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It is not an overstatement to say that in the mid-thirteenth century Western 

Europe was obsessed with the Mongols and their Empire; and for a number of good 

reasons. The Mongol invasion in 1241–1242 wrought havoc in Poland, Hungary, as 

well as in Southeast Europe, before the invaders decided to stop their campaign. Their 

withdrawal puzzled western contemporaries, and the background of their decision to 

halt the campaign continues to be a matter of scholarly debate up to this day.  

The consequent establishment of the Jochid branch of the Chinggisid family in 

the steppes of Eastern Europe became a potential threat that could not be ignored. 

The giant neighbor that emerged on the fringes of the Christian ecumene initially 

provoked fear, but also interest, curiosity, and eventually hope, nurtured in the 

circles of the Roman Catholic Church that the mysterious “Tartars” would be bap-
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tized and won for Christianity. The same idea attracted other prominent 

individuals, among them French King Louis IX (1226–1270) or Saint Louis, albeit 

for a short time. His relations with the Mongol leadership, and the Jochids in par-

ticular, will be discussed on the following pages. 

Before turning to this topic, it is necessary to note that it is relatively well doc-

umented in the source material how the Mongols, including the Jochi’s descend-

ants, were perceived through the eyes of their European contemporaries. 

Unfortunately, the same could not be said for the opposite point of view. To what 

extent the elite of the Mongol Empire was interested or familiar with the internal 

conditions of the Western world is still insufficiently researched topic. As 

P. Jackson rightfully noted, “for those who seek an insight into the Mongol view of 

the Western world, there are only two avenues – both somewhat indirect, given the 

absence of any Mongolian narrative source that details the invasion of Europe […] 

One way entails gleaning what we can from sources composed by the Mongols’ 

subjects. The other route is through the accounts of the Latin visitors to the Mongol 

empire” [17, p. 135].  

In the decades that immediately followed the Mongol invasion, only the latter 

path is open for research. Consequently, and unsurprisingly, everything that is 

known about the dealings of Louis IX with the Chinggisids is recorded in the 

western sources.  

Nevertheless, it is certain that the Mongols showed interest in the western 

affairs, and that they used various channels at their disposal, including the Christian 

envoys and missionaries, to gather the relevant information. Several vivid 

examples attest to that. One such instance is recorded with respect to the travel of 

Papal envoy, Franciscan John of Plano Carpini. Purportedly, during his stay at Sira 

Ordu in Mongolia in 1246, Plano Carpini was asked by Great Khan Güyük (1246–

1248) how many rulers there were in the West. He replied that all the others were 

subordinate to two, the pope and the emperor, and after being then asked which of 

these was the greater, he replied, “the pope” [36, I, p. 297]1. Moreover, a 

companion of Plano Carpini, monk C. de Bridia, recorded that the “even the 

Tartars recognize the apostolic authority of the Pope throughout the West” [16, 

p. 4; 47, p. 54]. It seems that the similar impression was already present in the 

church circles even before Plano Carpini’s mission took place. In the report of 

Russian archbishop Peter, submitted at the Council of Lyons in 1245, it was stated 

that the Mongols understood that “the pope was the master of the world, and would 

very much like to visit him” [35, p. 155]. 

Diplomatic efforts of Batu, leader of the Mongol invasion of Europe, indicate 

that he had at least a vague idea about the western affairs. In 1237, almost four years 

before his army crossed the Carpathians, Batu repeatedly sent letters that contained 

the ultimatum of submission to Hungarian king Béla IV (1235–1270). Their contents 

are recorded by a Dominican traveler and missionary, friar Julian, who brought one 

of these letters to the Hungarian king from Eastern Europe [13, p. 380, 396, n. 43; 39, 

p. 42–43]. Such ultimatums were the well-established Mongol practice in their com-

munication with the foreign courts, and almost all of their correspondence with Eu-

ropean powers in the next two decades, with one notable exception, which will be 

                                                           
1
 Nonetheless, John of Plano Carpini feared the possibility that Tatar envoys might accom-

pany him on his return voyage, test the veracity of his words, and see the dissensions and wars 

among his fellow Christians [cf. 15, p. 327–328; 44, p. 125–126]. 
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further noted, carried such tones [49, p. 378–413]. Moreover, in 1238, according to 

chronicler Alberic of Trois-Fontaines, the “Tartar king” (obviously Batu) allegedly 

sent a letter to Emperor Frederick II Hohenstaufen (r. 1212–1250), requesting his 

submission and offering him place in his court. Unlike the Hungarian ruler, who 

refused to give any kind of answer in return, the emperor sent a witty response, hum-

bly stating that “he knows something about the birds and that he would make a good 

falconer” [4, p. 943; 13, p. 399; 30, p. 475; 39, p. 43]. 

