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Abstract: Research objectives: There are two research objectives to this study. The 

first is to survey the events of the Mongol invasion of Moravia in the spring of 1241 and the 

second is to examine how the story changed over the following centuries. The narrative 

surrounding the Mongol invasion lost its grounding in fact, and different versions of the 

story quickly arose. In this paper, I will explain when, why and how the story evolved. 

The Research materials are therefore diverse. The first part of the article is based upon 

13
th

-century sources (charters, epistles, chronicles) of Central European origin. In the se-

cond part, later medieval chronicles as well as early modern historical treatises will be 

studied. These works influenced the perception (and form) of the story both at home and 

abroad since many of them were accessible in different languages. 

The Results and novelty of the research are therefore twofold. Since the Mongol myth 

became the subject of 19
th

-century forgeries, many scholars were misled by them. As a 

result, the forged documents have been presented as trustworthy sources even by renowned 

contemporary scholars. Consequently, the description of the historical events of 1241 un-

dergo dramatic changes. The invasion – presented at times as a catastrophe – was in reality 

merely the brief passage of Mongol troops through Moravian territory. Later chroniclers 

confused this event with the Hungarian invasion of Moravia in 1253. Soon, a fictional vic-

tory at Olomouc was invented. Later, an imaginary hero was added (Jaroslav of Sternberg) 

and the story transformed in the second half of the 17
th

 century into an account of a divine 

miracle, subsequently becoming a key part of the 19
th

 century forgeries that exaggerated the 

Czech glorious national past by inventing sources that had actually never existed. 
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Among contemporary historians dealing with the history of the Mongol Em-

pire in the 13
th
 century, there tends to be some confusion about the details of the 

invasion of Central Europe by the Mongol army from 1241 to 1242. They often 

present different opinions on the same subject, or have utterly false information. 

Take for instance a simple question: Who led the Mongol troops into Poland and 

Silesia in 1241 and how strong was that army? The answer varies a lot – the main 

leaders were probably Orda and Baidar (known in the West as Peta) and perhaps 

Kadan (Qadan, Qaidan) as well. Sometimes even Qaidu (Kaidu) II (1236–1301) – 
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who was about five years old at that time – is mentioned (he was most probably 

mistaken for Kadan) [45, p. 12; 26, p. 138; 23, p. 62; 10, p. 172; 24, p. 70; 25, 

p. 18; 6, p. 96; 46, p. 86; 5, p. 218]. The strength of this army is also unclear; it is 

estimated to be 10,000–30,000 men (1–3 tümens) strong. There is also one margin-

al subject within this campaign that is almost always described incorrectly – if at 

all. It is the presence of the Mongol army in the territory of Moravia (which formed 

the eastern part of the Kingdom of Bohemia). After the victory at Legnica 

(Liegnitz) on 9 April 1241, the surviving Mongol troops moved onwards to join 

their comrades in Hungary and in doing so, they marched through Moravia. The 

renowned historian Peter Jackson, in an otherwise great book, wrote the following 

about this particular event: 

“In Moravia despite a sanguine report that the fortified places escaped the devas-

tation, the towns of Littaou, Freudenthal and Gewiczko were destroyed, while Brünn 

(Brno), Olmütz (Olomouc) and Uničov suffered damaging sieges” [23, p. 68]. 

This is in fact not true; Prof. Jackson was deceived by the 19
th
 century forge-

ries. Describing what really happened in Moravia in the spring of 1241 will be the 

next step. 

*  *  * 

Let us begin our journey on the battlefield near Legnica (Liegnitz) on 9 April 

1241, where the Piast Duke Henry II the Pious was defeated and killed. The 15
th
–

century historian Jan Długosz, the most important source for the description of the 

battle at Legnica, puts forward the information that the first rank of Henry’s army 

was led by Boleslaus, son of the Margrave of Moravia Dipold, who also met his 

death on the battlefield that day
1
. This information has been repeated by many his-

torians (who sometimes made additional blunders), but it is only a half-true [23, 

p. 62; 6, p. 98; 25, p. 27]. Dipold (Theobaldus) III was in fact a member of a se-

condary lineage of the Přemyslid dynasty (the ruling dynasty in the Kingdom of 

Bohemia), but he never became the Margrave of Moravia. It is plausible that after 

the death of the Margrave of Moravia Vladislaus Henry in 1222, he tried to seize 

control over Moravia, but if that was the case, he was unsuccessful. Dipold’s kin-

dred were expelled from the Kingdom of Bohemia in 1222/1223 to Poland, never 

to return again, and Dipold himself probably died in 1223 while defending his cas-

tle, Kouřim [11, p. 111–115, 118–122]. 

