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INTERNAL FACTORS BEHIND THE EMERGENCE
OF THE LAW OF TREASON IN THE GRAND DUCHY
OF LITHUANIA IN THE MID-FOURTEENTH TO
MID-FIFTEENTH CENTURIES

Andrej Ryckov

ABSTRACT The article presents an analysis of internal factors behind
the emergence of treason as a crime in the Grand Duchy of Lithuania in
the mid-14th to mid-15th centuries. The research showed that the main
social group in which this crime started to form in the early to mid-15th
centuries were the grand duke s adversaries and foes (Latin: adversarius,
inimicus, Ruthenian: nedpye, nenpusmenn, epae; German: fynd). The ap-
pearance of terms for treason within the context of precisely this social
group is evidence of the intensifying links between state structures, whereby
closer bonds were established between the ruler and his officials/friends,
primarily within the institutional milieu of the ruler s court and the system
of public offices. In this particular context, going beyond the boundaries of
loyalty and allegiance was no longer understood just as a demonstration
of hostility, but as the crime of treason.

Research on the topic of treason as a crime has gained pace over
the last decade. Three collections of articles present this problem,
offering a broad introduction to treason in the Middle and Early
Modern ages.! The geography of this research spans from South
America to Asia Minor, while the research topics range from anal-
yses of specific cases of treason to the treatment of treason as a
punishable crime, or trying to establish the concept of ‘going astray’
morally. Kiril Levinson, a member of the Oducceii journal’s editorial

U “Bipuicmo’ — ‘3pada’ 6 ysenennsx i npakmukax cepeoHvosiuusi i PaHHbO2O
Hoeoeo uacy. Coyiym. anomanax coyianvnoi icmopii (Kuis, 2006); La trahison au
Moyen Age: de la monstruosité au crime politique, Ve-XVe siécle, sous dir. M. Billoré
et M. Soria (Rennes, 2009); Ooucceir. Yenosex 6 ucmopuu. Ilpedamenscmeo. onvim
ucmopuueckozo ananuza (2012); this issue has become a topic of research not just
among historians, but sociologists as well. It has been explored in more detail in
sociology by Sebastien Scher ‘Sociologie de la trahison’, Cahiers Internationaux
de Sociologie, 2007/2 (no. 123), pp. 313-323.
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board, when speaking about the articles presented in the collection,
draws attention to the fact that so far, no single uniform theory or
methodological approach to research on treason has been established.?

The crime of treason against the ruler in the context of research
on the Grand Duchy of Lithuania (GDL) has also caught the attention
of scholars, through rarely as an actual object of research. Works
have been written about the crime of treason in the GDL, especially
in the legal discourse, where the main source for learning about this
crime were the norms outlined in the Statutes of Lithuania,’ as well
as the analysis of the evolution this crime in the states of Poland*
and Russia.> Karol Lopatecki® attempted to conduct one of the most
comprehensive studies on acts of treason against the ruler in the
GDL. According to this scholar, the crime formed in the GDL in
the early 16th century as a result of the military conflict between the
Muscovy and Lithuania.” By raising this hypothesis, Lopatecki tried

2 K. Jlepuncon, ‘Ipeaucnosue’, Oducceil. Yenosex 6 ucmopuu, p. 9, footnote 3.

31 shall not list all the studies that have examined the norms in the Statutes of
Lithuania, but limit myself to just some of the more significant ones: K. Koranyi,
‘O niektérych postanowieniach karnych Statutu litewskiego z r. 1529 (Studium
prawno-porownawcze)’, Ksiega pomiantkowa ku uczczeniu czterechsetnej rocz-
nicy wydania pierwszego Statutu Litewskiego, ed. S. Ehrenkreutz (Wilno, 1935),
pp- 123—-157; A. Xopoiukesuy, ‘«3npana» Craryta Beankoro kasbkecTsa JIMToBckoro
1588 r., «u3mena» CobopHoro Yioxkenus 1649 r. u nemorpaduueckass monuTvka
BOCTOUHOEBpoIneickux rocyaapectB koHua XVI — nauana XVII BB.", 1588 mety
Treciasis Lietuvos Statutas, Respublikinés mokslinés konferencijos, skirtos Treciojo
Statuto 400 metinéems pazymeéti, medziaga (Vilnius, 1989), pp. 50-62; ‘Pirmojo
Lietuvos Statuto komentarai’, Pirmasis Lietuvos Statutas (1529 m.), 1. Valiko-
nyté, S. Lazutka, E. Gudavicius (Vilnius, 2001), pp. 267-268; ‘KommeHntapuu
pazaenos [lepsoro Jlutosckoro Craryta’, [lepeguiii Jlumosckuii Cmamym (1529 2.),
nonrorosunu C. Jlazytka, U. Banukonure, 3. I'ynaBuutoc (Bunbhioc, 2004),
pp- 325-326, 334.

4 A. Litynski, Przestepstwa polityczne w polskim prawie karnym XVI-XVIII
wieku (Katowice, 1976); M. Dyjakowska, Crimen laesae maiestatis. Studium nad
wplywami prawa rzymskiego w dawnej Polsce (Lublin, 2010).

> 0. Backus, ‘Treason as a Concept and Defections from Moscow to Lithuania
in the Sixteenth Century’, Forschungen zur Osteuropdischen Geschichte, 15 (1970),
pp- 119—144; A. Rustemeyer, ‘Princes, parents et seigneurs. Loyautés et crime contre
le souverain en Europe centrale ou occidentale et en Moscovie XIVe — XVlle
siecle’, Cahiers du monde russe, 46 (2005), pp. 251-264; K. Epycanumckui,
‘Poxxpenue rocynapctseHHoi usMensl: Poccust u Ilonbcko-JIutoBckoe rocynapctso
koHila XV-XVI BB.”, Oducceil. Yenosex 6 ucmopuu, pp. 154-187.

¢ K. Lopatecki, Organizacja, prawo i dyscyplina w polskim i litewskim pospolitym
ruszeniu (do potowy XVII wieku) (Biatystok, 2013), pp. 247-271.

7 K. Lopatecki, Organizacja, pp. 248-249.
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to reconstruct the phenomenon of treason firstly as a war crime, and
thus ‘lost’ some of its components, for example, forgery of the ruler’s
writs and seals. Stephen C. Rowell proposed a completely different
trajectory for this research. He researched the crime of treason during
the epoch of Grand Duke Casimir, 1440—1481, from ‘below’, that is,
by analysing how the nobility, especially the magnates, viewed the
crime.® This approach opened up a new direction of research, yet
the approach taken towards treason was based on the later epistolary
of Albertas GoStautas from the middle of the 1520s.

