de-
OfIa/IBHOI COOCTBEHHOCTH; YI€HBbII, IIPEIOKUBILNIT PSIf HOBBIX METORUK B
obnacTy maneorpadun, GUINTpaHOBENEHNA, KOOVKOIOTUY, U OCTPOYMHBIN
Hab/IoaTeNnbHbI ucTopuorpad.

Yyennxk A. A. 3umuna u C. O. HImupTra, C. M. KamnTaHoB sB/IsI€TCS OMHUM
13 HEMHOTMX HOCUTe/Iel BBICOKOI aKaJleMUdecKoll TpaguLiuy PyccKoit ryMa-
HUTAPUCTUKY, BOCXOZAIIEN K JOPEBOMIOIMOHHOI 3110Xe. DTa YHUKA/NIbHAA I,
K COXKa/IeHMIO, YXOAAIas1 Cpefja ABCTBEHHO IPOCTYIAET Yepes XKI3Hb U TBOP-
YeCTBO IVIABHOTO TePOs CTATbIL.

Knouesnie cnosa: C. M. KamrraHoB, koMIaparuBHas MeAMEBUCTUKA,
ucropuorpadsi, UCTOYHUKOBEIeHNe, IUIIOMATHKA, UCTOPU (eofanusma.

Sergey Mihailovich Kashtanov was born on January 29, 1932 in Lenin-
grad, the son of M. F. Kashtanov, a military engineer, and I. S. Kashtanova,
the daughter of a prominent court maker of medals, S. A. Grilihis. In 1954
S. M. Kashtanov graduated with honors from the Mos-
cow State Historical Archives Institute (MSHAI). A bril-
liant graduate of the Department of Auxiliary Historical
Disciplines of MSHAI, between 1992-2011, Kashtanov
was at the Department of Historical Sources Study and
Auxiliary Historical Disciplines?.

At present he is at the Higher School of Sources Study,
Auxiliary and Special Historical Disciplines of the Russian
State University of the Humanities. He was a student of
A. A. Zimin, a permanent member and even a historian
of the famous study group of S. O. Shmidt, which is dedicated to the study
of sources. He has created a special branch in history studies and has become
the founder of his own scientific school, formed around him in the Historical
Archives Institute. In 2011, S. M. Kashtanov was awarded the title of Distin-
guished Professor of the Russian State University of the Humanities.

After graduating from MSHAI in 1954 and completing his post-
graduate studies in 1954-1958, S. M. Kashtanov began to work in 1956 as
a research fellow of the Institute of History of the Academy of Sciences of
the Soviet Union, which in 1968 was divided into the Institute of History
of the USSR and the Institute of World History of the Academy of Sciences.

In the first one (which was renamed in 1991, the Institute of Russian
History) S. M. Kashtanov worked until April 2001, when he joined the In-
stitute of World History of the Russian Academy of Sciences at the invi-

% Detailed bibliographic essay about S. M. Kashtanov vide: [Cronsposa].
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tation of the director, Academician A. O. Chubaryan. In the Institute of
History of the Academy of Sciences of the USSR, S. M. Kashtanov worked
first in the division of sources study and publication, under the leadership
of A. A. Novoselsky, and since 1963 he worked in the division of the History
of the USSR of the feudal period, which was led by L.V. Cherepnin.

After the latter’s death in 1977 the division was led first by A. A. Preo-
brazhensky and then by N. A. Gorskaya. In the 1990s it was called the di-
vision of Russian History of the Middle Ages and Early Modern Period.
At the initiative of N. A. Gorskaya in 1995, S. M. Kashtanov was elected as
head of the sector, and in 1997 S. M. Kashtanov was elected a correspond-
ing member of the Russian Academy of Sciences.

Since 1987, at the invitation of A. L. Stanislavsky, Kashtanov began to
work part-time at the Department of Auxiliary Historical Disciplines of
MSHAI where he conducted workshops for auxiliary historical disciplines
and seminars on the study of sources. For twenty-five years he led a research
seminar, which he set up personally, “Chronology of the History of Russia
in the 10"-18" Centuries”. Under his leadership dozens of graduate theses
were written, as well as more than twenty masters and three doctoral dis-
sertations. His courses, such as “Notes of foreigners about Russia” and “Rus-
sian diplomatics”, were brilliant in form and interesting in content, and were
popular in the Russian State University of the Humanities, attracting not
only students but also postgraduate students. In June 2011, S. M. Kashtanov
created the Department of the Higher School of source, auxiliary and special
historical disciplines and became the head. Sergey Kashtanov is an eminent
historian, expert on source studies, a diplomatist and archaeographer, and
the most renowned specialist on the socio-economic and political history of
Russia from the 10™ to 16" centuries, source studies, diplomacy, diplomatic
codicology, archaeography and the study of watermarks.

S. M. Kashtanov is a distinguished scholar, author of approximately 700
scientific research papers, including eight monographs. He combines in his
works concrete historical research with the development of political, eco-
nomic and philosophical issues, as well as the theory and methodology of
archeology, the study of sources and auxiliary historical disciplines. Areas
of research in the activities of S. M. Kashtanov are so diverse and the results
are so great that we believe it is necessary to analyze them in this essay sys-
tematically and in detail, highlighting certain areas of his research.

Works in the Theory and Practice
of Medieval Texts Archaeography

The most important direction in the development of the creative work
of S. M. Kashtanov became the theory of archaeography and publication
sources (practical science of archaeography of medieval texts). It is sym-
bolic that with his activity as a medievalist S. M. Kashtanov’s career began
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with the publication of returns’ books of the Trinity-Sergius Monastery
[Otmatounple kuuru]. Kashtanov’s preparation for printing these books
began at the initiative of A. A. Zimin (1920-1980), who in the mid-1950s
involved his pupil in the publication of “Records of Russian law”. In this edi-
tion Kashtanov prepared for publication a number of charters, ukazy char-
ters and private acts from the 14"-17" centuries. He compiled a detailed,
historical and legal review of immunity acts from the 14"-16" centuries, as
well as acts of feudal land ownership and management in the first half of the
17" century [[TamsaTHuku pycckoro mpasal. In 1961 Kashtanov published
two charters of Pskov monasteries from 1510 [Kamranos, Po6uncon].