At the time of the Mongol invasion, unlike Béla IV and Frederick II, Louis IX 

of France had no direct contacts with the invaders. Aware of the threat and initially 

stricken with fear, he put a lot of effort to learn about their strength and plans. 

According to a well-known anecdote recorded by English chronicler Matthew 

Paris, in the conversation with his mother Blanche of Castile, the king remarked 

that “either we shall push them back to their home Tartarus, whence they came, or 

they will carry all of us to heaven” [25, IV, p. 111]. The play of words that 

connected the name of the invaders with proverbial hell from Greek mythology 

was not the invention of Louis IX. At the time of the Mongol invasion it widely 

circulated in Europe, but it was a bitter irony that several years later the French 

king drastically changed the attitude towards the “newcomers from Tartarus” and 

made a lot of effort to secure the alliance with them. 

* * * 

The first direct contacts between Louis IX and the Mongols predated the 

king’s expedition to Egypt in what used to be known as the Seventh Crusade. In the 

fall of 1248, during his stay in Cyprus and final preparations for the campaign, 

Louis IX was visited by two Nestorian Christians, Mark and David, messengers of 

Mongol commander Eljigidei, stationed in northern Persia. At the meeting with the 

king in Nicosia, they proposed alliance on behalf of their master and the great khan 

Güyük. The messengers offered the Mongol aid for the capture of Jerusalem and 

revealed that both Eljigidei and Güyük had been baptized [2, p. 145–151; 20, 

p. 74–75; 25, VI, p. 163–165; 27, p. 168–169; 38, p. 68–69; 40, p. 128–132; 46, 

p. 1316–1317]. 

The offer of the two Eljigidei’s messengers, although greatly differed in its na-

ture from the earlier Mongol requests for submission, was not without its prece-

dent. At the council of Lyons in 1245, a decision was made to send several mis-

sions, whose members were mendicant friars, to “the Tartars”. Plano Carpini went 

to the Pontic Steppes and from there to Mongolia, Dominican Ascelin of Cremona 

was directed to the camp of Eljigidei’s predecessor Baiju in Armenia, while the 

third embassy, led by his colleague, Andrew of Longjumeau, went further east, and 

eventually reached Tabriz. It was there that Longjumeаu met Simeon Rabban Ata, 

prominent Nestorian cleric who composed three letters, for Pope Innocent IV 

(1243–1254), Frederick II, and Louis IX respectively. In the last document he 

plead the French king to be well disposed towards Nestorian community in the 

Holy Land2. The letter of Eljigidei bore similarities with the one sent by Simeon 

                                                           
2
 Matthew Paris recorded a rumor that already in 1247 Louis IX received an order from the 

“king of the Tartars” to become his subject [25, IV, p. 607–608]. This embassy is not mentioned 

in any other source, and possibly the rumor was a distorted reflection of the initial contacts 

between the Nestorian community in the Mongol domains and the French king.  
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Rabban Ata, and it is logical to assume that the baptism of the great khan was a 

deception, conceived by the members of the Nestorian community, rather than by 

the Mongol commander himself [3, p. 178–179; 9, p. 291–292]. 

Thus, even before the meeting with Eljigidei’s envoys, Louis IX had the 

opportunity to hear rumors in Cyprus about the benevolence of Mongol elite 

towards the Christians. The words of David and Mark further encouraged the king, 

and he decided to send Andrew of Longjumeau, who was in his entourage, with his 

brother William and John of Carcassone, and with a small chapel as a gift, to the 

khan. At that time Güyük was already dead, but the news about his demise did not 

reach Levant. Quite the contrary, during the next year, rumors about the religious 

conversion of the “chief of the Tartars” that were inspired by the events in Cyprus, 

circulated in Western Europe [25, V, p. 80].  