Summarising the historiography, we can state that the research on
treason in the GDL is based primarily on the legal ideas of the 16th
century, and that 16th-century realities are applied to earlier epochs
as well. We have already noticed that terms referring to treason in
the GDL appeared in sources in the mid-15th century, while the
first legal regulation of the crime occurred in the 1440s.° It would
be misleading to believe that the crime of treason against the ruler
in the first half of the 15th century was identical to the same crime
one hundred years later, in the first half of the 16th century. It was
not just an enormous change in social structures that took place in
society in this period, but also a transformation of state structures.
The archaic method of state rule based on personal links was re-
placed by an institutional model for state rule. For the purposes of
this article, we shall settle on an examination of the internal reasons
for acts of treason against the ruler in the GDL.!° First of all, we
shall identify the milieu that facilitated the formation of the crime.
Later, based on an analysis of the text of the peace treaty between
the grand dukes of Lithuania and the palatines of Moldova, we shall
present the beginning of the legal codification of treason.

The development of the concept of treason in the early to middle
of the 15th century should be associated with the transformation of the
system of rule. As the study by Rimvydas Petrauskas illustrated, this

8S.C. Rowell, ‘I3davysté ar paprasti nesutarimai? Kazimieras Jogailaitis ir Lie-
tuvos diduomené 1440-1481 metais’, Lietuvos valstybé XII-XVIII a., ed. Z. Kiau-
pa, J. Sarceviciené (Vilnius, 1997), pp. 45-74; S. C. Rowell, ‘Bears and Traitors,
or: Political Tensions in the Grand Duchy, ca. 1440-1481°, Lithuanian Historical
Studies, 2 (1997), pp. 28-55.

? A. Ry¢kov, ‘Valdovo isdavystés kaip nusikaltimo sampratos istakos Lietuvoje’,
Lietuvos istorijos metrastis. 2013 metai (2014), pp. 50, 59-62.

10 For more on the external reasons for the emergence of this crime in the
GDL, see: A. Ryckov, “Valdovo iSdavystés’, pp. 49-63.
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transformation was not evolutionary, but had a distinct revolutionary
aspect, whereby individual rulers managed to ‘unite the aristocracy,
concentrate the most critical forms of leverage for maintaining power
in their hands, and to initiate changes to the system of rule’.!" On
the other hand, this revolutionary process did not cover all spheres
of state life, so some were ‘destroyed’ gradually, thus changing the
established ‘past’.!'> We could believe that the concept of treason
as a crime was only taking its first steps in the consciousness of
Lithuania’s political society until the middle of the 15th century.
The concept of the crime was in a period of transition at this time,
when Western criminal terminology started being applied, while the
earlier, everyday attributes of political practice only slowly made
way for new practices and institutions. 3

To rephrase Simon Hirsch Cuttler, one of the most authoritative
researchers of treason against rulers in the Middle Ages, treason
was the greatest political crime par excellence. It was considered a
greater crime than betrayal, as it was directed against the highest state
public authority, whose main representative was the ruler himself. '4
Thus, it is important to note that the appearance of terminology for

'R, Petrauskas, ‘Ankstyvosios valstybinés struktiiros Lietuvoje XIII amZiuje —
XV amziaus pradzioje’, Lietuvos istorijos studijos, 16 (2005), p. 29.

12 For more on the early concept and its change in the GDL, see: M. Kpom,
‘«CtaprHa» Kak KaTeropusi CpeJHEBEKOBOTO MeHTailuTeTa (Mo Marepuaiam
Benukoro kuskecTBa Jlutosckoro XIV — nauana XVII BB.)’, Mediaevalia ucrainica.
Menmanvnicme ma icmopis ioeu, 3 (Kuis, 1994), pp. 68-85; A. bnanyua, [I. Baniyk,
‘[HCTHTYT «cTapuHW» W «HOBMHHU» B IMpaBax Ta eKOHOMIUHMX Kepenax Bemmkoro
kHs13iBcTBa JInToBChKoro (apyra nonosuHa XV—XVI ct.)’, Vkpaincexuii icmopuuruii
acypuan, 467/2, (2006), pp. 11-23; JI. Bamyxk, ,, A6bixmo Oepworcanu uxv nmoirs
npasa uxv 3emvau‘ (Hacenenna Kuiswunu ma Bonumi i eenukokuaziécvka enaoa
6 XV-XVI cm.) (Kuis, 2009), pp. 195-227; A. I'pywa, ‘Ynaga HenmapyuHacui i
namsii: ‘crapuna’ i sie Tpanchapmanpist ¥ XV — nepmaid Tpaui XVI ct.’, Coyiym.
Anemanax coyianvuoi icmopii, 10 (2013), pp. 216-244.

13 For example, the formation of institutions such as the ruler’s court and the
Council of Lords. See: R. Petrauskas, ‘Didziojo kunigaikscio institucinio dvaro
susiformavimas Lietuvoje (XIV a. pabaigoje — XV a. viduryje)’, Lietuvos istorijos
metrastis. 2005 metai (20006), pp. 5-36; idem, ‘Nuo Vytauto iki Aleksandro Jogai-
lai¢io: didziojo Lietuvos kunigaik$¢io dvaro tgstinumo problema’, Lietuvos didysis
kunigaikstis Aleksandras ir jo epocha, ed. D. Steponaviciené, (Vilnius, 2007),
pp- 47-55; L. Korczak, Litewska rada wielkoksigzeca w XV wieku (Krakow, 1998);
L. Korczak, Monarcha i poddani. System wladzy w Wielkim Ksigstwie Litewskim
w okresie wczesnojagiellonskim (Krakow, 2008), pp. 31-43.

4 S.H. Cuttler, The Law of Treason and the Treason Trials in the Later Me-
dieval France (Cambridge, et al., 2002), p. 1.
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the crime of treason could be held as an indicator of the expression
of Lithuanian state structures. This does not mean at all that state
structures did not exist before the appearance of these terms in
sources. On the contrary, the appearance of such terms in sources
is evidence of the qualitative transformation of these structures.