Later, under the direction of A. Nasonov he prepared for publication
two previously unpublished, abbreviated chronicles of 1493 and 1495
[CokpaijeHHbIiT 1eTonucHbI cBOf, 1493 1.; COKpalljeHHBIil JIeTONCHBDII
cBop; 1495 r.]. This work laid the foundation for the publication of a number
of the most important sources on the socio-economic and political his-
tory of Russia from the 14%-17" centuries. In 1963, Kashtanov published
a drawing of land of the 16" century - the earliest known Russian drawing
of that type [Kamranos, 19638]. In 1968, he turned to the study of lists
of ukazy ratifications in 1630 in the Uzhgitsk parish, which included the
preserved text of the Charter from 1559/60 and included testimonies of
how the Russian Zemstvo reform unfolded. Text of this newly discovered
source was prepared for publication, accompanied by a detailed historical
and diplomatic study [Kaurranos, 1968].

S. M. Kashtanov is the author of the first handbook on the historiog-
raphy of the medieval Russian Diplomatic Act, which is “Hronologicheskij
perechen' immunitetny'h gramot XVI v.” (“Chronological list of immunity
ratifications charters of the 16" century”) [Kamrranos, 19586; Kamranos,
1962; Kamranos, Hasapos, ®mops]. It provides information about the
scripts, lists, publications and references to charters and charters of ukazy
from 1504-1584. Kashtanov specified headers, charters and acts with in-
formation about deacons, boyars and treasurers, who participated in the
issuance of letters, as well as data on the later confirmations. He sought to
maximize the number of surviving originals and lists of immunity letters,
as well as publications and literary references on each of them [KamraHos,
19586; Kamranos, 1962; Kamrranos, Hazapos, ®nops].

After the release of the first two parts of the chronological list Kashtanov
managed to identify a significant number of additional immunity acts. Many
acts and much bibliographical information were listed by V. A. Kuchkin,
V. D. Nazarov and B. N. Florya. Therefore, the third (optional) part of the
chronological list in 1968 was published in collaboration with Nazarov
and Florya. Kuchkin, to whom Kashtanov expressed his heartfelt gratitude
in this publication, refused the recognition of his co-authorship in the
publication. At the moment there is an urgent need to reprint Kashtanov’s
chronological list, with the additions and clarifications to be made, taking
into account not only the newly found acts, but also the achievements
of archaeography and diplomacy in the last four decades.
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The publication of previously unknown acts of Trinity-Sergius, Cyril
Belozersky, St. Paul Obnorsk, Serpuhov Vladychny, Ivanopredtechensky,
Yakovlevsky and Zheleznoborkovsky monasteries, as well as letters from
the archives of the Kazan diocese has become an important part of the
fundamental monograph of Kashtanov, “Ocherki russkoj diplomatiki”
(“Essays of Russian Diplomatique”) (1970) [Kamranos, 1970a, c. 341-448].
This work began in a series of scientific publications of documents of the
monasteries and cathedrals of the Russian state.

In the mid-1950s, preparations began on the publication of the archive
of the Trinity-Sergius Monastery of the 16" century under the generic
name of “Acts of the Russian State” (hereinafter referred to ARS). The
basis for the publication stemmed from copies of the Trinity acts, made
by S. B. Veselovsky. At the same time, an acts group was created and headed
by I. A. Bulygin. S. M. Kashtanov was connected with the work on the
first volume of the ARS in 1974, primarily dealing with the final stages of
preparation for publication. Kashtanov radically re-edited titles, made a
number of comments and captions, and wrote a general introduction to
the volume. In 1975, the first volume of the ARS was released [AkTsI Pyc-
ckoro rocypapcTsa]. Preparation for the publication of this and subsequent
volumes was accompanied by heated discussions about the rules of
transferring texts of the Troiczk Acts. At the request of members of the
forensic team of the Academy of Science of the USSR from 1975-1977,
Kashtanov made a “Supplement” to the rules of publication of ARS, prepared
by Bulygin [IIpaBuma uspanna]. In 1987, based on the “Supplements”
Kashtanov wrote a detailed “Guidelines” for the publication of ARS,
based on principles that were gradually developed by him of complicated
diplomatic reproduction However, neither the Supplements nor Guidelines
were published at the time for personal reasons®. Extensive “Guidelines”
were published only in 1998, although they were already actively used in
the manuscript publications by the publishers (and not only for ARS).

S. M. Kashtanov was engaged for most of his life with the filing and
publication of the archive of the Trinity-Sergius Monastery. He discovered
and first published previously unknown scripts and lists of the Troiczk
Acts from the 15"-16" centuries. In 1966 he published the text of the
reconstructed general chapter of the Trinity-Sergius Monastery in all
fiefdoms of 1550 [Kamranos, 1966]. Despite the fact that S. M. Kashtanov,
already in the middle of the 1970s, recognized the need for principles in
reproducing diplomatic texts and medieval charters, he did not formulate
the rules until the end of the 1990s because he was unable to implement
them in practice.

Between 1950-1980 the manner of publishing the text (simplified
critical, complicated diplomatic or complicated linguistic) and the volume
and nature of the treatment of an archaeographically published source in

* On the history of the preparation of the first volume of “Akty’ Russkogo gosudarstva’
(“Acts of the Russian state”) and discussions around the rules on transferring their text vide:
[Kamranos 1998, c. 234-236, 284-285].
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the USSR often depended not only on the will of the publisher, but also
on the traditions of reproducing texts within a particular serial edition (for
example PSRL) or the capabilities for printing in publishing facilities.

Furthermore, it was between 1960-1990 that the position of
“reductionists” found reinforcement in the thesis: “for a historian
content of the source is enough, details are for philologists!”™* As a result
most often “complicators” were linguists, who gradually developed the
principle of reproduction of the text “to the letter, line for line” [Ycnen-
CKMit COOPHUK].

The linguistic principle of publishing the text at a time when it was
just forming, was carried out in ways very close to the medieval copie
figurée (painted copies), prompting the appearance of the manuscript
(handwriting, small and accent marks, special text layout, etc.) [Karm-
TaHOB, 1988a, c. 33]. We believe that this was due to extraordinary
technical and financial difficulties that accompanied the preparation of
photographic and facsimile reproductions of texts, making the facsimile
(reproduction) type of publication hardly an affordable luxury. Copie
figurée, probably seemed to be a way out of the situation. In the age
of computer technology, complexities like these do not seem to be a
problem. Numbers of “complicators” were supplemented by historians.
However, the debate about the appropriateness of a complicated transfer
of texts only intensified, and was now being waged not only between
historians and linguists (supporters and opponents of “reductionists”),
but also between the supporters and opponents of the complicated rules
of reproducing texts: diplomatic and linguistic.