The goal of this detached Mongol army operating in Poland and Silesia was to 

make sure that no reinforcements from this region distracted the ongoing operations 

in Hungary. After the battle at Legnica, this goal was completely fulfilled and the 

Mongol army in the north had no reason to stay there anymore. Moreover, Wences-

laus I, the King of Bohemia and the father-in-law of Henry II the Pious, was only 

about a two days’ march away with his knights [7, p. 498–499, nos. 306–307]. What 

happened next is unclear. The Mongol army probably rested for a while and in the 

meantime, the king of Bohemia and his army possibly moved back to Bohemia to 

secure the northern border of the kingdom. The information about some military 

operations near the Bohemian town of Kladsko (Glatz, today Kłodzko in Poland) on 

the northern border is based upon an early 14
th
-century Bohemian chronicler, the so-

called Dalimil. Even though this chronicler is otherwise quite an unreliable source 

                                                      
1
 “(…) id Boleslaus marchionis Morawie filius ducebat (…)”; “(…) Boleslao Dipoldi 

marchionis Morawie filio (…)” [22, p. 20–21]. 
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for the Mongol invasion, this might actually be a true event [47, p. 313–325]. Orda 

and Baidar moved quickly to Hungary to join their leader Batu, who delivered a hu-

miliating defeat to the King of Hungary Bela IV and his army near the river Sajó 

(Muhi) just two days after the battle of Legnica. 

Unable to cross the well-protected and mountainous border with Bohemia, the 

Mongols moved further east and entered Moravia near Opava (Troppau) through a 

pass with a very appropriate name: the Moravian Gate [7, p. 201–203, no. 108]. 

This happened probably less than a month after the battle at Legnica. The high-

ranking Franciscan Jordanus mentioned in one of his letters that the Mongol troops 

entered Moravia some time before the 9
th
 May [7, p. 500, no. 308]. This might 

actually have happened a little bit earlier, since according to reports Orda and his 

army arrived in the vicinity of the important Hungarian castle Trenčín (Trentschin, 

Trencsén) in late April. The castle itself resisted the Mongol army, but the sur-

roundings suffered heavy damage [48, p. 14, 17]. The exact route of the Mongol 

army through Moravia is largely unknown. We only know that the entry point was 

somewhere around Opava (Troppau) and that they probably left through the 

Hrozenkov pass leading to Trenčín. The only real evidence of actual destruction 

comes from 1247 when the Margrave of Moravia (and future King of Bohemia) 

Přemysl Otakar granted the city of Opava some economic privileges based upon 

unspecified damages to the Opava region caused by the marauding Mongol troops 

some years earlier [7, p. 201–203, no. 108]. The Mongols did not seize any of the 

fortified places in Moravia and it is a plausible argument that they did not even try 

to, since they were in a hurry. The haste of the invaders is actually one of the very 

few facts we can support using the sources: Master Roger was a well-educated 

canon of Oradea (Großwardein, Nagyvárad, Varadinum) who was himself taken 

prisoner by the Mongols and unwillingly spent several months amongst them in 

captivity. His Miserabile Carmen with its accompanying letter is one of the most 

important sources about the deeds of the Mongols in the Kingdom of Hungary. At 

one point, he informs us that after defeating one of the Polish dukes (Henry II the 

Pious) and destroying Wrocław, the “King” Peta (Baidar) and his troops marched 

quickly through Moravia towards the “Hungarian gate”
2
, a pass on the border with 

the Kingdom of Hungary (probably the Hrozenkov pass). In doing so, according to 

Master Roger, the Mongols destroyed the Moravian countryside with their usual 

cruelty [48, p. 81, 83]. This is further supported by the Annales sancti Panthaleonis 

Coloniensis (composed around the time of the Mongol invasion), which mentions 

the incredible speed of the Mongol troops (supposedly, they marched through Mo-

ravia in just one day and night) and also the standard destruction of the land – ex-

cept for the castles and other fortified places, which they left alone [1, p. 535]. 

Mongol troops probably visited Moravia once again in the winter of 1241/1242 

when the Danube froze over in late December and they entered the western part of 

Hungary, eastern Austria and southern Moravia, as we learn from a letter from 

Vienna by an unknown Benedictine Abbot dated the 4
th
 of January 1242 and rec-

orded by Matthew Paris [7, p. 507, no. 320]. The strength of the army marching 

through Moravia is unclear, as mentioned above. The Polish scholar Wacław Korta 

                                                      
2
 “(…) ad portam Hungarie (…)” [48, p. 83]. 
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estimated that before the battle at Legnica there were about 8 000 fighting men so 

the troops that entered Moravia must have been less numerous [24, p. 108]. 

