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ON THE POSSIBILITIES OF RESEARCHING THE MARRIAGE
PoLICIES OF THE RURIKIDS: THE CASE OF MSTISLAV
FYODOR VLADIMIROVICH MONOMAKHOVICH

ome time ago already, we indicated' the necessity of a scholarly synthesis of the

marriage-of-state politics employed by the Mstislavichi, i.e. the descendants
of Mstislav, the eldest son of Vladimir Monomakh. This branch of the Rurikid
dynasty rose to prominence in the Rus’ in the early 12" century and remained
influential virtually until the late 14™ century>

The issue requires a number of introductory remarks concerning the method-
ology involved.

Firstly, it should be pointed out that a sine qua non of this kind of research is
the availability of reliable, verified biographical information concerning the his-
torical figures in question. In our case, this condition happens to be fulfilled: an
in-depth study on the genealogy of the Mstislavichi has been published recently’.

The enterprise of tracing the dynastic policies exercised by individual rulers
may bring manifold benefits. Not infrequently, a marriage is the only indication
of the formation of an alliance to get mentioned in the sources (it goes without
saying that matrimonial deals were part and parcel of political life; this fact has

' D. DABROWSKI, Genealogia Mscistawowiczow. Pierwsze pokolenia (do poczgtku XIV wieku), Krakéw
2008, p. 732.

* Let us restate the basic facts: the descendants of Mstislav I Vladimirovich ruled Kiev (intermittently
until 1240), Novgorod the Great (intermittently until 1221), Volhynia (until 1340), Halych (ulti-
mately, from 1198/1199, intermittently until 1340) and Smolensk (as essentially independent rulers
until the death of Ivan Aleksandrovich, 1358, or Svyatoslav Ivanovich, 1386). We may add that the
history of the Principality of Smolensk deserves a modern synthesis: although the monograph by
Petr GoLuBoVsKY (Mcmopusi Cmonerckoti 3emnu 0o Hauana x cm., Kues 1895) is not without merit,
it is often necessary to verify the interpretations it offers.

* D. DABROWSKI, Genealogia... Cf. also the revised and considerably enlarged Russian edition of this
book: [I. [lomsroBCKMIL, Teneanoeuss Mcmucnasuueti. Ilepsvie noxonenust (0o Hauana XIV 6.), trans.
et ed. K. Epycanmmmckmit, O. Ocranuyk, Cankr-Ilerep6ypr 2015 [= SSO, 10]. If we did not have
at our disposal an appropriate basis — preferably one conforming to the principles of the so-called
Polish genealogical school (Oswald Balzer, Kazimierz Jasifiski) — we would soon get ‘buried” in ex-
amining the primary data, which would substantially hinder (if not entirely thwart) our main project
in this study.
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been confirmed by numerous studies). Elsewhere*, we presented two arguments
concerning this topic, corroborated by a number of concrete examples: firstly, that
matrimonial ‘clashes’ of sorts were not uncommon, and secondly, that alliances
based on marriages of state were usually of an ad hoc nature - aimed at achieving
current political objectives — and therefore tended to lose actual political impor-
tance quite rapidly. On the other hand, they would sometimes bring about long-
term effects in many fields, such as e.g. the migration of names from one family to
another, cultural influences of various kinds, impact on the development of fam-
ily memory, etc.; these aspects were sometimes utilized pragmatically a long time
after the marriage itself.

Finally, we owe the reader one more remark. It stands to reason that there
are many parallel ways in which the marriage policies of any dynasty (including,
of course, the Rurikids) can be analyzed. The broadest approach would be tan-
tamount to a synthetic study of the topic in its entirety (“The Marriage Policies
of the Rurikids”). It could be divided into chronological units (e.g. “The Mar-
riage Policies of the Rurikids in the 13" Century”). Furthermore, it is by all means
legitimate to narrow down the focus of the study to a single branch only (“The
Marriage Policies of the Mstislavichi”), possibly with a concomitant chronological
delimitation “The Marriage Policies of the Mstislavichi in the Second Half of the
12™ Century”). Each of the above-mentioned approaches would undoubtedly yield
fruitful results, albeit somewhat different in each case. In our opinion, however,
it is optimal for research of this kind to be conducted ‘bottom-up; taking indi-
vidual rulers or smaller family groups as the point of departure. The key advantage
of this method of inquiry — which we have termed “dynastic micro-genealogy™
— is the high level of precision of the results it yields. This translates into a deeper
insight into the circumstances surrounding each marriage, which in turn enables
us to interpret the political context of the relationships (at least as long as the state
of preservation of the sources permits this®). Only subsequently — after the above-
defined modules (i.e. single matrimonial arrangements) have been analyzed - do
we go further, formulating synthetic conclusions and seeking a broader view of the
phenomenon (in terms of time, space and family background). This, finally, opens
up the possibilities of studying further aspects of the topic: processes and changes