In these disputes, Kashtanov always remained true to the principles that
he developed for a sophisticated manner of publishing a diplomatic text,
part of the processing of which is archaeographic preparation with widely
developed aids for investigation. Font-imitators, which are a constant
attribute of modern copie figurée, as well as publication of medieval texts
with minimal or no archaeographic preparation, cause him constant
bewilderment and even irritation.

Since the early 1980s S. M. Kashtanov is increasingly drawn to the
problems of the theory and practice of archaeography. In 1983, he
formulated the basic principles of the reproduction of the text of the acts’
material, based on his experience of research of ancient Russian public
law acts of ratification [Kamranos, 1983]. In the 1970s he, together with
A. A. Zimin, took part in the forthcoming edition (prepared by L. I. Ivina)
of the Acts of Moscow Simonov Monastery, in which he accomplished full
archaeographic processing of all of the identified Simonov acts of the 16"
century [AKTHI peomaTbHOTO 3eMIeBIaieH s ].

In 1985 S. M. Kashtanov co-authored with A. L. Horoshkevich the
guidelines for the publication of the Lithuania metric. This edition was
the first attempt to apply to the documents the Lithuania metric rules,

* Later as the ideological historians - “uproshhencev” (“simplificators”) - spoke the
member of act group of Institute of the Russian history N. I. Nikitin [Hukuns].
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which were developed for the publication of the Acts of the Russian state
of the 16™ century [Kamranos, Xopouikesu4]. From 1985-1988 a series
of articles by S. M. Kashtanov appeared, which demonstrate the analysis
adopted in contemporary Western European medieval studies for the
principles of the Latin edition of ratification acts [Kamranos, 1985; Kam-
TaHOB, 1986a; Kamranos, 19866; Kamranos, 1987; Kamranos, 19886]. In
the mid-1980s, S. M. Kashtanov was engaged in studying and preparing
for publication two “Greek” ambassadorial books of the 16" century. In
1993 his fundamental research on the royal Synodikon of the 1550’
appeared, which included the Greek embassy book Ne 1. Publication of
this text was made in accordance with complicated rules, subject to all the
lexical and orthographic features of the original, with detailed paleographic
notes, historical and geographical comments. The full text of the ancient
“Greek” ambassador’s book was published as a joint project between
S. M. Kashtanov and L. V. Stolyarova while B. L. Fonkich became involved
only in 2004 [Poccust u rpedeckmit Mup].

In 1996, Kashtanov published previously unreleased letters of Pereslavl
and St. Paul Obnorsk and Suzdal Intercession monasteries, including
two bills of sale found by him from the 15" century and three charters
from the beginning of the 16™ century, and issued a series of acts of the
cathedral archives of Balahna and Nizhny Novgorod and certificates
relating to the history of Belomestny’s tenure in Russian cities during the
“boyar rule” [Kamranos, 1996a]. In 1997, S. M. Kashtanov together with
O. L. Horuzhenko prepared 11 letters for publication from the 16™ century
to the beginning of the 18" century, from the archives of the Archangel
Cathedral of Moscow [[pamoTsl 13 apxuBa, c. 390]. One of the published
acts — ukazny act of 1546 — remains in the original, and the remaining
10 are extant copies from the beginning of the 1730s. They have been found
in the Russian State Archive of Ancient Acts (RGADA) as part of the Senate
book, number 781. Publication is accompanied by a detailed investigation
of the Archangel acts [Ibid, c. 390-406], in which it is demonstrated that
the first land grants to the Archangel Cathedral were not made by the grand
dukes of Moscow, but by grand and feudal lords, members of the house
of Borowski-Serpukhov. The authors presented data showing an increase
in tenure of the cathedral since the middle of the 15" century, analyzed
each of the letters published, and reproduced information about scribal
descriptions that were not reflected in the existing lists. They described in
detail the paleographic and codicological features of the collection, which
included copies of the letters preserved, focusing on the paper watermarks.
The authors found that in the stationery copies of letters Dutch paper was
used, and in the drafts, a rougher Russian paper. Study of the Senate book
number 781 allowed the authors to come close to the problem of copying
texts by the “homegrown archaeographers of the first third of the 18"
century” [Ibid, c. 406].

An important development in the theory and practice of publishing
medieval texts became S. M. Kashtanov’s monograph, “Archaeography of
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acts”, which is devoted to the specifics of publishing documentary sources
in Russia and abroad [Kamranos, 1998]. Acts archeology is considered by
Kashtanov as a special branch of science, which allows him to clarify
what constitutes an “act”, determine its place in the general classification
of the historical sources and compare methods of an acts archaeography
in different countries. The book analyzes the modern principles of the
Latin edition of letters, and also features the latest Russian publication on
acts, which touches upon the controversial issue of transferring the text
of medieval charters, especially the preparation of legends, descriptions of
filigrees, stamps, handwriting, etc. A special section of the book consists of
the guidelines for the publication of ARG, which summarizes a wealth of
experience of domestic and foreign archeography. In the book’s conclusion,
which is eloquently titled, “Whither goes acts’ Archaeography?”, Kashtanov
reflects on the general trends of modern domestic archaeography, in which it
has become almost fashionable to advocate simple principles for publishing
sources. The scientist is convinced that “the publication of sources is not a
mass production, but an art that requires highly skilled labor, morality and
the pursuit of virtuosity” [Ibid, c. 298].

Occupying a special place among S. M. Kashtanovs works is his
publication of obelno-criminal record certificates of Ivan III and Vasily III,
issued in 1504 to the Spassky Valaam Monastery (2000). These certificates are
preserved in Swedish translation, compiled between 1618-1619 [Hosona-
iiflenHas xanosanHas rpamoral®. The published letters preceded a detailed
archaeographic introduction. Kashtanov showed that the letter of 1504 was
part of a series of immunity letters of the period of joint management of
Ivan IIT and Vasily III in Novgorod and is the earliest known act issued
to the Valaam Monastery. Kashtanov put next to each other the letters of
1504 and the charter of Novgorod Volotovo Monastery in 1500, suggesting
the existence of some general wording of the joint letters of Ivan III and
Vasily III. However, he showed that Form of the 1504 certificates was not
used in the later preparation of the acts, which were issued to the Valaam
Monastery (1507, 1540 and 1578 years.).