The adversaries and foes of the grand dukes

The main group based on which the concept of treason, as a crime,
formed was the category of the ruler’s adversaries and foes (Latin:
adversarius, inimicus; Ruthenian: neopye, nenpuamens, epae; German:
fynd). It is difficult to unequivocally state who and in what instances
could be attributed to this category. These multi-lingual terms can
cause confusion in themselves. The semantic field of Latin terms for
this category is narrower than the Ruthenian or German equivalents.
The terms from the latter languages describe not just foes/adversaries
or opponents, but enemies as well.!> In Latin sources, enemies were
usually identified by the term hostis. Another meaning of this word
was foreigner, which explains why it was usually used to identify
‘external enemies’.!® For example, the privilege of Jogaila of 1387
distinguished between the grand duke’s enemies and adversaries
(hostes et adversarios nostros).'” On the other hand, the imprecise
use of terminology in multi-lingual sources allows us to view the
category of the grand duke’s adversaries and foes as more of an
‘etic’ than an ‘emic’ concept. '8

15 The term epae in sources from the period being discussed is usually found
in religious texts containing religious content. ‘Bopors, Bpars’, icmapviuno
cnoyuik benapyckai moswvt, 4 (Minck, 1984), p. 187, 250; ‘Henpyrs, Henpustesns,
HepuaTellb, HepUeTelb, HephlsiTeNnb , Iicmapviunel cnoyHixk denapyckai mogwl, 20
(Minck, 2001), pp. 93, 270-271.

16 For more on the earliest semantic meaning of the term hostis: D. Bensenucr,
Crnosapv uHooesponelckux coyuanbHulx mepmunos. 1. Xosaiicmeo, cemvs, obuje-
cmeo. 11: Brnacmw, npaso, perueus, nepeon ¢ ¢paniyskoro H.H. Kazanckoro,
b.Il. Hapymosa, C.I. Tlpockypuna, O.M. Cagenesoii, H.JI. CyxaueBa (Mockga,
1995), pp. 77-79.

17 Lietuvos Metrika (1387—1546), 25-oji Uzrasymy knyga, compiled by D. An-
tanavicius, A. Baliulis (Vilnius, 1998), no. 1, p. 36.

18 In cultural anthropology methodology, ‘emic’ concepts are used by mem-
bers of the culture or society that are being studied by the researcher, while ‘etic’
concepts are those that are created by the researcher who is studying a particular
culture or society ‘from afar’. See Z. Norkus, Nepasiskelbusioji imperija. Lietu-
vos Didzioji Kunigaikstija lyginamosios istorinés imperijy sociologijos poZiiriu
(Vilnius, 2009), p. 78.
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There was no one single category of enemies during the period
being discussed. An exceptional role in this category must have
gone to members of the reigning dynasty, who could have expressed
claims to the grand duke’s throne.!” For example, in the treaty
of 1386 between Yuri Sviatoslavich, the Prince of Smolensk, and
Jogaila and Skirgaila, his vicegerent in Lithuania, the status of the
Gediminids was mentioned separately when defining their union
against common foes:

whomever the king and his brother Grand Duke Skirgaila shall not keep peace with,
so too shall I not keep peace with them, even though with his other brothers [and
cousins] he might not keep peace, I too shall not keep peace with them either, nor
with Andrei of Polotsk and the Polotskians, nor shall they send to me any legations.?’

Relations between enemies of the ruler, the Gediminid dukes,
were defined along similar lines in the 1433 Treaty of Leczyca,?!
the 1435 Treaty of Brest,>? and the 1449 treaty with Muscovy.??
The other treaties from this period banned the partner country from
taking and holding captive enemies of another state, or allowing an
enemy army to cross through its territory.?* Apart from members

9 For more, see: Lietuvos istorija, t. 3: D. Baronas, A. Dubonis, R. Petraus-
kas, XIII a. — 1385 m.: valstybes iskilimas tarp Ryty ir Vakary (Vilnius, 2011),
pp. 354-358.

20 C xumv Kopons me mupenv. u 6pamv €20 KHA3b GENUKU CKUPUSKAULO U
C MbIMb U A3b HE MUPEHBL XOma Obl ¢ bIHOW OpPaAmMbelo C60el He MUPeHb U C
MbIMU MUPY He 0epicamu MU U cO @HOpeeMd NOJIOYKUMDb U C NOJOYAHbI MUD) He
depoicamu mu anu couiamuca. I pamomu XIV cm. Ilamamxu ykpaineckoi mMosu,
yMOPsKYBaHHsI, BCTYIHA CTaTTs, KOMEHTapi i clioBHUKH-TIOKakunku M. Ilemak
(Kwuis, 1974), no. 37, p. 70.

2! Die Staatsvertriige des Deutschen Ordens in PreufSen im 15. Jahrhundert,
Bd. 1, (1398-1437) hrsg. von E. Weise (Konigsberg, 1939), no. 176, p. 192.

22 Staatsvertrige, Bd. 1, no. 182, p. 201.

2 Lietuvos Metrika (1427-1506), 5-oji Uzrasymy knyga (henceforth LM 5), com-
piled by A. Baliulis, A. Dubonis, D. Antanavicius (Vilnius, 2012), no. 541, p. 358.

24 The 1397 peace treaty between Vytautas and the Teutonic Order. Codex
epistolaris Vitoldi magni ducis Lithuaniae 1376—1430. Monumenta medii aevi
historica res gestas Poloniae illustrantia (henceforth CEV), collectus opera A. Pro-
chaska (Cracoviae, 1882), no. 140, p. 44; 1398 Treaty of Salynas. Staatsvertrdige,
Bd. 1, no. 2, p. 12; Liv-, esth- und curlindisches Urkendenbuch, Bd. 4, hrsg. von
F.G. Bunge (Reval, 1859), no. 1479, col. 226; 1402 treaty between évitrigaila
and the Teutonic Order. Ibidem, no. 1603, col. 413; A. Kotzebue (appendices),
Switrigail. Ein Beytrag zu den Geschichten von Litthauen, Rusland, Polen und
Preussen (Leipzig, 1820), no. 9, p. 168; 1404 Peace of Raciaz. Staatsvertrdiige,
Bd. 1, no. 23, p. 33; 1404 treaty between Vytautas and the Teutonic Order. CEV,
no. 299, p. 105; 1422 Treaty of Melno. Staatsvertrdige, Bd. 1, no. 154, p. 162.
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of the ruling family, enemies in sources could be individuals, such
as rulers of other states, other states (the Teutonic Order), or even
neighbouring nations (the Tatars, Turks). A representative example
could be the text of the treaty signed in 1395 by Jogaila and Ste-
fan, the Palatine of Moldova, where the latter promised to provide
assistance against all of Jogaila’s enemies:

to help with all our might against all their [Jogaila’s] enemies® [...] against the
Hungarian king, the palatine of Bessarabia, the Turks, the Tatars, the Ruthenians,
also [...] [against] the Teutonic Knights.?®

In order to better understand and define the category of the rul-
er’s adversaries and foes, we shall use the opposite form of social
relations, the category of friendship.?’” Rowell has already drawn
attention to the importance of this form of social relations when
he spoke about groups of the Lithuanian aristocracy that were just
forming in the 1440s.?® However, Petrauskas has given the most
thorough explanation of the friendship phenomenon in his analysis
on how early state structures functioned in Lithuania.?® According
to him, in archaic, poorly institutionalised societies, such as the
Lithuanian state in the 13th to early 15th centuries, the category
of friendship (Latin: amici, Ruthenian: npusmenu, German: frunde)
‘was an important form of social relations uniting society and
entrenching a certain political organisation’,?® which at the same
time did not contravene but enhanced the bonds of subordination.
Unlike hierarchial feudal relations, where the vassals of one senior
did not necessarily form a united group, friendship was a network

25 nomoeamu nodinye écers Hauwiers MOYU NPOMUEKY 6CToXb UXb HENPUMeull.
I'pamomu XIV cm., no. 66, p. 127.