Unfortunately, we cannot further support this story with Bohemian chronicles 

of that time since there are virtually none surviving. There is one exception though, 

a very short part of the Second Sequel to Cosmas, a compilation from the end of the 

13
th
 century containing older chronicles (or, to be more precise, their extrapo-

lations). According to the unknown Bohemian chronicler, a great fear of the Mon-

gols spread across the kingdom as early as 1240. The next year, the pagan Tartars 

(Mongols) destroyed many Christian lands. They shot dead Koloman, the brother 

of the king of Hungary, and depopulated his lands. Furthermore, they killed the 

Polish Duke Henry in a battle. This is all the information we have. There is not a 

line about the Tartars in Moravia. On the other hand, the chronicler had enough 

space to mention that a new dean of the St. Vitus Cathedral in Prague was elected 

and that on the 5
th
 of October that year there was a solar eclipse [16, p. 285]. Other 

pieces of information from mid-13
th

-century chronicles, epistles and other docu-

ments are brief and add very little to our story, and the Asian sources hold no in-

formation about Mongols in Moravia whatsoever [36; 37]. Furthermore, there is 

still no definite archaeological proof of the Mongol presence in Moravia. 

Even though the Mongols inflicted some damage upon the countryside, Mora-

via was not seriously depopulated, as some parts of the Kingdom of Hungary were, 

and its towns and other fortified places remained untouched [15]. 

*  *  * 

A key event that confused even medieval chroniclers occured just 12 years af-

terwards, when Moravia was invaded by the king of Hungary with his armies, 

which included Cuman troops. The story of the Cumans is quite a well-known one 

and it is linked to the Mongol invasion of the west. The Cumans, a steppe people of 

Eurasian origin, arrived in the Kingdom of Hungary while fleeing the Mongols 

after they subjugated most of the Cuman lands in the winter of 1237/1238. In the 

troublesome period of the Mongol invasion of the Kingdom of Hungary in early 

1241, Cuman leaders became victims of the angry Hungarians and the rest of their 

people left the country to be invited back again after the Mongols’ withdrawal, to 

resettle the abandoned countryside [26, p. 129, 133, 138, 153, 190]. Master Roger 

states that 40,000 families settled in the Kingdom of Hungary and even though this 

number is repeated in most of the studies dealing with this subject, Hungarian 

scholars ended up with the rough estimate of just 70–80,000 persons (not families) 

[30, p. 157; 48, p. 67]. The Cumans frequently served as light cavalry in the army 

of the Hungarian kings and that is how they entered Moravia in 1253. 

After the death of the Duke of Austria, Frederick the Quarrelsome, in 1246, 

the Babenberg heritage became a big issue in central European politics. After many 

twists, the Austrian nobility accepted the Bohemian Prince and Margrave of Mora-

via Přemysl Otakar as their duke at the end of 1251. This was against the ambitions 

of the King of Hungary Bela IV, whose relative, Roman Danylovich, also claimed 

the Babenberg succession. It was mainly for this reason that the king of Hungary 

put together a big alliance against Přemysl Otakar and his royal father Wenceslas I. 

The coalition waged a full-scale attack in 1253 from several directions: Austria was 

invaded by Otto II, the Duke of Bavaria and his two sons; Opava was besieged by 

Daniel of Galicia (the father of Roman Danylovich) and the Polish Dukes Bolesław 
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V the Chaste of Kraków and Władysław I of Opole and, finally, Béla IV with his 

troops invaded Moravia and besieged the most important Moravian city, Olomouc. 

The invasion eventually failed. The Bavarian troops in Austria were not very suc-

cessful and after the death of Otto II in late November 1253, his sons terminated 

further military operations there. Daniel of Galicia, along with his Polish allies, 

failed to breach the firm (though still wooden) walls of Opava and they returned 

home. Béla IV began his campaign more successfully. He managed to defeat the 

Moravian troops at the ford in Přerov (Prerau), besieged Olomouc, and on the 25
th
 

of June defeated another army trying to break the Hungarian siege. But since his 

allies did not manage to join him near Olomouc and his position was endangered 

by both Wenceslas I and his son Přemysl Otakar, Béla was forced to retreat back to 

Hungary without fulfilling his goals [12, p. 203–207; 20, p. 38–47; 21; 29, p. 301]. 