Much to his dismay, Longjumeau realized that they have no basis in reality. Af-

ter the meeting with Güyük’s widow, Oghul Qaimish, who acted as an interim regent 

of the Empire and instead of the alliance he hoped for, the king’s emissary received 

another request for submission and recognition of the Mongol overlordship [2, 

p. 151–152; 29, p. 50–54, 66–76; 40, p. 133–136; 46, p. 1317–1318]. When the news 

of the failure reached Palestine after Longjumeu’s return in 1251, Louis IX bitterly 

regretted for believing the Mongol intentions in the first place. According to his 

biographer Jean de Joinville, “the king repented sorely that he had ever sent the 

mission to the Tartars” [20, p. 268–271; 27, p. 258–259; cf. 38, p. 109]. 

This diplomatic exchange and its disastrous outcome are well-known, as well 

as its indirect consequences. After the election of the new great khan Möngke 

(1251–1259), Eljigidei, the initial creator of the idea of the Frankish-Mongol coop-

eration in Levant, was put to death as an enemy of the new regime in Karakorum 

[1, p. 152], and in early 1254, Louis IX finally returned from Palestine to France. 

The king’s eastern adventure and ambitiously promoted crusade turned to be 

fiasco. Moreover, it seemed that for a time the French king was forgotten in the 

Mongol world, but it was not destined to be.  

Less than a decade later, Louis IX received two embassies from the Chinggisid 

Empire. The first of them is recorded in the Annals of the anonymous Minorite 

from Erfurt, composed in ca. 1265, and repeated in mid-fourteenth century Chroni-

cle of Johannes of Winterthur and Chronicle of Reinhardsbrunn. According to the-

se sources, in which the same text is repeated with slight discrepancies: “in the year 

of our Lord 1262, the Tartar king sent honorific emissaries, some twenty-four no-

ble Tartars with two friars of the Dominican order who were the translators of the 

languages, to the French king Louis, in order that he submit, with his kingdom, to 

the power of the Tartars. Otherwise, they would have attacked France in the near 

time. King Louis took the council with the dignitaries of his kingdom, and fiercely 

rejected that. He held the emissaries with honor in Paris and sent them in peace to 

Pope Alexander” [7, p. 202; cf. 6, p. 15; 8, p. 623]3. 

                                                           
3
 “Anno Domini 1262. rex Tartarorum misit sollempnes nuncios, circiter 24 nobiles 

Tartaros cum duobus fratribus ordinis Predicatorum, qui essent interpretes linguarum, ad regem 

Francie Ludewicum, ut se et totum regnum Francie dicione subiceret Tartarorum; alioquin 

Franciam impugnaret tempore procedente. Quod Ludewicus rex, habito consilio cum primoribus 

regni sui, constanter rennuit; ipsos tamen nuncios honorifice Parisius tenuit et usque ad papam 

Alexandrum pacifice remisit”.  
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The embassy of the unnamed “Tartar king” to Louis IX has often been equated 

with the second mission, sent in 1262 by Hülëgu (1258–1265), Mongol ruler in 

Persia and founder of the Ilkhanate. In the face of his conflict with the Jochids, and 

the emerging Jochid-Mamluk alliance, Hülëgu renewed abandoned Eligidei’s 

plans. He urged the French king to take another expedition to the Holy Land and to 

block the Levantine coast with his fleet. In the letter, Hülëgu not only praised the 

king’s virtues and leadership, but even referred to the chapel he previously sent to 

Güyük. The letter was probably carried by Hülëgu’s confidant, certain John the 

Hungarian (Johannes Ungarus), but it never reached its destination. The embassy 

was captured by king Manfred of Sicily (1258–1266), the Pope’s adversary and 

illegitimate son of Frederick II, although John eventually managed to rescue him-

self from the captivity, visit pope Urban IV (1261–1264) and to inform him of the 

purpose of his voyage [17, p. 166; 21, p. 117–137; 23, p. 230; 28, p. 245–260; 37, 

p. 90–92]4. 

Despite the frequently repeated opinion of some scholars, who equated the two 

above-described missions as a single diplomatic effort [33, p. 295–303; 37, p. 328], 

there is no doubt that the embassy recorded by the German chroniclers, had no 

relation to the Hülëgu’s proposal. The aims and tones of the two diplomatic 

exchanges were quite different, and they did not take place simultaneously. Name-

ly, the year of 1262, recorded in the Annals of Erfurt, Chronicle of Johannes of 

Winterthur, and Chronicle of Reinhardsbrunn, is incorrect. Pope Alexander IV 

(1254–1261) died on May 25, 1261, after he convoked the council in Viterbo in 

order to deal with the Tatar threat [12, p. 293; 15, p. 402; 36, II, p. 152; 40, p. 193]. 