26 npomuexy rxopons Oyeopcko2o, npomusky 60e600vt Bacapabvckozo, npomuew
MYpPKOGs, NPOMUBH MAMAPL,NPOMUCH pyc makedc [...] [IpOTUB]| HrMyoms Kpbi-
arcegonyems. I pavmomu XIV cm., no. 66, p. 126.

27 For more about the friendship category in the early Middle Ages: G. Althoff,
Verwandte, Freunde und Getreue. Zum politischen Stellenwert der Gruppenbindungen
im friitheren Mittelalter (Darmstadt, 1990).

28 Being related or married were also distinguished as separate categories.
S.C. Rowell, ‘Isdavysté ar paprasti nesutarimai?’, p. 48.

29 R. Petrauskas, ‘Giminaiciai ir pavaldiniai: Lietuvos bajory grupés XIV a.
pabaigoje — XV a. I pus¢je’, Lietuva ir jos kaimynai. Nuo normany iki Napoleo-
no: prof. B. Dundulio atminimui, ed. I. Valikonyté (Vilnius, 2001), p. 112; idem,
Lietuvos diduomené XIV a. pabaigoje — XV a.: sudétis — struktira — valdzia (Vil-
nius, 2003), pp. 174—176; idem, ‘Ankstyvosios valstybinés strukttiros’, pp. 24-26.

30 R. Petrauskas, ‘Ankstyvosios valstybinés struktiiros’, p. 24.
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of horizontal links, joining individuals into a whole.?! Thus, state
structures were created through the existence of double bonds, on the
basis of subordination (legal) and friendship (moral). We know of
the first friends/officials of the ruler from the times of Grand Duke
Gediminas, who contributed to the creation of state structures.3?
The ruler entrusted such officials/friends with a rather large degree
of autonomy in implementing the grand duke’s policies across the
land. The lack of a culture of writing? in the administrative process
of state governance was partly compensated for by congresses held
at the ruler’s court that were held every so often, hunts, receptions,
etc;* also the fact that the grand duke’s authority was expressed by
his constant travelling. The importance of residential castles, where
the ruler would stay for a long time, was more evident only during
the reign of Grand Duke Vytautas in the early 15th century.??
Relations between the grand duke and his officials/friends had to
be based on loyalty or expressions of allegiance, which to a certain
extent were flexible. These limits were understood by contemporaries;
however, their reconstruction does pose some difficulties for today’s
researchers. Tokhtamysh, the khan of the Ulus of Jochi, in a letter
to Jogaila in 1393, complained: ‘discord arose between us last year,
our nephew Belek-Bulat and Khodja-Medin became our foe’.3¢ The

3R, Petrauskas, ‘Giminaiciai ir pavaldiniai’, p. 112; idem, Lietuvos diduomene,
p. 175.

32 For example, Dovydas, the castellanus of Hrodno. Chartularium Lithuaniae
res gestas magni ducis Gedeminne illustrans, compiled by S.C. Rowell (Vilnius,
2003), p. 44.

33 The institution of a permanent ruler’s office was only established in the milieu
of Grand Duke Vytautas. Before then, Lithuania’s rulers relied on the services of
the Orthodox and Catholic clergy. A. Dubonis, ‘Rastininkas’, Lietuvos DidZiosios
Kunigaikstijos kultira. Tyrinéjimai ir vaizdai, compiled by V. AliSauskas, L. Jovaisa,
M. Paknys, R. Petrauskas, E. Raila (Vilnius, 2001), pp. 574-575.

34 For more about everyday life at the court of Grand Duke Vytautas: R. Ca-
paite, ‘Lietuvos didZiojo kunigaiks¢io Vytauto kasdienyb¢ pagal jo ir jo amzininky
korespondencija’, Alytaus miesto istorijos fragmentai, compiled by A. Jakunskiené
(Alytus, 2001), pp. 18-27.

35 V. Volungevicius, Pilies Sesélyje. Teritorija, visuomené ir valdzia Lietuvos
DidzZiojoje Kunigaikstystéje (Vilnius, 2015), pp. 82-83.

3% Oy Opyeoms nakv iremmn cmaia MexCu HAC 3AMAMHA HAUWb NIAEMEHbHUK
bexoynams u Xoowca Meouns oyuununca nams éopoes. Ykpainvcki epamomu (XIV 6.
i nepwa nonosura XV 6.), 1, seia. B. Po3os (Kuie, 1928), no. 26, p. 48. The term
epae is often used in sources from the period discussed in texts containing religious
content. ‘Bopors, Bpars’, pp. 187, 250.
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specific actions that led to this discord and the rift between the
rulers are not revealed in the letter, but we presume that they were
known to both the addressee and the author of the letter.

We may presume that officials and friends who had stepped beyond
the boundaries of loyalty and allegiance were also considered the grand
duke’s adversaries or foes. This boundary was associated somewhat
with poor communication. For example, in his complaint against
Jogaila and Skirgaila, Vytautas mentioned that his father Kestutis and
his uncle Algirdas had already decided which day both would have to
arrive near Vilnius in order to overthrow Jaunutis for the grand duke’s
throne. However, due to reasons unknown that Vytautas did not outline
in his complaint, ‘Duke Algirdas could not arrive’.?” Later editions
of the Lithuanian chronicles extrapolated on this episode, taking into
account the communication difficulties: ‘Grand Duke Algirdas was late
in arriving in Vilnius from Vitebsk’.?8 Kestutis, it appears, left Trakai,
captured his brother Jaunutis alone, and seated his elder brother Algirdas
on the grand ducal throne as soon as he arrived. The fact that Algirdas
was delayed did not prevent Kestutis from attacking and occupying
Vilnius himself. On the other hand, regardless of the fact that it was
Kestutis who took Jaunutis captive, he did not lay claim to the grand
duke’s throne,* and, as per the agreement, gave it to Algirdas.