What is important for our story is the fact that this invasion was described vividly 

by the chroniclers and other sources, as opposed to the Mongol invasion, which 

barely left a mark in medieval records of that time. That was one of the reasons 

why these two events were later often confused. 

*  *  * 

Very influential in this respect was the Chronicle of the so-called Dalimil, 

a Czech rhymed chronicle from the beginning of the 14
th
 century. In one of the chap-

ters, it describes the Mongol invasion, but very often it supplies wrong information. 

The invasion, according to Dalimil, began in 1242; the Mongols killed Henry the 

Bearded near Wrocław (in fact it was his son Henry II the Pious), etc. There is also 

some unverifiable information. For instance, that before the invasion, there were 

some mysterious people called the “Kartasi” who wandered all the way through cen-

tral Europe to the Rhine and who were in fact Mongol spies. Another such piece of 

information is that the Mongols, after defeating the Polish dukes, were stopped near 

Kladsko (Glatz, Kłodzko). The Mongols, according to the chronicler, also spent 

some time around Olomouc and a Mongol prince was killed there [47, p. 313–325]. 

After that, the Mongols allegedly invaded Poland. Dalimil probably confused the 

Mongol and Cuman invasions (during the latter a battle near the besieged Olomouc 

really took place) and he also took up and adapted some elements of the legend of 

saint Hedwig of Silesia (the mother of Henry II the Pious). This confusion could be 

also supported by the fact that the chronicler records virtually no information about 

the invasion of 1253. While there is a whole chapter about the Mongols, there are 

just two lines that might be a vague description of the Hungarian invasion of Moravia 

in 1253 [47, p. 370–371, verse 82/27–28]. 

Another important piece of the puzzle is the late 14
th
-century chronicle usually 

called the chronicle of Příbík Pulkava of Radenín. It was one of the chronicles 

issued – and perhaps even supervised – by the Holy Roman Emperor Charles IV. 

This Latin chronicle, extant in several different variants that emerged from 1364 to 

1374, was also translated into Czech and German and was very popular at that 

time. The first variant of the chronicle records nothing about the Mongol invasion 

of 1241 but supplies some previously-unknown details about the invasion of the 

king of Hungary with his Cumans, dating it incorrectly to 1254. To paraphrase the 

account briefly: Tartars, who had been pillaging the Kingdom of Hungary for sev-

eral years, attacked and devastated Moravia and caused a massacre near Olomouc, 
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but from that city a noblemen from the house of Sternberg – the Captain of the city 

at the time – made a foray into enemy lines and mortally wounded the Tartar lea-

der. The Tartars then retreated back to Hungary. That nobleman was then given 

some lands near Olomouc and founded a new castle there called Sternberg [28, 

p. 143–144; 38, p. 360–361]. The last variant rectified the previous mistakes and 

correctly – yet very briefly – described the events of 1241 and 1253. In this last 

variant, the Tartars are correctly distinguished from the Cumans, but it lacks any 

information about the noblemen from the house of Sternberg whatsoever [28, 

p. 138, 144; 38, p. 357, 361]. 

It is important here that the first variant of the chronicle brought forward the 

motif of the hero of the house of Sternberg for the first time. This house ranks 

among the oldest and most important noble houses in Bohemia and Moravia. At the 

time of both the Mongol and the Cuman invasions, Zdeslav of Sternberg, the son of 

Diviš, was the head of the house. The mid-13
th

-century sources, however, never 

mention his involvement with any of the invaders and we know for sure that he 

was not the Captain of Olomouc in 1253 [21, p. 282]. On the other hand, he had 

some possessions in Moravia and he founded the castle and the small town of New 

Sternberg there (mentioned for the first time in 1269) [35, p. 32–40]. Moreover, on 

the 5
th
 of August 1253, just few days after the end of the siege, he was in Olomouc 

as an entourage of the Margrave of Moravia and future King Přemysl Otakar [7, 

p. 481, no. 287]. Why the first variant of the chronicle mentioned an unnamed 

member of this noble house is unclear. Perhaps he really helped to hold Olomouc 

and perhaps the author only wanted to flatter Albrecht of Sternberg, one of the 

closest advisors to the Emperor, the Bishop of Schwerin (1356–1363) and since 

1364 the Bishop of Litomyšl (Leitomischl) who began his career as the Dean of the 

Olomouc Chapter some years earlier [35, p. 85–101]. 