*D. DABROWSKT, Piasten und Rurikiden im 11. bis zur Mitte des 13. Jahrhunderts, [in:] Fernhdndler,
Dynasten, Kleriker. Die piastische Herrschaft in kontinentalen Beziehungsgeflechten vom 10. bis zum
frithen 13. Jahrhundert, ed. D. ADAMCZYK, N. KERSKEN, Wiesbaden 2015, p. 187-189.

5 Ibidem, p. 160.

¢ Regrettably, the poor condition of the extant source material often renders this approach im-
possible. Regarding many Rurikids, the information at our disposal is extraordinarily scanty; cases
where a given representative of the dynasty is only mentioned in the sources a single time are not
uncommon. The situation is even worse as far as the princely wives and princesses are concerned:
the sources clearly discriminate against women in their narratives, as we remarked elsewhere
(cf. D. DaABROWSKI, Genealogia..., p. 733-734).



On the Possibilities of Researching the Marriage Policies of the Rurikids. .. 93

occurring in time, similarities and differences in the mechanisms of marriage alli-
ance policies, their causes and effects, etc.

This is, we claim, the method of choice: it enables the most effective research
into the marriage alliance strategies of particular dynasts and dynasties’.

Thus, let us have a look at the marriage policies of a particular Rurikid
- Mstislav Fyodor Vladimirovich Monomakhovich. We should note right away
that the above wording is still somewhat imprecise: as a matter of fact, we should
declare that the article will deal both with the marriage policies of Mstislav him-
self and with the strategies that he and his children were subject to. Furthermore,
we should remark that the core issue of our study is not so much the reconstruc-
tion of the marriage-related activities of prince Mstislav and the other historical
figures involved (i.e. tracing the mechanisms employed by particular persons as
well as the objectives and effects achieved in the relevant spheres) as another rudi-
mentary issue, already alluded to above: namely, the possibilities offered in this
respect by the source material. Accordingly, we shall appraise the character and
value of the information found in the sources, reflecting on its relevance for study-
ing the marriage policies of this key figure in the history of Rus’ This will provide
the basis for further deliberations on the prospects, purposefulness and viability
of studying the marriage alliance policies of the Rurikids in general - or at least
the greater part of the dynasty. The reason for which we are undertaking this ven-
ture is that numerous scholars — even when making use of the highly specialized,
well-thought-out methodology described above - fail to disclose the basis of their
findings to their readers, which puts the accuracy of their conclusions in doubt and
blurs the overall picture. We decided to follow the approach outlined above when
the work on the article was already under way: we were impressed by picture of the
sheer source material (which was, of course, well-known to us in advance) as it
appeared when assembled for this particular purpose. The line adopted here will,
we believe, be instrumental in demonstrating the character of scholarly findings
in the field under discussion, revealing the proportions between results based on
information directly stated in the sources and those that derive from intermediate
analytical reasoning — and are therefore inevitably hypothetical to some extent.
We shall adduce a number of examples that will serve to illustrate the factors and
mechanisms by which research hypotheses - the groundwork of scholarly reason-
ing — are constructed in our field. In other words, we will attempt to expose the ins
and outs of the working methods of a historian who studies the marriage policies
of a medieval dynasty.