The boundaries of loyalty and allegiance were also associated
with the undefined competencies of the ruler’s officials/friends. In
a letter dated 23 January (1397) to the Riga city council, Grand
Duke Vytautas complained that his official Mangirdas, the Polotsk
vicegerent, was not authorised to certify the peace and trade treaty
between Duke Lengvenis and the city of Riga, the Livonian branch
of the Teutonic Order, made on behalf of all of Lithuania.*° Vytautas

37 vnd herczog Algart der konde nicht komen. ‘Dis ist Witoldes sache wedir
Jagaln vnd Skargaln’, Scriptores rerum prussicarum, Bd. 2, hrsg. von T. Hirsch,
M. To6ppen und dr. E. Strehlke (Leipzig, 1863), p. 712.

38 kuasv eenuxuu Onvkeupd 3 Bumebvcka 0o Bunnu 6op30o ne menpucnen.
‘Jlerorichk Kpacuuckoro’, Ilonnoe cobpanue Pyccrkux nemonuceti, 35, cocTtaB. u
pea. H. Vnamuk (Mocksa, 1980), p. 133.

39 Perhaps he could have had priority, or referred to the ‘first hand principle’? For
more about the ‘first hand principle’ in the land management context: A. Dubonis,
‘Zemévalda®, Lietuvos Didziosios Kunigaikstijos kultiira. pp. 785-786.

40 Another letter of similar content from Vytautas to the Rigans is dated 20
January (1398). I thank Sergey Polekhov for this reference. Ilonoykue epamomo.
XIII — navana XVI 66., 1, cocraB. A. Xopouikesuu (Mocksa, 1977), no. 19, 21,
pp. 67-68, 72.
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claimed that not only had Duke Lengvenis entered into this treaty
illegitimately, but that Mangirdas too had no grounds to authorise
it, as without the ruler’s approval he had no right ‘to enter into
a treaty in the name of Lithuania not even for half a day’.*! Un-
doubtedly, this position taken by the Lithuanian grand duke might
have been dictated solely by the existing political circumstances,
where Vytautas had to justify why the property of Rigan merchants
was not legally protected in Lithuania. The selection of precisely
this kind of argument would testify that the ruler’s officials could
sometimes overstep their undefined ‘boundaries’ of competency.
Yet it is unlikely that this situation went beyond the boundaries of
Mangirdas’ and Grand Duke Vytautas’ moral and legal relations. We
have barely any data about Mangirdas’ career highlights in the court
of Grand Duke Vytautas; however, the careers of his sons illustrate
that those relations must have remained very close indeed.** Plus,
there were more similar cases in the 14th century.®

The interrelations between the grand duke and members of the
ruling dynasty were qualitatively different to relations between
members of the dynasty and other nobles. We could presume that
the former bond was closer, which is why the boundaries of loyalty
and allegiance were somewhat wider. Conflicts between Algirdas/
Kestutis and Jaunutis, Kestutis/Vytautas and Jogaila, Zygimantas
Kestutaitis and Svitrigaila, or Mykolas Zygimantaitis and Casimir,
not to mention numerous other ‘local’ conflicts, demonstrate that
representatives of the ruling dynasty were inclined to make peace
and search for compromises, even though sometimes that com-
promise might have been ‘reached’ following the death of one of
the conflicting parties.** Let us consider a few of the more telling

41 ein halbin tag frede uffzunemen ven der Littawen wegin. Ibid., no. 19, p. 68.

42 Mangirdas died before 1410. His son Alekna served as the deputy cup-bearer
at Vytautas’ court. His other son Petras served as the starosta of Podolia circa
1424—-1426, and he was mentioned as being a marshal of the court in 1422/23.
R. Petrauskas, Lietuvos diduomené, pp. 259-261.

3 For example, the case of Liubartas and the Karijotaitis brothers. R. Petraus-
kas, ‘Gediminaiciy pasaulis: tarptautinés politikos ir diplomatinés veiklos formos
bei galimybés XIV a. antrojoje puséje’, Vidurio ryty Europa miisio prie Meélynyjy
vandeny metu. Colloquia Russica, ed. V. Jankauskas, V. Nagirnyy (Kaunas, Krakow,
2013), pp. 189-190.

44 For example, the case of Mykolas Zygimantaitis. It appears that he was
poisoned in Moscow. It is unlikely that Lithuania’s lords could have somehow
directly contributed to this murder, as Dlugosz claims. A. Kopystianski, ‘Ksiaze
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examples. In his complaint against Jogaila and Skirgaila, Vytautas
mentions that after Kestutis had removed Jogaila from the throne,
‘not wanting others to speak ill of him and not wanting to drive
anyone from his family away’,* he returned Vitebsk to Jogaila,
as well as his personal property. A different set of interrelations is
evident in the case of Svitrigaila. After his fourth attempt at staging
a revolt against the authority of Grand Duke of Lithuania Vytautas,
Svitrigaila was ultimatey siezed in 1409. Two unknown dukes from
Svitrigaila’s circle were beheaded, whilst Svitrigaila himself was
imprisoned, being bound in heavy chains (in den ysen gar hertlich
halde). The Teutonic Order’s grand master heard this news from the
komtur of Ragnit, who learnt of it from some unidentified friends
arrived from Lithuania.*® Later on, Svitrigaila was transferred and
imprisoned at Kremenec Castle for nine years until 1418, whereupon
he fled to Hungary, assisted by a group of nobles, and reached the
Congress of Constance. Two years later, in 1420, with the help of his
brother Jogaila and with the assurance of officials from the Kingdom
of Poland, Svitrigaila was reconciled with Grand Duke Vytautas.*?

Attention should also be drawn to the fact that the bond between
the grand duke and the ruling family’s representatives, and the
grand duke and other nobles was not one-sided in terms of loyalty
or allegiance. The ruler and those in his inner circle often had to

Michat Zygmuntowicz’, Kwartalnik Historyczny, XX (1906), p.163. These doubts
are boosted by the fact that following his death, Mykolas was buried in Vilnius
Cathedral. S.C. Rowell, ‘Isdavysté ar paprasti nesutarimai?’, p. 53; Diugosz senioris
canonici Cracoviensis Opera omnia, 14 (liber XII), cura et edita A. Przezdziecki
(Cracoviae, 1878), p. 105.