All of those chronicles were only available as manuscripts, which hugely lim-

ited the number of potential readers. A big change came after the invention and 

spread of the printing press. Without exaggeration, it is fair to say that the most 

important and widespread treatise about the history of the Kingdom of Bohemia 

until the first half of the 19
th
 century was the Kronika česká (The Bohemian chron-

icle) by Václav Hájek of Libočany, published in 1541 in Czech. Although Václav 

Hájek used an admirable number of sources, he also made a lot of mistakes, and in 

some places, he added many of his own ideas, which then circulated as facts for 

centuries. His description of the Mongol invasion is quite overstated. The Mongol 

forces, according to Hájek, which were about half a million strong, had been har-

assing Poland until 1243 when the King of Bohemia Wenceslas I decided to help 

Poland. The invaders were overawed by his forces and moved quickly through 

Moravia – which they plundered hard – to Hungary to join their comrades there 

[17, p. CCXXXI
v
–CCXXXII

v
]. Around the year 1253, Hájek wrote that the king of 

Hungary had invaded Moravia with an army of Cumans and Tartars. The enemies 

then pillaged Moravia, except for the fortified places, and eventually decided to 

take Olomouc. The Captain of the city was Jaroslav of Sternberg who attacked the 

enemy and, after a fierce fight, cut-off the hand of the foreign leader Belzait. The 

enemy then withdrew and Belzait died of his wounds en route. King Wenceslaus 

then gave Jaroslav some lands near Olomouc, the nobleman founded the New 

Sternberg there and until the end of his days he was also the Captain of the whole 

of Moravia [17, p. CCXXXVII
r
–CCXXXVIII

r
]. 
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Hájek’s account is very important, because he added the name of the previous-

ly unknown hero. Because of the importance of his book, Jaroslav shortly after-

wards became a heroic ancestor to his family and later on even a national hero. The 

name Jaroslav is most probably as fictional as the whole victory at Olomouc (the 

Moravian and Bohemian forces were actually defeated there). It was Zdeslav of 

Sternberg who lived around the time of the clash. On the other hand, one of 

Zdeslav’s sons was really called Jaroslav, but it is highly improbable he was old 

enough to lead major forces and, moreover, his ancestral line was involved in Bo-

hemia rather than Moravia [35, p. 292]. It is unclear whether Hájek invented the 

events or whether he just collected existing stories, but as early as 1550 there is 

written proof that Jaroslav was perceived as a hero who, in 1252 (sic!), saved Olo-

mouc from the pagan Tartars brought there by Béla IV, the King of Hungary [14, 

p. A4b–B]. 

So far, we have observed how the Mongol invasion was often confused with 

the Cuman invasion and how the defeat near Olomouc suddenly became a victory 

thanks to Jaroslav of Sternberg. It would be very lengthy and, perhaps, even useless 

to search for all the other mentions of the Mongol and Cuman invasions of Moravia 

in other documents, but there is still one piece missing. That is, how Jaroslav be-

came a hero defeating not the Cumans at Olomouc in 1253, but the Mongols in 

1241. As mentioned earlier, the events of 1241 and 1253 were often confused, and 

it is not surprising, then, that we can find this missing link as early as 1552, when 

Johannes Dubravius (Jan Skála z Doubravky), an educated humanist, writer and 

the Bishop of Olomouc at the time, published his Latin chronicle Historiae Regni 

Boiemiae. In his book he depicted the Mongol invasion of Moravia of 1241 in vi-

vid colours. The leader of the Mongol troops, Peta, was defeated in front of Olo-

mouc by its Captain who was from the house of Sternberg. This unnamed hero was 

then given some lands by the king and became Captain of the whole of Moravia 

[13, p. C
r
–CI

r
]. Even though the hero here remains nameless, his family ancestry is 

stressed several times. Combined with Hájek’s information, Jaroslav of Sternberg, 

the hero who defeated the Mongols at Olomouc in 1241, was born. Just one exam-

ple of this approach dates to the year 1677, when Tomáš Pešina of Čechorod pub-

lished a Latin book about military conflicts in Moravia called Mars Moravicus. 

There, he had no doubt that the leader of the 8,000 brave knights who attacked the 

Mongols from the besieged Olomouc in 1241 was Jaroslav of Sternberg, who per-

sonally cut off the arm of their leader Peta and thus averted the whole invading 

army [34, p. 344–348]. 