Therefore, the embassy must have reached Paris a year earlier, in 1260. It was two 

years before the mission of John the Hungarian, on Hülëgu’s behalf, took place.  

In fact, as some researchers rightfully pointed out, the Tatar ruler who stood 

behind the earlier embassy, recorded in the German chronicles, could have been 

none other than the Jochid leader Berke (1257–1266), Batu’s younger brother and 

successor [12, p. 293; 17, p. 123–124]. The embassy coincided with the eruption of 

conflict between Kublai and Arik-Böke over the inheritance of the imperial throne 

after the death of their brother Möngke, and more importantly, with the apogee of 

Berke’s reinvigorated attempts to pursue offensive to the West. Therefore, in order 

to understand the background of Berke’s ultimatum sent to Louis IX, it is 

convenient to briefly look at the contemporary events in Central and Eastern 

Europe. 

The ominous announcement of the new Jochid expansion happened soon after 

Berke’s enthronement in 1257. A year later, Tatar leader Burundai received 

submission from the princes of Halych and Volhynia and raided Lithuanian lands. 

In the fall of 1259, Burundai again mobilized Tatar forces and their Rus’ allies in 

the campaign against Little Poland. The lands around Kraków and Sandomierz 

were thoroughly devastated before the Tatars retreated in the spring of 1260 [5, 

p. 1–16; 12, p. 288–290; 22, p. 171–201; 42, p. 239–251]. The campaign was a 

powerful demonstration of force, and in the meantime, Berke used the similar 

means of diplomatic pressure against the Hungarian king, as Batu did two decades 

                                                           
4
 The text of Hülëgu’s letter, written in Latin on April 10, 1262 in Maragha, was preserved 

in a manuscript from Salzburg, where it was copied by a certain scribe Nicholas (“Nycolaus”) in 

1344 [28, p. 245]. 
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earlier. In 1259, he requested from Béla IV to send him a quarter of his military 

resources as a support in the future Tatar wars. Moreover, he proposed а marital 

conjunction either between his daughter and Bela’s son, or between his son and a 

daughter of the Hungarian king. Despite the threatening words that the refusal 

would provoke another Tatar invasion of Hungary, the prospects of such, forcingly 

imposed alliance, were unlikely. Béla IV informed Alexander IV about the Tatar 

ultimatum, but received no words of encouragement in return; only a warning from 

the pope that any deal with the Tatars would be harmful to his reputation as a 

Christian king [12, p. 296–297; 39, p. 58–59; 41, p. 239–241]. 

The mission to Paris in 1260 was thus obviously a part of Berke’s elaborated 

political maneuvering, aimed to show that the Tatars were ready for the new mass-

scale invasion of Europe. Pope Alexander IV was convinced that the threat was 

real and imminent. He insisted that “the Tartars may yet attempt a hostile entrance 

into Europe with a mighty orgy of massacre upon the inhabitants of those regions 

(Hungary and Poland). For they plan to annihilate the mighty heads of 

Christendom, and after overthrowing the thrones of kings and seats of powerful 

rulers, secure the sole rulership of the entire globe” [10, p. 338; 12, p. 293]. For the 

pope, it probably came as an unexpected and bitter blow, considering the earlier 

well-disposed intentions of the Jochid leader towards Christian missionaries in his 

lands, which he expressed to papal emissaries [14, p. 112–113; 23, p. 213–215].  

Be that as it may, Berke’s plans were soon put on hold indefinitely. In the 

course of 1261 and 1262, enmity between him and Hülëgu turned into the full-scale 

war in Transcaucasia. It signaled the beginning of an end of the unified Mongol 

empire, although it seems that the magnitude of the split within the Tatar world 

was not fully recognized in the West until the late sixties of the thirteenth century.  

In such circumstances, the Jochid embassy to Paris left no practical conse-

quences. However, the episode remains important for several other reasons. It indi-

cates that, in the eyes of the Jochids, the position of Louis IX in the Christian world 

was conspicuously similar to Emperor Frederick II Hohenstaufen on the eve of the 

Mongol invasion. Namely, in both instances, Batu and Berke deliberately targeted 

the Hungarian king as their immediate neighbor, and the monarch that was, from 

their perspective, considered to be the head of Christendom. From the political 

point of view, patterns and tones of the ultimatums of Jochi’s descendants re-

mained almost the same.  