7 Thus, we are following the established methodology proposed some time ago by German schol-
ars, especially Dieter VELDTRUP (Zwischen Eherecht und Familienpolitik. Studien zu den dynastischen
Heiratsprojekten Karls IV, Warendorf 1988) and Tobias WELLER (Die Heiratspolitik des deutschen
Hochadels im 12. Jahrhundert, Koln 2004).
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At the same time, we shall ponder the question what determines the extent to
which information on the princely marriages is included in various sources. These
considerations — which ultimately pertain to the historical culture of the period
- may turn out useful for the purposes of further research on the mechanisms
in which medieval authors registered various kinds of information.

Let us now turn to the facts.

Mstislav Fyodor Vladimirovich was born in mid-February 1076 and died on
April 15, 1132. He was the son of Vladimir Vasily Vsevolodovich Monomakh and
Gytha of Wessex, daughter of King Harold Godwinson of England (d. 1066). He
was married twice. His first consort was Christina, daughter of King Inge Stenkils-
son of Sweden; she died on January 18, 1122. His second wife was N., daughter of
Novgorod posadnik Dmitry; she outlived her husband considerably, dying after
May 15 or on May 19, 11675,

The former marriage probably yielded eleven children (known to the sources)®:
1) N., daughter (b. 1095-1099, d. after August 15, 1118);

2) Malmfred (b. 1095-1102, d. after January 1, 1135);

3) Ingeborg (b. 1097-1102, d. after January 1131);

4) Vsevolod Gabriel (b. abt. 1103, d. February 11, 1137 or February 10, 1138);

5) Izyaslav Panteleimon (b. 1106-1108, d. on the night of November 13/14, 1154);

6) Rostislav Michael (b. 1107-1109, d. March 14, 1167);

7) N., known as Irene in the Byzantine Empire (b. 1108/1109-1110/1111, d. 1125
— 1*thalf of 1136);

8) N., possibly baptismal or monastic name Xenia (b. abt. 1105-1112, d. after
August 1127, before 1200);

9) N., possibly baptismal or monastic name Maria (b. abt. 1110-1113, d. March 1,
1179 - February 28, 1180);

10) Rogneda (b. before January 18, 1122, d. after March 14, 1167);

11) Svyatopolk (b. 1114-1118, d. between March 26 and November 13, 1154).

From the second marriage, Mstislav had - according to our own research - three

children:

12) Euphrosyne (b. 1123-1130, d. in or shortly after 1193);

13) Vladimir, called Macheshich (b. 1131, d. May 10, 1171);

14) Yaropolk (b. 1132, d. shortly after September 2, 1149)".

8 D. DABROWSKI, Genealogia. .., p. 80-82; IDEM, Ieneanoeus..., p. 75-77.

? This uncertainty concerning the number of Mstislav’s children from his first marriage is due to
doubts regarding the biography of Rogneda: namely, it cannot be ruled out that one of Mstislav’s
nameless daughters should be identified with her.

1o All biographical information follows D. DABROWSKI, Genealogia. .., p. 82-187; IDEM, [eneanozus. ...,
p. 77-187.
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This picture results largely from the analysis of certain indirect indications,
given that the sources do not state the relevant facts in a direct manner. Still, we
would like to emphasize that the above presentation is more accurate than any
other one currently found in the literature.

Marriages that occurred after Mstislav’s death (April 15, 1132)", we should
note, essentially fall outside of the scope of our study. Nevertheless, certain conclu-
sions regarding them will be presented in the final part of the article.

Accordingly, the basis of our analysis will be narrowed down to a total of
12 marriages - 2 by Mstislav Vladimirovich himself and 10 by his children. We may
note that Mstislav did not live to see any of his grandchildren enter wedlock,
in stark contrast to the case of Vladimir Monomakh - an observation which will
turn out relevant for our considerations to some extent.

In what follows, the marriages are presented in chronological order.