The motif of the heroic Jaroslav of Sternberg defeating the Tartars at Olomouc 

in 1241 soon became part of the ancestral myth of the still-very-important noble 

house of Sternberg, who used it as a part of their family image. Jaroslav’s deeds 

even became part of the legend associated with their coat of arms in the 18
th
 centu-

ry [44, p. 281–282, 311]. It is no wonder that they frequently commissioned paint-

ings depicting their fictional ancestor defeating the Mongols for their residences 

[35, p. 253]. 

*  *  * 

The Tartar myth was transformed once again in the second half of the 17
th
 cen-

tury into a story surrounded by miracles. To survey this phase of the story thor-
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oughly would be a subject for a completely different study. Here I will just stress 

some important moments. The Kingdom of Bohemia was inhabited by both Catho-

lics and Protestants before 1620, but this changed after the outbreak of the Thirty 

Years’ War, which eventually led to a strict recatholization of the Kingdom. This 

process was also connected to baroque culture and new types of religious spirituali-

ty characterised for instance by pilgrimages to the shrines of local cults. 

There was also another factor that made the events of 1241 current again: the 

Ottoman threat, which was even closer to the Moravian border after 1526, when 

the King of Hungary and Bohemia Louis II was killed at the battle of Mohács. This 

threat materialized during the Austro-Turkish War of 1663–64. The Ottoman forc-

es were eventually defeated at the battle of Saint Gotthard on the 1
st
 August 1664 

but before that, Moravia witnessed three raids by Ottoman light troops (consisting 

at least partially of Crimean Tatars) between 4
th
 September and 7

th
 October 1663. 

This was more a series of skirmishes than a full-scale attack, but even though no 

fortified place had fallen to the enemy, the Moravian countryside was heavily 

plundered, many of the people were killed and many were taken prisoner. The ru-

mours about the incoming Tatars caused panic in Moravia even before the raids 

began, but the trauma of the actual presence of these oriental pagan warriors ech-

oed among the Moravians for decades. It is no coincidence that very shortly after 

these raids, three miraculous events connected to the Mongol invasion of 1241 

were invented [9, p. 196–207; 18, p. 118–119; 39; 49, p. 119–120]. 

The first – and the most important – setting of these miracles was a hill called 

Hostýn. Its importance had been growing rapidly since the mid-1600s when it be-

came part of the dominion of Count Johann of Rottal, the Captain of Moravia and a 

zealous Catholic, who was actively involved in the process of recatholization. During 

his lifetime, Hostýn became a place well-liked by Catholic pilgrims. Soon after the 

events of 1663, the Hostýn miracle was invented, which goes as follows: the be-

sieged Moravians were defending themselves against the Tartars in 1241 on the 

Hostýn hill and they were suffering from unbearable thirst. They prayed and the Vir-

gin Mary not only gave them water that miraculously sprang out of the hill, but also 

attacked the invaders with lightning and they fled. This legend is clearly fictional. 

Since 1666, when it was written down for the first time, its details changed several 

times to be definitely fixed down in the aforementioned form in 1700 by František 

Beckovský [2, p. 399]. Hostýn was a very popular place of pilgrimage until the end 

of the 18
th
 century, when all pilgrimages were banned [31, p. 281–312]. 

Štramberk and the hill Kotouč became another centre of pilgrimages con-

nected to the fictional defence against the Tartars in 1241. The story here is very 

similar to Hostýn. Štramberk was given to the Jesuit Convict in Olomouc in the 

first half of the 17
th
 century. The Society of Jesus was for some time a very influen-

tial religious order strongly connected in Bohemia and Moravia with both 

recatholization and education. The new owners of Štramberk supported pilgrimag-

es and it is no wonder that a legend referring to the Tartar invasion of 1241 was 

soon invented (written down for the first time in the 1660s). The legend says that 

during the invasion, people from Štramberk took refuge on the top of a nearby hill 

called Kotouč. The Tartars surrounded the hill and the situation was seemingly 

desperate. The defenders then prayed to God in the evening before the Feast of the 

Ascension and he sent a pouring rain down upon the infidels and the roaring waters 

scared them so much that they fled. This legend is known in several different ver-



246  ЗОЛОТООРДЫНСКОЕ ОБОЗРЕНИЕ / GOLDEN HORDE REVIEW . 2018, 6 (2) 

 

sions. Most popular today is the one in which the people of Štramberk covertly 

ruptured the dams of the nearby ponds and the water destroyed the Tartar camp and 

killed many of them. The people of Štramberk then found nine sacks filled with 

ears cut off the heads of the defeated Christians in the flooded camp (this motif is 

clearly adopted from Długosz). A very interesting version comes from the 1720s, 

when a Štramberk magistrate was describing the miracle. In their story, the ene-

mies were not the Tartars, but the Hussites (Calixtines), and the year was not 1241, 

but 1356 (sic!) [4, p. 63]. This only proves that the Tartar myth was still very 

young at that time and not known to – or accepted by – everyone [27, p. 7; 31, 

p. 288; 32, p. 75]. 