Although it was the unique attempt of the Jochids to force Louis IX into sub-

mission, and the only recorded instance of their mutual contacts, the Tatars in the 

Pontic steppes learned about the king of France and his prestige a long time before 

the Berke’s embassy took place. This fact is revealed by the report of Franciscan 

traveler William of Rubruck to the court of great khan Möngke, and therefore it is 

necessary to turn our attention to this extremely valuable source that sheds much-

needed light on early contacts between the Jochids and Christian world. 

* * * 

In late 1252, or more probably in early 1253, William of Rubruck left the 

French crusading army in Palestine and sailed to Constantinople, the capital of the 

Latin Empire, established after the Fourth Crusade in 1204. The journey was 

motivated by the rumors that Batu’s son Sartak was a Christian. After the failed 

mission of Longjumeau. Louis IX insisted that Rubruck should not allow himself 
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to be taken for another French ambassador, but he agreed to compose a letter for 

the Mongol prince [17, p. 99; 18, p. 43–45; cf. 32, p. 55–60]. In such informal ca-

pacity, the Flemish Franciscan met in Constantinople with the Latin emperor 

Baldwin II (r. 1227–1261), and afterwards, on May 7, 1253, departed from Bospo-

rus in the company of his colleague, Friar Bartholomew of Cremona, an interpreter, 

a clerk, and a servant. Rubruck and his retinue passed through the Crimean port of 

Soldaia (Sudak) and after relatively uneventful journey they reached the camp of 

Sartak, situated between the rivers Don and Volga. It was there that Rubruck met 

one of the companions of David, Eljigidei’s diplomat “who had been to Cyprus 

(during the negotiations with Louis IX in 1248) and had passed on everything he 

had seen” [18, p. 116; 44, p. 201]. 

Considering the role of the Nestorian dignitaries in the previous contacts of the 

French king with the Mongol leadership in Persia, and their presence in the 

Sartak’s camp, it would be logical to assume that the reputation of Louis IX among 

the Jochids owed much to their efforts. Nonetheless, Rubruck explicitly spoke 

about another man, who informed Batu’s son about the French king. As he related 

in his report, dedicated to Louis IX: “Sartak further enquired who was the chief 

ruler among the Franks. ‘The Emperor’, I said, ‘if he held his territory unchal-

lenged’. ‘No’, he said, ‘it is the King’. For he had heard of you from the lord 

Baldwin of Hainault” [18, p. 115; 44, p. 201]. 

This intriguing passage deserves due consideration. First, with respect to the 

spurious mention of the “emperor”, and second, to the man recorded as Sartak’s 

source of information. At the time of Rubruck’s voyage to the East, Frederick II 

Hohenstaufen was not among the living. He died on December 13, 1250, and his 

possessions in Germany and Southern Italy, as well as the titular crown of Jerusa-

lem, passed to his son, Conrad IV (1250–1254). However, due to his bitter struggle 

with the pope, Conrad IV was not able to assume the imperial crown, and 

technically, the throne remained vacant. Whether this fact was known to Sartak 

could be only guessed, but it may be argued that the Jochid prince, who insisted 

that the Louis IX was the “chief ruler among the Franks”, was more concerned 

with the practical disposition of power than with the formal Christian ruling hierar-

chy in which the emperor stood above kings, while Rubruck had obviously the 

latter in mind.  

Baldwin of Hainaut, who appears as Sartak’s informant is a well-known 

historical person. He played an important, albeit sometimes neglected role in the 

contacts between the Christian world and the Tatars [31, p. 115–121; 43, p. 63–65; 

45, p. 122–129]. Possibly a cousin of the namesake Latin Emperor Baldwin II, he 

rose to prominence in 1239, when he married a Cuman princess, as part of the 

agreement of the short-term alliance established between the Franks in 

Constantinople and Cuman fugitives from the Pontic steppes [4, p. 950]. Thanks to 

his Cuman wife, Baldwin of Hainaut was probably able to learn her language and 

to get acquainted with the customs of the Pontic Steppes. Therefore, it is not 

surprising that in 1250 or 1251, he was chosen for a delicate and far-reaching 

political mission.  