4 wolde vif sich nich eyn boze wort haben vnd wolde sines geslechtes nimand
vortreiben. ‘Dis ist Witoldes sache’, p. 712.

46 Letter dated 27 November (1409) from the Ragnit komiur to the Teutonic
Order’s grand master. Quch spricht her, das Wytowt herczog Swittirgailn in den
ysen gar hertlich halde, und hatte dem herren konynge czu Polau vorschreben,
wy her im czu deser czit das vierde vorretnisse wolde haben gethan. Des hdt im
der konyng czu Polan wedir vorschreben, konne her uff dy worheit komen, das
her im thu syn recht, also das deser anders nicht en weis, wen das Wytowt Swyt-
tirgaln habe lassen toten, und hat eygentlich gesehn, das Wytout zwene mechtige
herczogen hat lassen koppen, dy sich an Swittirgayln hatten geworfen. The letter
is mentioned in CEV, no. 434, p. 204. Published in: L. Arbusow, ‘Zwdlf Urkunden
zu O. Stavenhagen: ‘Livland und die Schlacht bei Tannenberg’, Sitzungsberichte
der Gesellschaft fiir Geschichte und Altertumskunde der Ostseeprovinzen Russlands,
aus dem Jahre 1911 (Riga, 1913), no. 1, pp. 265-266.

4T CEV, no. 889, 890, pp. 489-490.
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manouevre between various interest groups, which if united could
definitely pose serious competition to the ruler, or even lead to his
overthrow. From Vytautas’ complaint against Jogaila and Skirgaila,
we discover that Kestutis and Algirdas decided to overthrow Jaun-
utis only when they saw ‘some injustices done by Duke Jaunutis
against them.’*® The complaint also reveals Vytautas’ own motives
for opposing his cousin Jogaila. Vytautas claimed that ‘Duke Jogaila
did not keep his promise, he denied the truth and did not return my
patrimony, but gave my patrimony to his brother, Duke Skirgaila.”*
According to Jan Dtugosz, the ‘father of Polish history’, Grand Duke
Skirgaila was removed from the throne because he had committed
numerous misdeeds against the Lithuanian lords, and because during
his reign Catholicism had experienced a steep decline, as the grand
duke had relied solely on the opinions of his Orthodox advisers. >’
It appears that the Lithuanian grand duke Zygimantas Kestutaitis
was killed by nobles for his violent manner.’! In the Bychowiec
Chronicle, the account of the ruler’s murder took on the form of
escaping the wrath of a tyron.’?> On the other hand, as the study
by Jarostaw Nikodem has revealed, at least Zygimantas Kestutaitis
was no more violent than his contemporaries, such as Svitrigaila,
for example.’? We learn from Jan Dhugosz’s chronicle that Jonas
Cartoriskis (Iwan Czartoryski), one of Zygimantas Kestutaitis’ mur-
derers, received a pardon from the new ruler, Casimir Jagiellon,>*
whereas Jonas Daugirdas, another of the organisers of this fiendish

8 in von herczoge Jawnuten eczliche vnrecht. ‘Dis ist Witoldes sache’, p. 712.

4 herczog Jagal siner truwe nicht derfollete vnd trata ab siner warheit vnd
myn feterlich erbe gab her mir nicht vad myn feterlich erbe gab her synem bruder
herczoger Skirgal. ibid., p. 713.

30 Jana Diugosza Roczniki czyli kronika stawnego krélestwa Polskiego, (1431—
1444), 11-12, przektad na jezyk polski J. Mrukéwna (Warsaw, 2004), pp. 77-78;
Further details: A. Lewicki, Powstanie Swidrygielly. Ustep z dziejow unii Litwy z
Korong (Krakow, 1892), pp. 146—149.

>1'S.C. Rowell, ‘Bears and Traitors’, pp. 30-31, 45-55.

32 The chronicler put these words into the mouth of Prince Iwan Czartoryszki,
the main conspirator in Zygimantas Kestutaitis’ murder, perhaps as a sort of justi-
fication: Szto iesi byl nahotowat kniazem y panom y wsim nam pity, toie ty teper
piy odyn. ‘Xponuka beixoBua’, Ilonnoe cobpanue pycckux nemonuceil, 32, COCT.
v pea. H. H. Ynamuk, (Mocksa, 1975), p. 156.

33 J. Nikodem, ‘Przyczyny zamordowania Zygmunta Kiejstutowicza’, Bialo-
ruskie Zeszyty Historyczne, 17 (2002). http://kamunikat.fontel.net/www/czasopisy/
bzh/17/17art_nikodem.htm (accessed on 10-01-2013).

3% Jana Dlugosza Roczniki, pp. 283-285.
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plot, kept his post as the Palatine of Vilnius.>> It appears that the
results for the organisers of this plot were not so bad. The only
one to lose his post was Petras Leliugas, the Palatine of Trakai.>®

The emergence of the concept of treason against
the Grand Duke of Lithuania

By analysing the different content in the peace treaties of 1435
between Ilya, the Palatine of Moldova, and Zygimantas Kestutaitis,
the Grand Duke of Lithuania,’’ of 1442 between the same Palatine
of Moldova and Casimir, the Grand Duke of Lithuania, and the treaty
of 1447 between the Palatine of Moldova Stefan and Casimir, the
Grand Duke of Lithuania,’® we can observe a qualitative change to
the foe category in the legal discourse. In the treaty of 1435, both

sides promised not to support one another’s enemies, ‘and to be foes

to each other’s enemies’.>® By 12 years later, in the treaty of 1442

between Casimir, the Grand Duke of Lithuania, and the same Ilya,
Palatine of Moldova, this norm was expanded considerably. The follow-
ing norm was added to their agreement regarding common enemies:

our Ilya, the palatine, shall not keep any foe of ours in his domains, and we too
shall not keep any foe of Ilya, the palatine, in our domains. And whomsoever
desires to harm our lives, and flees to the domains of Ilya, the palatine, then he
must extradite such traitors from his domains to us. And whomsoever desires to
do such harm to Ilya, the palatine, and flees to our domains, we too must extradite
this traitor from our domains and hand him over to Ilya, the palatine.®

>3 R. Petrauskas, Lietuvos diduomené, pp. 224-225.

56 For more on the murder of Zygimantas Kestutaitis and its outcomes: R. Pet-
rauskas, Lietuvos diduomené, pp. 182—185.

7 Original document: AGAD, Zbiér dokumentéw pergaminowych, 7285.
The wrong year of 1437 features on the treaty act entered into the books of the
Lithuanian Metrica. The error must have been made when the book was being
rewritten. LM 5, no. 538, p. 354-355. For more about the dating of the treaty:
I. Czamanska, Moldawia i Woloszczyzna wobec Polski, Wegier i Turcji w XIV i
XV wieku (Poznan, 1996), p. 99, footnote 306. Also, M. Costachescu, Documentele
moldovenesti inainte de Stefan cel Mare, 11 (lasi, 1933), pp. 691-692.