Not limiting himself to the publication of the Swedish translation of
letters from the original Stockholm archive, Kashtanov prepared the letters
for translation from Swedish to Russian. Compiled by him, notes on the
translation contain detailed, textual and diplomatic comments. The most
important part of the publication of the letters of 1504 is the reconstruction
of the text of its unpreserved (lost) Russian copy, from which a Swedish
translation was made in the 17" century. Notes on the reconstruction contain
conjectures for justification, based on the forms of charters of Ivan III and
Vasily III from 1499-1500. As a supplement to the publication of letters

> The archaeographic introduction, publication of the Swedish text, its translation and
reconstruction of the lost original, as well as the notes to the text, translation and commen-
tary are prepared by S. M. Kashtanov [HoBoHariieHHas )kasoBaHHas rpaMoTa, ¢. 419-429,
434-443]. E. E. Matveeva compiled the detailed index-slovnik to the Swedish text [Ibid,
c. 422, 430-433].
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in 1504 Kashtanov placed a fragment from the scribe book of Vodskaya
from the 90s of the 16" century. It contains a description of the attached
properties of Valaam Monastery, as well as Serdovalsky and Ilomansky
churchyards in Korelsky County. Prior to the publication of the “Swedish”
act, domestic archaeography had not dealt with the scientific publication
of a source, especially one that was preserved in later copies in a foreign
language, accompanied by its translation and detailed reconstruction of the
lost original text.

In 2006, S. M. Kashtanov published a text of the Russian-Livonian
contract in 1535, which is an important source for the history of
international relations and foreign policy of Russia and Livonia in the 16™
century [Kamranos, 2006a]. This treaty was the first Russian-Livonian
written agreement made under Ivan IV; particularly, it was drafted during
his childhood under the regency of Elena Glinskaya. The Treaty of 1535
was a continuation of a series of Russian-Livonian peace treaties signed
by the grandfather and father of Ivan the Terrible in 1503, 1509, 1514,
1521 and 1531. The Treaty of 1535, agreed upon in Novgorod, provided
a peaceful development of relations between Russia and Livonia for the
following 17 years, until October 1551. In August 1550 the government of
Ivan the Terrible entered into a new agreement with Livonia. Additionally,
the agreement in 1554 was the last peace treaty signed between Russia and
the Livonian Order on the eve of the Livonian War. Despite the fact that the
agreement of 1535 has been repeatedly mentioned in academic literature,
it has not been published. S. M. Kashtanov not only was the first to publish
the original text, following the principles of complicated practices of
publishing diplomatic texts, but also he devoted a separate extensive study
to the 1535 agreement. S. M. Kashtanov was able to specify the date of the
agreement, which previously was attributed to 1534, and to adjudge the
circumstances that led to its signing [Ibid, c. 167-180].

The agreement of 1535 is written on two sheets of parchment, which
were bonded by drooping seals [PTAJIA, ¢. 64, om. 2, Ne 7, 1. 1-2]. Only
three of the original seals survived: two of them belonged to the governors
of Novgorod Princes, Boris Ivanovich Gorbaty and Mihail Semenovich
Voronczov, and another to the Pskov governor, Dmitry Semenovich
Voronczov. The parts of the surviving seals include: the Pskov governor’s,
Prince Mihail Ivanovich Kubensky’s, seal with only the “chicken foot”, on
the cord on parchment; Master Hermann von Bruggenei’s seal of Livonian
Order with just a parchment strap connecting the print with a letter; the
Archbishop Thomas of Riga’s seal with a hole for parchment ribbon; and
Bishop John (?) of Dorpat’s seal with part of the silk cord threaded through
the parchment. On one sheet of parchment was placed the Russian text
of the treaty, written in cursive, and on the other, the German text of the
treaty, made in gothic italics. S. M. Kashtanov suggested that the treaty of
1535 was drawn up in four copies, two in Russian and two in German.
Connected in pairs, Russian and German instances formed two “trays”
First, they were sealed by the Russians, and then in Livonia, one of the trays
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would be returned to Novgorod, and the other remained in Livonia [Kam-
TaHOB, 20064, c. 180].

Both texts of the treaty of 1535 were published by Kashtanov, and were
accompanied with a detailed paleographic study that meticulously describes
the present-day size, presents a reconstruction of authentic dimensions of
both sheets [Ibid, c. 182-190] and characterizes material for writing [Ibid,
c. 190]. Described in detail are the outward signs of both texts and their
handwriting attribution, as well as the density of letters of German and
Russian texts [Ibid, c¢. 190-195].

Special attention is given to the seals and how they attach. For the
first time in national historiography, the course of the cord when creating
a mounting press was analyzed in detail, which is important for the
reconstruction procedure, especially when connecting the cord with
parchment and seal. The latter is essential in the study of official practices in
the 16th century. When investigating how the image is placed on the seals
and how the inscriptions are imprinted on them, there are several options
in the attribution of images. Very important is Kashtanov’s placement of
photographs and numerous tables with detailed measurements of three
surviving seals in the archaeographic part of the publication. Impressive is
the research on the parchment ribbon, on the unpreserved print number
5, number 7, and on the cord printing and methods of attachment of seals
1-7, which provide important information for diplomatists who want to
learn about the process of drawing up and certification of original acts
at different times and in different offices within different states [Ibid,
c. 195-224].

S.M. Kashtanovinvestigated and characterized labels and notes, available
on the pages of the manuscript, which reflect the process of working with
the contract through the 16"-18" centuries. There are traces of life of
the text and its subsequent fate in the archives [Ibid, c. 224-226]. Special
sections are devoted to the analysis of the introduction of archaeographic
damage to manuscripts [Ibid, c. 226-227] in characteristic folds of the
parchment and in folded manuscripts [Ibid, c. 227-230]. Kashtanov found
that the method for folding the manuscript was established long ago.
A diploma was wrapped in coarse paper in the 18" century, which produces
the likeness of an envelope. On the cover, marks from the 18" and 20™
centuries reflect certain stages of research and archival work on the script
[Ibid, c. 230].

S. M. Kashtanov explores lists of the treaty of 1535, which (in its Russian
and German versions) appear in a collection of copies of Russian-Livonian
contracts from 1509-1554 kept in the fund of “portfolios” by GF Miller.
Identification of the watermark on the manuscript allowed S. M. Kashtanov
to conclude that the paper of a book in a German copy of the agreement of
1535 was made in the 60’s in 18" century. That was also the time when the
paper for the Russian copy was made, the last leaf of which has a watermark,
referring to the period from 1754-1765. Kashtanov found that the copies
were created simultaneously by different scribes and then intertwined
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together. He suggested that all the work was carried out under the direction
of GF Miller, who in March 1766 headed the Moscow archives of the State
College of Foreign Affairs. Copies emerged during GF Miller’s initial work
in Moscow on the archives board, specifically from 1766-1767 [KaiuraHos,
20064, c. 230-235].