The Frankish elite in Constantinople, pressed by the growing power of their 

neighbor, the Empire of Nicaea and its plans for the restoration of Byzantium, de-

cided to seek an alliance with the Tatars and fulfillment of this task was put in 
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hands of Baldwin of Hainaut. On the basis of Rubruck’s report it is known that 

Baldwin met with Sartak and afterwards traveled as far as Mongolia, but nothing 

else [18, p. 115, 200; 44, p. 201, 268]. However, the outcome of Baldwin’s mission 

can be guessed from another passage in the Rubruck’s report. Namely, it led to the 

establishment of the diplomatic relations between the Latin empire and the Jochids, 

which is confirmed by the fact that Rubruck carried the letters of recommendation, 

given to him by emperor Baldwin II, when he set out from Constantinople. They 

proved to be of value in order to secure him and his companions the free passage 

through the Jochid domains5. 

The reminiscence of the talks between the Jochid prince and the diplomat from 

Constantinople, recorded by Rubruck, is another vivid example that illustrates how 

the Tatars endeavored to learn as much about the conditions in the West as possible 

from westerners themselves. The talks between Baldwin of Hainaut and Sartak 

resemble Güyük’s enquiry to Plano Carpini, or Kublai’s thorough questioning of 

Venetian traders Niccolò and Maffeo Polo concerning the pope and secular rulers 

in the West, after they were granted an audience at his court [24, p. 77–78].  

Eager to get insight into the Christian world, the Chinggisids particularly 

valued adventurers, willing to enter their service as interpreters and agents. Such 

was a certain English Knight Templar from Acre, who acted as Batu’s emissary 

and interpreter, before he was eventually captured by the forces of duke of Austria 

in 1241, and whose personal experiences intrigued chronicler Matthew Paris in 

distant England [25, IV, p. 274]. Hülëgu’s emissary John the Hungarian is another 

such example, and to the list we may add certain Richard, Hülëgu’s scribe who 

probably composed his letter sent to Louis IX in 1262 [2, p. 153; 23, p. 230; 28, 

p. 251; 34, p. 301]. The two Dominicans, who acted as interpreters of Berke’s em-

bassy to Paris, but whose names did not come to us, were hardly “the Tatar collab-

orators”, but they were employed in the similar role. Among the westerners whose 

destiny was connected with the Chinggisids, Baldwin of Hainaut stands as a 

somewhat unique example. He was not a man in the Tatar service, but it would be 

wrong to consider him an ordinary envoy. He obviously had a considerable influ-

ence on Sartak, and the faith put in his words by the Jochid prince is a fact that 

should not be ignored.  

Diplomatic relations between Latin Empire of Constantinople and the Jochids, 

were discussed in detail elsewhere [43, p. 62–75]. Here is enough to note that the 

precarious position of the Latin Empire illustrates why the idea of Chinggisid-

Frankish collaboration, initially agitated by the Nestorian church of the East, also 

gained prominence in Constantinople, and why the French king, who was at that 

time in the Holy Land and to whose support the Franks in Constantinople put a lot 

of hope, became an object of the talks between Sartak and Baldwin of Hainaut. 

Besides, it is almost certain that the rumors about Sartak’s adherence to 

Christianity, albeit in its Nestorian form, that reached Louis IX in Palestine, came 

from Constantinople after Baldwin’s return. Philippe de Toucy, for a time regent of 

the Latin empire and informant of the king’s biographer Jean de Joinville, stayed 

                                                           
5
 The Mongol commander in the hinterlands to the north of Crimea had trouble to decipher 

the contents of the recommendations, because they were written in Greek language, which 

nobody in his camp was able to read. He promptly sent for the translator in Soldaia, and as soon 

as the contents of the letter were presented to him, Rubruck and his companions were provided 

with guides who escorted them to Sartak [18, p. 98; 44, p. 188]. 
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with the French king in Palestine during 1251–1252, and he is the most likely can-

didate who informed him about the religious inclinations of the Jochid prince.  