8 lona Czamanska dates this treaty to 1442: 1. Czamanska, Moldawia, p. 100,
footnote 309; Mihaius Costachescu’s publication gives the year 1445: M. Costachescu,
Documentele, pp. 725-728.

3 a nenpuiamenemv e2o nenpuiamenemv o6oimu. LM 5, no. 538, p. 355.

0 4 nenpwiamens nawozo Hivu, 6oesooe, npomueb Hach y €20 3eMiu He
oepoicamu, a HaMb Maxodcy Henpusmens Hivu, 60e600bi, y HAULOU 3eMIU NPOMUG
€20 He depvorcamu. A Xmo nodcedaems, N02adaemsv Ha HAUWD HCbIBOMD, A 30eHCbLINb
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This form of expression was repeated in the treaty of 1447 between
Casimir, the Grand Duke of Lithuania, and Stefan, the Palatine of
Moldova.®! Acts of treason against the ruler were also mentioned in
the privilege of Grand Duke Casimir to the nobility in 1447.%? On the
one hand, changes to inter-state treaty norms would have been related
to specific political circumstances, but on the other hand, the use of
the term traitor (3padya) in this context would suggest that it became
necessary to distinguish between the categories of foes and traitors.

The identification of the traitor or traitors in the treaties mentioned
is quite difficult, as we do not have any sources that can identify
these figures specifically. It could be that we shall have to agree
with the opinion of Adrian Kopystianski, who thinks that it was
Mykolas Zygimantaitis who was referred to in the treaties, Grand
Duke Casimir’s contender for the Vilnius throne.% Note that in the
1440s and 1450s, according to Jan Dlugosz, seven unsuccessful
attempts were made on the life of Casimir Jagiellon.®* Perhaps the
text dated 29 March 1523 from the legation from Sigismund the
Old, the Grand Duke of Lithuania, to Stefan, the Palatine of Mol-
dova, regarding Sharpa, the palatine’s fugitive council member, the
author recalled the grand duke’s subordinates who were associated
with one of the failed attempts on the life of Grand Duke Casimir.
In the legation’s text, Grand Duke Sigismund stated:

some subjects of His Grace [Casimir], also fearing their lord’s wrath, fled to your
grandfather the palatine Stefan, and your grandfather asked our father King Casimir,
and in response to your grandfather’s request, our father King Casimir spared them
his wrath, and immediately accepted them back, returning to them their honour,
domains and treasuries. %

6v Hivu, goesoouny, zemwiio, mo2o uzopaovyy Hivs, 6oesooa, maemsb HAMB 3b
e2o semau evroamu. A xmo Hiu, 80e800uUHb, HCbl8OMB no2adaemn, d 3a0eldcolmy y
HAuLy 3emio, U Mbl UMAemM MaKodic moeo 3u0paoyy 3 nawee semiu Hivu, 60€600u,
evtoamu. LM 5, no. 539, p. 355. The Moldovan side’s treaty has a slightly different
text. ibid., no. 544, p. 361.

1 4 xmo nozaoaemv na KHA3S 6ENUKO20 JHCHIGOMD U 3A0ENHCHIMb 6 HAULY 3eMIIO,
U Mbl UMAEMB MO20 3bpaoyd 6bl0amu 3 HAuWoe 3eMIU KHA310 eeaukomy. A xmo
umMems no2aoam HAa HAWb JHCbIBOMb U 3A0eNHCHIM Y KHA3S BENUKO20 3eMIII0, U KHA3b
eenuxuu Kazumup maem Hamv mo2o Hauto2o 3vpayy evioamu. ibid., no. 543, p. 360.

92 Kodex dyplomatyczny polski, 1, wyd. L. Rzyszczewski, A. Muczkowski,
A. Z. Helcel (Warsaw, 1847), no. 188, p. 335.

63 A. Kopystiafski, ‘Ksigze Michat...’, pp. 116, 123—124, 133.

%4 Dlugosz mentions this twice. Joannis Dlugosz senioris, pp. 29, 139.

5 nexomopwiu noovoanviu e2o m(u)i(o)cmu [Kazumepa] maxums gice obbiuaems
Hanyouewiu cs eHegy emekiu 00 ouda meoe2o Cmeghana, 60e600bl, U OUOL MEOU
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Perhaps the subject in question here is Duke Mykolas Zygiman-
taitis, who had then fled to Moldova.% Grand Duke Casimir issued
an ‘iron’ security writ on 1 July 1447, allowing Duke Mykolas
Zygimantaitis to freely arrive in Krakow.%” The researcher knows of
two specific cases of attempts on the life of Grand Duke Casimir.
The culprit was identified in sources in only one of these cases. Jan
Dtlugosz mentions that in 1446, a lord from Volozhin (the prince?)
threatened the ruler, possibly Grand Duke Casimir’s chamber servant,
Suchta.®® The extensive digest of Lithuania’s chronicles also makes
reference to Suchta’s threat, mentioning that five brothers, princes of
Volozhin, were sentenced to death for their deeds.” Reflections of
this event can also be found in Grand Duke Casimir’s judicial book
(a record of privileges he granted to the nobility). It contains an
undated entry outlining that Casimir had granted Volozhin to a lord,
Ivashka Mangirdaitis.”® Eugenijus Savi$¢evas, who has researched
Casimir’s book of privileges, has compiled a register of likely acts,
and presents the possible granting dates. According to Saviscevas,
Volozhin was indeed granted to Ivashka Mangirdaitis (1440-1447).7!
Following the unsuccessful threat on Grand Duke Casimir’s life in
late 1446, some of the conspirators were sentenced to death, and
their property was seized and transferred to the ruler’s treasury,
part of which (Volozhin) was granted to Ivashka Mangirdaitis. It
was suspected that one of the conspirators could have been Duke

omuya Hautozo Kasumepa, Kopoisi, 3a makogviMu npoutusans, u omey Haurs Kasumep,
KOpOZlb, HA NPO30Y OUOA MBOE20 2He8 CE0U UMb OMNYCKUBANL U 3ACA 6 ACKY CBOI0
UX NpUUMOBaNL, U NPU UMAX, UMEHbAXD U CKApOexs ux 3acmagviaib. Lietuvos
Metrika (1506-1539), 7-oji Uzrasymy knyga, compiled by I. Ilarien¢, L. Karalius,
D. Antanavicius (Vilnius, 2011), no. 229, p. 421.