A special section of the archaeographic introduction is devoted to
references to the 1535 Russian-Livonian agreement in archival inventories.
S. M. Kashtanov found that, based on inventories of the Ambassadors
(Foreign Office) archive, in 1612 all the seven seals of ratification in 1535
were still in order. By 1626, only five seals survived, and two of them were
separated from the document, although they were “screwed” to it. In 1673
“screwed” seals fell out and were already lost [Ibid, c. 235-237].

S. M. Kashtanov published both texts of the 1535 treaty (Russian
and German), fully preserving the original spelling [Ibid, c. 237-273].
In the introduction Kashtanov provides a detailed explanation of the
archaeographic principles of publishing the 1535 Treaty [Ibid, c. 181-182].
When publishing the Russian text of the treaty, outdated letters of the
Cyrillic alphabet were not replaced by new ones. Superscript letters were
in italics. Letters, appearing in the text when opening the cuts, were placed
in parentheses. In the German text, spelling was also not modernized.
The letter «v» is not replaced by «u»; «i» was not replaced by «j» and vice
versa. The combination of letters «sh» was not replaced by «sch». Common
in the German texts were abbreviations without word endings, and the
missing letters were placed in parentheses. Colons, often occurring after
abbreviated words such as «f:» and «ved:», were not reproduced. Lost or
damaged and difficult to read the letters in Russian and German have been
placed in square brackets. Punctuation, being an important part of the
interpretation of the text, was used in accordance with modern standards.
In some cases remarks were made in notes about German punctuation.
Kashtanov marked the ends of the lines in both texts with a vertical line.
A line number was placed in parentheses at the beginning of each line (in
the manuscript that was not the case). The text of the Russian and German
originals was split by the publisher into chapters, numbered with Roman
numerals, which were placed in brackets. The use of numbered chapters
as well as numbered lines permits the correlation of similar content in
the Russian and German texts. In the original German text, discrepancies
are provided, as in copies of the 18" century text done by GF Miller [Ibid,
c.273].

Publication of the Treaty of 1535 is not limited to the transfer of its
diplomatic text, but also accompanied by photo reproduction, which
decreased the original size by half (as an appendix to the publication).
Unfortunately, printing a photo of the treaty in its original size proved
technically impossible for reasons that were beyond the publisher’s
control. However, having a diplomatic version and a facsimile proves
extremely important both for specialists who study diplomatic acts and for
paleographers.
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The Russian and German texts both mention the Treaty of 1535 and
are accompanied by detailed paleographic notes. Kashtanov detailed the
smallest damage to the text, such as scuffed, stained marks and dampness,
which he anticipated might affect the safety and quality of future readings;
he also noted the significant damage and lost parts of the text, which would
produce unclear readings. The researcher also noted the presence of large
and small initials, indicating their size. Reoccurring throughout the text are
distinctive and unusually written letters (for example, decorated with dots
or strokes) and ligatures—an important feature of individual handwriting
[Kamranos, 2006a, c. 243-254, 261-273]. All these details are carefully
marked, which testify how the archaeographer treats the text as a significant
historical artifact, even describing the text’s physical condition at the time
of publication. Such precision is just as important for the archivist or
researcher of documentation practices and of subsequent record keeping,
as it is important as an archival document for historians or philologists.
After all, in the future you never know to what purpose researchers will
need the script and to what extent they will require detailed information
on the text!

Particular attention should be focused on aids used to find the text
(title, legend, direction lists for Russian and German texts, as well as a
list of correlated terms of Russian and German). The index includes all
the words of the original Russian and German texts of the agreement,
and different forms of writing the same words appear as separate words.
A List of relations in terminology within Russian and German copies of the
treaty on 1535, includes the most essential, primarily legal, concepts. The
list is not restricted to nouns and adjectives. It also includes verbs, adverbs,
prepositions, etc. The list is based on Russian terms, which have German
equivalents [Ibid, c. 278-297]. In 2014, with minor editorial changes and
editions, the text of the Treaty between Russia and Livonia on 1535 was
re-published in the additions to the monograph on the history of princely
offices of medieval Russia [Kamranos, 2014].

In 1998, publishing a book on archaeography of acts and modern
principles of publishing of Latin and ancient parchments, S. M. Kashtanov
formulated his credo of an archaeographer, insisting that it is “art” and
“the pursuit of virtuosity” [Kamranos, 1998, c. 298]. Publication of the
Russian-Livonian Treaty of 1535 is fully consistent with this definition.
It amazes and delights. It urges us to treat publishing material very honestly,
carefully and accurately, for there is a deep moral attitude of the historian
to document not only the historical source, but also the historical artifact.
Such a sentiment discourages “simplistic” archaeography, which is
nothing more than laziness and an unwillingness to deal with the tedious
and labor-intensive operations to do the necessary archaeographic work
on a document.

In 2006 S. M. Kashtanov, drawing upon complex rules, published the
petition of the Duke I. B. Molozhsky to the Grand Duke Vasily III about
Fugitive menials. The text of this unique source for the history of serfdom is
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preceded by a detailed diplomatic and paleographic study of the document,
which helped to clarify its date. Kashtanov believes that the petition was
drawn up shortly after the death of Dmitri Ivanovich Zhilka, of Uglich, i. e.
between 1521-1522 [Kamranos, 20066].

In 2012, S. M. Kashtanov published a monographic study of the 1482 act
of the Moldavian ruler Stephen III the Great and for the first time, using his
own complex rules [Kamranos, 2012]. The Moldovan act was discovered
in the archives of Vatopedi Monastery on Mount Athos in the early 1970s,
by one of the pupils of Professor Andre Guillou. In 1974, Guillou gave two
photocopies of the certificates to Kashtanov, offering to publish it.

In 1999, during an expedition to Mount Athos, S. M. Kashtanov tried
to find this letter in the repository of Vatopedi Monastery but failed. The
documented listing of the act, which was provided by Guillou, had changed
and was lost. All attempts by Vatopedi monks to establish a new listing of the
Moldovan act and to determine its topography proved futile. This document
was not known to the publishers of a fundamental series of Moldovan acts
of the 14"-17" centuries from the 1960-1970s, and photocopies of Guillou
were the only documentary evidence of its existence. Kashtanov decided
to publish the Moldovan document by its photocopies. Poor preservation
of the document and the poor quality of its photographic reproduction
demanded considerable effort by Kashtanov in order to complete the
reconstruction of the text.