Moreover, it is possible that the establishment of the relations between the 

Jochids and the Latin empire, motivated Sartak to look more closely into the wes-

tern affairs. A year after Rubruck’s departure from Constantinople, an Armenian 

adventurer, a cleric named John, appeared in Italy professing to be Sartak’s 

personal confessor and envoy. Pope Innocent IV received him with due honors and 

on August 29, 1254 sent a long letter to his master in which he congratulated him 

on being baptized and encouraged him to publicly declare his allegiance to the 

Christian faith and to convert his subjects [26, p. 204–206; 29, p. 78–79; 48, 

p. 592m–n]. John the Armenian passed through southern Italy, where he was 

captured for a short time by papal adversary Conrad IV, before he managed to 

arrive in Rome (his misfortunes strikingly resembled those experienced by John the 

Hungarian almost a decade later), and it is possible that he traveled via 

Constantinople. It is, naturally, just a possibility, and the papal letter to Sartak was 

probably passed through different route. The bearers of the letter were five 

Dominicans whom Rubruck met in Ani, Armenia, in February 1255, on his return 

voyage from Mongolia [12, p. 286–287; 18, p. 270–271; 44, p. 325–326]. Whether 

the letter from Rome ultimately reached the Pontic Steppes and was delivered to 

Sartak as planned, is not known.  

The relations between the Latin empire and the Jochids remained cordial even 

at the time when Berke reinvigorated his plans of the western expansion, sent the 

embassy to Paris to request submission from Louis IX, and when Pope Alexander 

IV attempted to raise awareness of the incoming Tatar attack on Christendom. It is 

illustrated by the voyage of Niccolò and Maffeo Polo, who set out from 

Constantinople in 1260. They were graciously received by Berke, and earned much 

profit from their trading activities in Sarai, Bulgar, and Ukek in the Middle and 

Lower Volga region [24, p. 74–75]. The contacts between the Franks in Constanti-

nople and the Jochids were broken only in 1261, when Nicean forces were able to 

recapture the city of Bosporus, and to liquidate the Latin empire. 

The attempts to secure the Tatar support did not save the Latin Empire from its 

inevitable destiny. Nonetheless, during the previous decade, the relations 

established between Constantinople and Sarai opened the door for the traders and 

diplomats from the West to get familiar with the Chinggisid world. In return, the 

Jochids got the possibility to learn more about the Christian Europe, which even 

prominent Persian polyhistor and Mongol official, Rashid al-Din, decades later 

characterized as the world of many nations and countries waging war with each 

other [19, p. 54]. The image of Louis IX as the leader of the western world, in 

which Sartak was convinced at the time of Rubruck’s voyage, and which Berke 

tried to exploit several years later, at the time when he contemplated the new cam-

paign towards the West, remains an intriguing echo of the close contacts between 

the Franks from Constantinople and the Jochids.  
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Цель исследования: анализ отношений между Джучидами и французским коро-

лем Людовиком IX. Особое внимание уделяется каналам, использовавшимся татара-

ми в Понтийских степях для получения информации о политической ситуации в За-

падной Европе. 

Материалы исследования: синхронные западные источники. Особенно важными 

для темы исследования являются «Итинерарий» фламандского францисканца Гильо-

ма де Рубрук и хроники, в которых засвидетельствовано посольство Берке к фран-

цузскому королю в 1260 г. 
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Результаты и новизна исследования: татарский взгляд на средневековую Европу 

– недостаточно исследованная тема. В течение десятилетий, последовавших за мон-

гольским нашествием, рассказы западных путешественников и хронистов остаются 

единственным материалом, на основе которого можно судить о взглядах Джучидов 

на Западную Европу. Тем не менее фрагментарные источники в нашем распоряжении 

показывают, что Джучиды использовали западных путешественников и посланников 

с целью получения информации о христианском мире. Следовательно, образ Людо-

вика IX как предводителя христиан укоренился в джучидской среде в начале второй 

половины XIII в. Об этом свидетельствуют посольство Берке, отправленное в Париж 

в 1260 г., а также слова Гильома де Рубрук, записанные несколькими годами ранее. 

Согласно Гильому де Рубрук, сын Бату, Сартак, который считал Людовика IX «глав-

ным правителем франков», узнал о короле от его предшественника и путешественни-

ка, Бодуэна де Эно из Константинополя. Гильом де Рубрук и другие источники ука-

зывают на важность отношений Джучидов с Латинской империей, как канал, кото-

рый татары использовали для того, чтобы познакомиться с западным миром. 

Ключевые слова: Людовик IX (Святой Людовик), Джучиды, Сартак, Берке, 

Гильом де Рубрук, Константинополь, посольства, дипломаты 
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