Another place that became the setting of a Tartar myth was Olomouc. Very 

similarly to the cases of Hostýn and Štramberk, the events near Olomouc were 

eventually transformed into a religious miracle, this time connected to the Body of 

Christ. The Olomouc miracle emerged from several different roots. The Sternberg 

myth (including Jaroslav) was already established and well promoted, for instance 

in churches established or supported by the Sternberg family in Olomouc. Further-

more, the Jesuits founded a university in Olomouc in 1573 and part of its Convent 

was the Corpus Christi Chapel. Once again, not long after the Tatars invaded Mo-

ravia in 1663, the Olomouc legend was written down for the first time. According 

to it, Olomouc was besieged by the Tartars in 1241. The Captain of the city, 

Jaroslav of Sternberg, attended a Mass before attacking the enemy. After the com-

munion, five pieces of the sacramental bread were left over and they were wrapped 

up and carried to the battle on the back of a donkey. With the help of God, Jaroslav 

defeated the enemy, personally cutting-off the hand of their leader Peta, who later 

died of his wounds, and the rest of the invaders fled to Hungary. After the battle, 

the priest who unwrapped the sacramental bread found out that it turned into the 

real Body of Christ. He put it back on the donkey and the animal carried the sacred 

cargo straight to the Corpus Christi Chapel in Olomouc completely on its own, 

where it has been kept since then. Jaroslav then founded the church of the Virgin 

Marry in Olomouc and was generously rewarded by the king. The Corpus Christi 

Chapel in Olomouc obviously could not be the place where the poor animal carried 

its burden after the battle, since in the 13
th
 century, the location of the future Jesuit 

Convent was part of the Jewish quarter and remained so until 1454. Regardless of 

the obvious flaws, the legend became very popular, with its centre in the Corpus 

Christi Chapel, which was rebuilt in the 1720s and marvellously decorated by Jan 

Kryštof Handke in 1727–28. The early 18
th
-century frescoes inside depict the leg-

end with the Mongols portrayed as Ottoman Turks. The decoration of the older 

Corpus Christi Church, however, also depicted this legend, including the altarpiece, 

which was often copied as a copperplate prints in the early 1700s [2, p. 398; 32]. 

*  *  * 

As the 18
th
 century was drew to a close, the era of religious pilgrimages and 

miracles was slowly coming to an end. This process was hastened during the reign 

of the enlightened Holy Roman Emperor and ruler of the Habsburg lands, Joseph II 

(1780–1790), who was very active in the process of secularizing of his lands. Pil-

grimages were banned and the Tartar myth (in its religious form) was slowly fad-

ing away. But our story has yet another twist. In 1817, Václav Hanka “found” a 
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fragment of a manuscript in a church in Dvůr Králové nad Labem (Königinhof an 

der Elbe). It was a sensation. This fragment, written in Czech, supposedly originat-

ed in the 13
th
 century and as such, it would have been the oldest surviving piece of 

literature in the Czech language. This fact boosted the self-confidence of the still 

young Czech National Revival. The key part of this fragment, later called the Man-

uscript of Dvůr Králové (Königinhofer Handschrift), was the poem “Jaroslav”, 

exalting Jaroslav of Sternberg and his heroic victory against the Tartars in 1241. It 

also mentioned the events in Hostýn. There was only one problem. This fragment 

(and the one found a year later, the Manuscript of Zelená Hora, dating to the turn of 

the 10
th
 century) was an elaborate forgery by Václav Hanka, which was definitely 

proved, after fierce discussions, only at the end of the 19
th
 century [41]. 

This “ancient” Czech poem about the epic victory over the Asian invaders re-

invented the myth once again, only this time it was used to document the historical 

importance of the Czech nation. A perfect time to commemorate the brave ances-

tors came at the 600
th
 anniversary of the event in 1841. Many celebrations took 

place (especially in Hostýn and Olomouc) but it was also the time to write down a 

new history of the Mongol invasion. The historian František Palacký (also called 

the father of the nation) prepared a lecture on the issue and published it in German 

in 1842 [33]. This short book is a nice example of rigorous critical historiography 

with just one flaw: Palacký believed in the authenticity of the Manuscript of Dvůr 

Králové. 