The book is an attempt to solve the questions of who were counter-
parties of the land deal, which was legitimized by Stephen III, and was
there any kinship links between the recipients of Gergeshti village, some
men called Costa and Jonas, with a donor of this village, Marga. After
delving into genealogy, researchers determined that both the donor and the
recipient of the village Gergeshti, which by the way was mentioned in this
document for the first time in written history, belonged to the family of Mr.
Negri, a prominent landowner of the Moldavian principality and associate
of the magistrate, Alexander I, The Good.

Thus, S. M. Kashtanov introduced into scientific circulation complicated
documentary sources, primarily of the 16th century. His work in the field
of archaeography contributed to the emergence of new views of the main
trends in the theory and practice of modern editions of medieval texts,
significantly advancing the work of archaeographers in Russia and abroad.
The rules of archaeographic text processing, which S. M. Kashtanov follows
today, evolved gradually. If in the early stages of his work the researcher
remained faithful to the principles of complexity in the reproduction of the
text depending on the time of writing (i. e., the older the source, the harder
the rules of reproduction of its text; in texts at the beginning of a new time
and the older ones, content is more important than the form; meticulous
fixation upon lexical spelling and paleographic features of documents are
not required), then during the mid-1980s to early 1990s, the researcher de-
veloped his own sophisticated rules for publication with each rule serving
an important role in the publication process. In the first stage of his career,
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Kashtanov was influenced by A. A. Zimin, who offered a differentiated ap-
proach to the choice of the degree of difficulty of archaeography, depending
on the antiquity of the published source. At a time when the science of his-
torical studies is increasingly being developed through differentiation and
as various specializations and disciplines are synthesized, whereby the cir-
cumstances of a source’s origin are defined more and more with the help of
the latest techniques, codicology, paleography and diplomatics, Kashtanov
is increasingly aware of the importance of research in original documents.
Careful determination of all signs of external and internal forms of the doc-
ument appears as the only way to study the circumstances contributing to
the creation of the source and the destiny of its archival history.

The whole value of the works of Kashtanov as archaeographer unfor-
tunately is not yet fully recognized and not always accepted by the scien-
tific community, and his rules for the transfer of text are even considered
unenforceable [Kucrtepes, c. 311-334]. But no matter how one looks at
Kashtanov the archaeographer-that is, is his archaeography a form of art
for art’s sake, or is it a necessary component of a technique to publish the
texts of the Middle Ages and early modern times—one thing is certain: he
advanced the development of document studies as a science, and without
him it would be difficult to imagine the present state of domestic and for-
eign medieval historiography.

The significant impact of Kashtanov as archaeographer is represent-
ed in works of his school and his followers (K. V. Baranov, T. V. Gimon,
K. Yu. Erusalimsky, L. A. Kirichenko, N. A. Komochey, L. V. Stolyarova,
O. I. Horuzhenko, et al.). Their research and publishing activity (with the
wealth of variety developed by the new generation of archaeographers,
offering rules for transmitting texts) experienced the powerful impact of
Kashtanov as a teacher who created a large scientific school of medievalists.

Medieval, Diplomatic Acts in Russia. Formulary Analysis

While he was still a student, S. M. Kashtanov’s main focus was to study
the grant acts of Russia. At the same time he took up the problems in
studying documents on diplomacy, the development of types of forms and
the methods of formulary analysis. For 60 years Kashtanov selflessly worked
on textual and diplomatic charters [Kamranos, 1966; Kamrranos, 1969a].
Studying the experience of Western European and Russian diplomatics
from the 18"-20" centuries prompted him to rethink the subject, object and
tasks of diplomatics as a science. He looked for the definition of “act” and
“document’, formulated his idea of diplomatics as a historical discipline,
the subject of which are documents of a contractual nature and opposed
the expansion of the term, “act” [Kamranos, 1965a; Kamranos, 19696].

An important milestone in Kashtanov’s studies became the publication
in 1970 of his “Essays on Russian diplomatics” The book deals with the
theory and methodology of formulary analysis, sets out how to study
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external and internal forms of documentary sources, the problems of their
origin, content and their reliability. In this book Kashtanov first formulated
the term “diplomatic form”, distinguishing it from “conditional’, “abstract”,
“concrete” and “individual” forms. After becoming a classic in the study of
documents on diplomacy in Russia, his “Essays...” has been appreciated in
our country and abroad [Kamranos, 1970a, c. 26-47].

In 1971 he published an article dedicated to the study of the titling of
Russian princes’ acts from the 10"-14" centuries. There Kashtanov at-
tempted to divide this part of the form into redactions [Kamranos, 1976].
In 1972 S. M. Kashtanov turned for the first time to the reconstruction
of the agreement-making procedure between Byzantium and Rus in 911
and 944 years, preserved as part of the Tale of Bygone Years. Applying the
construction of E Delger and I. Karayannopulos to their texts [Dolger,
Karayannopulos], Kashtanov came to the conclusion that the form of these
documents corresponds with two different schemes of agreement-making
procedures. He showed that the main text of the treaty of 911 was made on
behalf of the Russian side, and represents their oath-credentials. According
to him, the agreement of 911 is comparable with the scheme of hrisovul
of type II (composed by Byzantium without prior negotiation). In the ar-
rangement of the same contract of 944 appear the two agreeing parties,
i.e. Russians and Byzantines. Its form, according to Kashtanov, was made
under the scheme of hrisovul of type I (i. e, written after preliminary nego-
tiations). For the first time in historiography the difference in the structure
of the text of treaties 911 and 944 years was explained by the peculiarities
of the procedures for their conclusions [Kaurranos, 1972]. Subsequently
S. M. Kashtanov more than once turned to the study of Russian-Byzantine
treaties of the 10" century, offering his vision of their origin and their inclu-
sion in the PVL.

In 1975, Kashtanov published an article on the study of the form of
public law acts and of procedures for the award of contracts between the
10"-14" centuries. He showed that the stable structure of the acts occurred
in Novgorod already between the 12*-13" centuries, whereas forms of
princely acts in Ryazan, Tver and Moscow developed only towards the 14"
century. At the same time in Russia when “deal” acts prevailed (contrac-
tual, spiritual, charters), a genre of letters (poslanie) developed, which was
considerably weaker than in the West at the same time. As a consequence,
in practice the threat rarely was used such a component of form as noti-
fication (publication), and the most undeveloped part of it was the final
protocol. Russian acts materials of this time generally lack an indication
of date and place of issue. Sanctioning of public acts between the 12*-13'
centuries were limited by a threat of Go’s judgment, while the threatenng
letters clause of the 14" century already contains references to secular pun-
ishment [Kamranos, 1975].