 A. Kopystiafiski, ‘Ksigze Michat...” pp. 133-134.

7 Codex epistolaris saeculi decimi quinti, 3 (1392-1501). Monumenta medii
aevi historica res gestas Poloniae illustrantia, collectus opera A. Lewicki (Craco-
viae, 1894), no. 11, pp. 18-19.

8 Szuchta Rutenici generis et ritus Dux. Joannis Dhugosz senioris, p. 29; for
more details: S.C. Rowell, ‘ISdavysté ar paprasti nesutarimai?’, pp. 53—54, footnote
32; idem, ‘Bears and Traitors’, p. 37, footnote 44.

% Xponuxa Buixosya, p. 159.

0 Lietuvos Metrika (1440-1498), 3-oji Uzrasymy knyga (henceforth LM 3),
compiled by L. Anuzyté, A. Baliulis (Vilnius, 1998), p. 20.

"I'E. SavisCevas, ‘Suvaldyti chaosg: bandymas naujai tirti Lietuvos didziojo
kunigaiks¢io Kazimiero suteik¢iy knyga’, Istorijos saltiniy tyrimai, 1, compiled
by D. Antanavic¢ius, D. Baronas (Vilnius, 2008), p. 142, 29 SA.
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Mykolas Zygimantaitis.”® Perhaps, fearing the ‘wrath’ of his ruler,
Duke Mykolas Zygimantaitis fled Lithuania. Our knowledge of an-
other threat that was to occur in the first half of 1453 comes to us
from the announcement of the Torun komtur’s and Teutonic Order’s
spy to the grand master of the Order, dated 17 May.”? According
to the grand master’s informants, following the threat on his life,
Grand Duke Casimir spent ten weeks recovering, isolated from
the nobility. Although we have no data, we can presume that the
fugitive Medininkai #ivun Ignotas might have been involved in the
attempt on Casimir’s life. The tivun's lands were granted to Hlebas
Andrejevi¢ius on 15 March 1453.74

In summary

The demand for the codification of acts of treason against the ruler as
a crime emerged in the milieu of Casimir, the Grand Duke of Lith-
uania, recorded in inter-state treaties with Moldova and in Casimir’s
privilege to the nobility of 1447. As was already mentioned, this
impulse must have been related to several circumstances. At first
glance, it would appear that it was associated with threats made on
Casimir’s life. On the other hand, as we saw, this practice was rather
widespread earlier as well, in the 1430s and the mid-15th century.
That is why, within the framework of custom law, treason could have
been treated as a crime much earlier, even during Lithuania’s pagan
era. Why did it not emerge then? Probably the main reason why
treason as a crime did not function in Lithuania until the beginning
of the 14th century was that prior to the ‘early modernisation’ period,
Vytautas’ era, there were state structures based on archaic bonds.
The cancellation of these bonds, or going beyond the boundaries of
loyalty and allegiance were not comprehended as a crime, but as a
demonstration of hostility. Therefore, such individuals or groups of
individuals were attributed to the category of adversary or foe, and
the semantic field for this terminology practically corresponded with

72 At least that is the information presented in the comprehensive digest of
Lithuanian chronicles Xponuka Bvixosya, p. 159.

3S.C. Rowell, Appendix, ‘I3davysté ar paprasti nesutarimai?’, no. 4, 5, pp. 67-70.

74 The privilege was issued in the name of Gostautas, the Palatine of Vilnius.
Ieby Anopeesuuy Henamwvkosa 3emisi noOb MueyHa MEOHUYKO20, 3AHIONC MOMm
Oeu Henamxo 36e2nv cgoeco mecma. Anpui(s) 15, unvouxmy 1. Ilanv Keacmosm,
6oesooa eunenckuu. LM 3, p. 22; E. Saviscevas, ‘Suvaldyti chaosg’, pp. 142, 58 SA.
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the enemy category. The emergence of terms for treason is evidence
of an intensification of links between state structures, where close
ties were established between the ruler and his officials/friends,
primarily within the institutional environment of the ruler’s court,
and the public offices. An increasing number of nobles were drawn
into the mechanism of state structures, who were considered and
held themselves to be members of the ruling and state body. It was
precisely in this case that stepping over the boundaries of loyalty
and allegiance was treated as the crime of treason.
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VIDINIAI VALDOVO ISDAVYSTES KAIP NUSIKALTIMO
SAMPRATOS ATSIRADIMO VEIKSNIAI LIETUVOS DIDZIOJOJE
KUNIGAIKSTYSTEJE XIV A. VIDURYJE-XV A. VIDURYJE

Santrauka

ANDREJ RYCKOV

Straipsnyje analizuojami vidiniai valdovo i§davystés kaip nusikaltimo sampratos
atsiradimo LDK veiksniai XIV a. vid. — XV a. vid. Apibendrinant istoriografija, kuri
nagrin¢jo valdovo iSdavystes problema LDK, galime konstatuoti, kad iSdavysté visy
pirma buvo tirta remiantis XVI a. Saltiniais, o to laikotarpio iSdavystés samprata
taikoma ir ankstesnéms epochoms. Biity klaidinga manyti, kad valdovo iSdavystés
kaip nusikaltimo samprata XV a. pirmoje puséje buvo tapati jos sampratai po 100
mety — X VI a. pirmoje puséje. Siuo laikotarpiu jvyko ne tik milZiniskas visuomenés
socialiniy struktiiry pokytis, bet ir valstybés struktiry transformacija. Archajiskais
asmeniniais ry$iais paremta valstybés valdyma keité institucinis valstybés valdymo
modelis. Tyrimas parodé, kad pagrindiné socialiné grupé, kurioje émeé formuotis
Sis nusikaltimas XV a. pr. — XV a. vid., buvo didziojo kunigaiks¢io varzovai ir
nedraugai (lot. adversarius, inimicus; rusén. Heopye, nenpusimeins, gpae; vok. fynd).
Isdavystés terminy atsiradimas biitent Sioje socialingje grupéje liudija apie valstybiniy
struktiiry rySio intensyveéjima, kai tarp valdovo ir jo pareigliny / draugy uzsimezga
glaudiis rysiai. Visy pirma tai vyksta valdovo institucinio dvaro terpéje bei per
pareigybiy sistemg. Bitent Siuo atveju iStikimybés ir lojalumo ribos perzengimas
buvo imtas suvokti jau nebe kaip priesiskumas, o kaip iSdavystés nusikaltimas.