In Moravia, Alois Vojtěch Šembera edited an almanac containing articles on 

the history of the Mongol invasion, as well as some poems on the topic [43]. This 

almanac contains a treatise by Antonín Boček about the identification of the hero 

who defeated the Mongols at Olomouc [3]. Antonín Boček was the official Mora-

vian historian and he also edited the oldest Moravian sources (Codex diplomaticus 

et epistolaris Moraviae). Unlike Palacký, he had his doubts about the Manuscript 

of Dvůr Králové nad Labem and according to him, the true hero was not Jaroslav, 

but Zdislav of Sternberg. That was a smack in the face of Palacký, since he had, as 

a young man, been a family archivist to the Sternberg family, and he also compiled 

their genealogy. During their efforts to critically describe the true events of 1241, 

Boček and Palacký dealt with the problem I have mentioned above: there are frus-

tratingly few authentic sources documenting the event. Boček solved this setback 

in a very special way. He simply added non-existent charters to his edition of the 

Moravian sources, seemingly proving the devastating impact of the invasion. It is 

no surprise that the third volume of his Codex diplomaticus et epistolaris 

Moraviae, covering the years 1241–1267, and containing the bulk of these forger-

ies was published in Olomouc in 1841 [7]. Suddenly, there was proof that the 

Mongols destroyed or damaged the monasteries Hradisko u Olomouce, Rajhrad, 

Doubravník and the cities Brno, Bruntál, Benešov, Litovel, Jevíčko and Uničov. In 

1855, these forged documents were included in the first volume of the Czech-

Moravian sourcebook (Regesta) and these were also the misleading sources Peter 

Jackson used [23, p. 68; 40]. 

After its 600
th
 anniversary, the Mongol myth began trending once again. The 

Hostýn Church was rebuilt and became an important symbol of the nation and its 

past. But not even this revival lasted forever. The importance of Hostýn was 

overshadowed by Velehrad and by the memory of the saints Cyril and Methodius 

on the millennial anniversaries in 1863 and 1885. Moreover, the fragments of the 
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Manuscripts of Dvůr Králové and Zelená Hora were proven to be forgeries in the 

1880s, as well as Boček’s forgeries some years later [4; 42]. The story of the 

national hero became a rather awkward reminder of the forged history of the na-

tion and for some it even became a joke – as it was for the famous writer Jaroslav 

Hašek in the 1920s [19]. 
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ФАЛЬСИФИКАЦИЯ ПРОШЛОГО: ФАКТЫ И МИФЫ 
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Цель исследования: данное исследование преследует две цели. Во-первых, пред-

ставить обзор событий, связанных с монгольским вторжением в Моравию весной 

1241 года. Во-вторых, рассмотреть, как история менялась в течение последующих 

столетий. «Монгольский миф» вскоре потерял связь с реальностью и несколько раз 

преображался в совершенно другую историю. В данном исследовании показано ко-

гда, почему и как эта история менялась. 

Материалы исследования поэтому разнообразны. Первая часть исследования 

основывается на источниках XIII века (грамоты, послания, хроники) центрально-
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европейского происхождения. Во второй части будут рассмотрены более поздние 

средневековые хроники, а также исторические трактаты раннего Нового времени. 

Эти работы повлияли на восприятие (и форму) истории как на родине, так и за рубе-

жом, поскольку многие из них были доступны на разных языках. 

Таким образом, результаты и новизна исследования являются двоякими. По-

скольку «монгольский миф» стал предметом фальсификаций XIX века, многие уче-

ные были введены ими в заблуждение, так что поддельные документы пред-

ставляются в качестве достоверных источников даже известными современными 

учеными. В результате, фактические события 1241 года подверглись драматическим 

изменениям. Вторжение, представлявшееся иногда как катастрофа, в действиитель-

ности было кратким прохождением монгольских войск через моравскую территорию. 

Позже хронисты спутали это событие с венгерским вторжением в Моравию 1253 

года. Вскоре была изобретена вымышленная победа при Оломоуце, позже был до-

бавлен воображаемый герой (Ярослав из Штернберга), и история во второй половине 

XVII века преобразилась в религиозное чудо, чтобы стать важнейшей составляющей 

подделок XIX века, утрировавших славу национального прошлого при помощи изо-

бретения никогда не существовавших источников. 
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