Referring to the reconstruction of the relationship of donating princes
and monasteries between the 14"-16" centuries, S. M. Kashtanov proposed
the concept of the “theological preamble”, implying the idea, which is for-



270 Heritage. Nomina et scholae

mulated as an ideal goal of the award (1973). This expression is not identi-
cal to the invocation in the strictest sense, says Kashtanov, because it lacks
the invocation of the name of God. Out of a desire to please the prince,
document makers included a reference to the name of patron saint of the
monastery, “St. Saviour sharing..”, “the holy trinity sharing..” etc. This trend
can be seen between the 14"-15" centuries, but it fizzles out by the end of
the reign of Ivan III; in fact, it disappears at the time of the formation of the
centralized state [Kamrranos, 1973]. In 1979, he began to study the form of
the grand spiritual letters from the 14™-16" centuries [Kamranos, 1979].

In 1988 Kashtanov published the monograph “Russian diplomatics”. For
the first time in historiography, its main subject focused on diplomatics
in Russia and abroad. He emphasized the study of the origin and form of
the acts of Russia between the 10"-18" centuries. They traced the distri-
bution of various types of acts from the 10"-20" centuries, depending on
the socio-political conditions of their appearance. A special section of the
monograph is devoted to the problems of the methodology of diplomatics
(Russian classification regulations, the study of their external and internal
forms of internal and external content on the origin and function of acts)
[Kamranos, 1988, c. 146-195].

In 1989, a study was published by S. M. Kashtanov on private acts and
on the beginning of notaries in Russia. It contains not only an analysis of
the earliest diplomatic Russian private acts but also of the unquestioned au-
thenticity of the Spiritual (testament?) of Clement and “row” of Teshata and
Yakim. When considering use of the word, “handwriting”, in Acts, used al-
most exclusively to refer to one’s spiritual credentials, Kashtanov suggested
that the term originated in the period of transition from the practice of oral
testaments to their written determination. According to him, “handwrit-
ing” is the most ancient kind of private acts in Russia. Turning to the ori-
gins of notaries in Russia, Kashtanov examines in detail the cases indicat-
ing the scribe and witnesses in private acts. He found that the professional
scribes (clerks) of private acts do not appear before the middle of the 16"
century (“Square scribes”), although the earliest use of the word, “scribe”,
is recorded in that document of Teshata and Yakim in the last third of the
13™ century. The use of square clerks dies out in the 18" century in connec-
tion with the registration of all private transactions in public institutions by
“serfs clerks” [Kacshtanov, 1989].

In 1990, Kashtanov began studying contract ratification of Basil I and
Metropolitan Cyprian on the confirmation of church charters of Vladimir
I and Yaroslav the Wise; the eskhatokol contains the first references to Mos-
cow. He provided compelling evidence for the dating of this act as from
1392 and showed that the precursors of the theory of “Moscow is the Third
Rome” in the 14" century arose in the church environment, even though
they were caused by the political successes of the Moscow grand dukes.
[Kamranos, 1990].

At the XVIII International Congress of Byzantine Studies (1991)
Kashtanov made a presentation on charters of Moscow governments of the
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16™ century to Athos monasteries, based on the study of the ancient “Greek”
ambassadorial books [Kachtanov, 1991]. Then he concentrated on continu-
ing to study Russian treaties with Byzantium princes in the 10" century. He
appealed to the interpretation of the expression “Ivanovy'm napisaniem na
dvoyu Harati” in the contract of 911, which is contained in all the lists of the
chronicles (1993). The word “Ivanovy'm’, according to Kashtanov, is a distor-
tion of the Greek “napwv” (real), which he suggested meant “real writing”
His hypothesis that he supported with data on “dia o0 mapdvtog éyypagov”
and its Latin equivalent “praesentibus” is well known in the texts of interna-
tional treaties of Byzantium between the 11""-12" centuries. The appearance
of the expression, “Ivanovy'm napisaniem’, Kashtanov sees as the result of
misstatements in a later translated and copied text of ratification. However,
he did not rule out that the unclear expression could occur due to the general
instability of the forms of international treaties of Byzantium, which finally
formed at the end of the 10" century [Kamranos, 1993].

In 1996 Kashtanov turned to the study of the expression “paBHo gpyraro
cBemanus, OpBuiaro npu..” (“ravno drugago sveshhaniya, by'vshago
pri..”) in the text of the treaties of the Chronicles of 911, 944 and 971, hav-
ing concluded that these were unofficially translated copies of the letters
of Russian-Byzantine treaties. According to him, the same initial parts of
all three acts are indicative of simultaneous copying of Greek texts using a
definite plan. Kashtanov suggested that the translations entered the Tale
of Bygone Years no earlier than the last quarter of the 11™ century, and
no later than the 1110-1112 period. At the same time Russian translations
demonstrate that “Greek texts had evidence of copying from office copies
of the era of Nicephorus III Votaniat or Alexius I Comnenus”. The presence
of the word “drugago” in the headlines of all three contracts, Kashtanov
explained by a compilation of a kind of copy-book based on a register of-
fice. Each successive copy was separated from the previous title, stating
that this is a copy of another contract. Similar expressions are found in a
number of the copy-books of the Greek monasteries, in particular, Patmos
[Kamranos, 19966].

In 1996 he published a fundamental monograph on the history of the Rus-
sian act since its inception in the 10" century to the 16" century, inclusive.
The focus of this study (in contrast to the “Essays on Russian Diplomatics”)
is dedicated to the methodology of the research on acts, typology of forms,
etc. Much attention is paid to the history and development of the formation
of documentary sources. It is mainly focused on the study of public law (es-
pecially princes’) acts. The book examines Russian-Byzantine treaties of the
10™ century, contracts of foreign policy from the 12"-14" centuries, princely
acts of 12"~14" centuries and the internal control of charters of foreign pol-
icy of the 16™ century. Special investigation is given to the specificity of the
initial protocol and disposition letters of Ryazan princes between the 14—
16" centuries, the issues of private acts in ancient Russia.

At the same time S. M. Kashtanov continued research into “Greek”
ambassadorial books no. 1 and 2 in connection with the preparation of
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their publication. In 1997 he published an article on the evolution of the
grand and royal title in the charters of the monastery of the 16" century
[Kamranos, 1997]. Kashtanov showed that the development of the grand
and royal title in the charters of Mount Athos monasteries became more
and more complicated. Use of the word “samoderzhecz” in headings first
was observed in the charters of Fyodor Ioannovich in July 1589 to Kabard-
ian princes, but the first known case of its inclusion in the official title refers
to May of 1591. Kashtanov connects the earliest attempts to include the
word “samoderzhecz” in a territorial title to the establishment of patriar-
chate in Russia (1589), and as a full territorial title, to the elimination of the
inheritance of Prince Dmitry of Uglich (1591).

In the 2001 article, written in continuation of the theme of Greek-
Russian relations in the 16" century, S. M. Kashtanov turned to the his-
tory of sending from Vatopetsky Monastery to Moscow, Savva, the Greek,
“perevodchika knizhnovo na vremya’, at the request of Vasily III to Athos
monasteries’ Simeon on March 15, 1515 [Kamranos, 2001]. According to
Kashtanov, Savva came to Russia together with Maxim the Greek, was his
associate and later became Archimandrite Spassky. Savva could take up this
post during the time when Maxim the Greek was in favor, namely, in the
period after September 1519 and before 1525 (i. e., before the condemna-
tion of Maxim the Greek in the famous cathedral). Kashtanov expressed
reasonable doubts that Maksim the Greek brought to Moscow the original
hrisovula of Andronicus Paleologos. He suggested that, starting in Russia,
Maxim the Greek “made himself or received a copy of one or more” hriso-
vulas [Kamranos, 2001, c. 213-214]°.

Since the sources give no reason to associate the name of Maxim the
Greek with work done on past, everyday documentation, Kashtanov does
not exclude the fact that the active clerical activity in Moscow was done by
Savva. The end of the metropolitan monopoly in documenting relations
with Orthodoxy abroad, Kashtanov connects with the beginning of the re-
form of the Izbrannaya Rada in 1549.

The subject of clerical practice of medieval Russia continued in the
works of Kashtanov in connection with the investigation of the identity
of the princely acts between the 13""-16" centuries (2001). In the princely
acts, he has systematically examined the nomination of persons in charge
of drawing up, approving and issuing documents. Analyzing the signa-
ture of the scribe in the row (“ryadnaya”) of Teshata and Yakim (“A mcan
HoBmonTOBB mycer;” — “A psal Dovmontov' pisecz”), Kashtanov came to
the conclusion that a scribe making a private act may be indicative of the
performance of clerical duties along with also more notary functions. The
scientistresearcher showed that the Moscow grand dukes had their own
scribes in the first half of the 14" century. He has consistently examined the
cases that indicate a scribe in the grand spiritual acts (starting with the first
spiritual act of Ivan Kalita), as well as in the testaments of the feudal princes

¢ Compare with the point of view of exporting not the copies, but the original charters:
[Cunuipinal.
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(starting with the spiritual act of Yuri Dmitrovsky, 1472). In spiritual acts,
the use of an applied seal, rather than the more customary hanging seal,
according to his conclusion , was a sign of lowering the political status of
feudal princes in the second half of the 15" century. At the end of 15" and
the first third of the 16™ centuries, feudal lords had not fastened their wills
with their own seal, which indicated that the “spirituals of feudal princes
shifted from political acts more into acts of individuals” [Kaurranos, 2000].

Theory and History of Feudal Property and Feudal Immunity

A systematic study of Russian acts material from the 10"-17" centuries
prompted S. M. Kashtanov to turn to the most important problems in the
history of medieval Russia: feudal immunity, theory of feudal property,
the history of financial (including tax) policy. The very first works by him
in this direction (from the 50’ and early 60’s) demonstrate an innovative
approach to determining the steps of immunity policy and political motives
of awards of the governments of Vasily III and Ivan IV [Kamrranos, 1957;
Kamrranos, 1958a; Kamrranos, 1959; Kamranos, 1960; Kamranos, 1961].
In the period from 1963-1970, scientist the scholar focused on the study
of the fate of the Church and monastic and secular immunity formation of
caste system, as well as the abolition of farkhans in 1575/76 [KamraHoB,
19636; Kamrranos, 1964; Kamranos, 19656].

In his article about Oprichnina policy of Ivan the Terrible (1963),
Kashtanov concluded (perhaps somewhat exaggeratingly) that socially the
Oprichnina policy strengthened the enslavement of peasants. However, the
main merit of the author is in the proof of anti- local feudal orientation of
Oprichnina. He brilliantly showed that in the 60’ - early 70’s of the 16"
century the union of Royal power with the cities was destroyed (in favor of
the monasteries). During this period, some privileged monasteries gained
property as a result of the sovereign’s generous awards [Kamranos, 1963a].

In 1967, S. M. Kashtanov published a brilliant monograph on the
socio-political history of Russia in the late 15" and the first half of the
16" centuries [Kamranos, 1967]. This work continued his work, which
was started in his thesis and dissertation papers, and he included in it a
large section on the policy of immunity of Ivan III (until 1505); then he
turned to the study of the domestic policy of Vasily III and the regency of
Elena Glinskaya during the boyar rule. Kashtanov considered the history
of immunity in connection with other parties’ internal policies of the
governments of Russia in the late 15" and first half of the 16" century. The
book established the causes of charters and letters, of ukazy in 1492-1548
years, and characterizes the changes they made to feudal immunity in
Russia. It was shown that immunity ratification in the years between 1492
1505 demonstrated the breakdown of the old feudal rules of immunity. In
the period between 1505-1537, its fate was closely linked with the history of
the feudal lands. Major political events of the time (including the issuance



274 Heritage. Nomina et scholae

of immunity letters) were associated with an active policy of the central
government towards the separation of local feudal lords . The scientist
scholar found that the period between 1538-1548 showed the significant
growth of the monastic tarkhan privileges, which is seen to accompany the
growing power of the Government of Izbrannaya Rada.

In 1970 S. M. Kashtanov published a pioneering article on the theory of
ownership and feudal immunity. In this article, he offers interpretations of
the concepts “immunity”, “property” and “non-economic coercion” [Kam-
TaHoB, 19706]. A year later he published an article in Cambridge about
the immunity policy between the 15%-16™ centuries. In it he summarized
the main findings of the socio-political history of Russia and described
trends in the development of feudal immunity in the period of forming and
strengthening of the centralized state [Kashtanov, 1971]. He came back to
the theory of feudal property in 2001, referring to the clarification of terms:
“property”, “ownership” and “use” [Co6cTBennOCTD B Poccun].

In 1974 Kashtanov published a voluminous article devoted to the study
of a link between land deposits in the Trinity-Sergius Monastery and the
composition of the cathedral elders. He reviewed the history of the change
of Troiczk abbots in the middle of the 16th century (especially of Ioasaf,
Jonah, Serapion and Artemiy) and studied the many letters that streamed
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