The entries consist primarily of the presentation of the source material rel-
evant for each marriage. Besides, further information important for the present
study is added: the names of the spouses, the basic data concerning their filiation,
the thrones they occupied, the date of the marriage, and other pertinent facts as
needed:

1) Mstislav Fyodor Vladimirovich (at the time, Prince of Novgorod the Great)
x Christina, daughter of King Inge Stenkilsson of Sweden and Helena (1091-1096)

A direct remark on this marriage — though extremely brief, vague and lack-
ing chronological context - is found in Fagrskinna, a saga written down around
1225". The passage in question reads as follows: [...] er [Harald Valdemarsson,
i.e. the name under which Mstislav Vladimirovich is known in the Scandinavian
tradition] fekk Kristinar, dottur Inga konungs Steinkelssonar’. A non-nuanced
reading might indicate that Mstislav himself must have been the principal agent
behind the relationship. However, in view of the brevity of the passage and its
other characteristics (after all, it stems from a chapter portraying the consanguin-
ity and affinity relations among a group of dynasts, primarily Scandinavian), is

" This applies to the following marriages: 1) Svyatopolk to N., Moravian princess, between De-
cember 25, 1143 and January 6, 1144; 2) Euphrosyne to King Géza II of Hungary, probably in 1144;
3) Vladimir (called Macheshich) to N., daughter of ban Belo$, between December 1150 and Febru-
ary 1151; 4) Izyaslav Panteleimon to Rusudan, daughter of King Demetrius I of Georgia, winter
1151/1152; 5) Vladimir (called Macheshich) to N., presumably daughter of Prince Rostislav Yaro-
slavich of Ryazan, probably winter 1155/1156.

12 Recently on the dating of this source cf. H. JaNsoN, The Dukedom of Braunschweig-Liineburg and
the Dating of Fagrskinna, [in:] Jpesnetiuiue eocydapcmea Bocmounoii Esponvi. Mamepuanvt u uc-
cnedosarust 2016 200, Mocksa 2018, p. 97-110.

13 Fagrskinna, [in:] Agrip af Néregskonunga sogum; Fagrskinna — Néregs konunga tal, ed. B. EINARs-
SON, Reykjavik 1985 [= Ifo, 29] (cetera: Fagrskinna), p. 295 (LXXVII. Kapituli). The English trans-
lation (Fagrskinna, a Catalogue of the Kings of Norway, trans. et ed. A. FINLAY, Leiden-Boston 2004,
p. 236) reads: King Haraldr [...] married Kristin, daughter of King Ingi Steinkelsson.
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this conclusion really warranted? By no means. The wording in the text contains
a fixed phrase; what is more, no historical context is provided. We may add that
other sagas only mention the relationship under discussion indirectly, in passages
similar to the one quoted above'.

As we can see, the source material does not permit us to formulate any conclu-
sions on the political background of this marriage, the more so because its very
date remains unknown®.

2) N. daughter of Mstislav x Prince Yaroslav Sviatopolchich of Vladimir-in-Vol-
hynia (late spring 1112)

In the Hypatian text of the Tale of Bygone Years (probably completed around
1119 in Kiev and, according to Mark Aleshkovsky, constituting a family chroni-
cle of the house of Monomakh', we find the following entry under the year 6620:
Apocaagh [...] enins Gramonoaun [...] nocaa Horyrogoay. n noa MucmHeaarato Alegh
cor'k enk. Boaopnmepio Ruyky'. A similar account concerning this or the follow-
ing year (6621) is furnished by other Rus’ sources'.

As can be seen, the sources offer no detailed evidence that could be used for
analyzing the politics behind the relationship, although the phrasing fpocaarn
[...] nocaa Horyropoay. u noa MucTHeaagal Apeph cor'k ewk could at least be
taken as an indication concerning Yaroslav’s agency.

" Cf. e.g. SNORRI STURLUSON, Heimskringla, vol. III, ed. B. ADALBJARNARSON, Reykjavik 1979
[= Ifo, 28] (cetera: SNORRI STURLUSON), p. 258 (Magnussona saga, XX. Kapituli).

1> Based on indirect premises, Mstislav’s first marriage is usually dated to 1091-1096; recently on this
I. HoMBPOBCKUIL, TeHeanoaus. .., p. 71-73.

'* M.X. ANEIKOBCKUIL, ITosecmv epemerHvix em. M3 ucmopuu co30anus u pedakuyuoHHotl nepe-
pabomxku, ed. ®.B. YcneHckuir, Mocksa 2015, p. 294. The origin and history of the Tale of Bygone
Years as well as its redactions is a complex subject with a vast, ever-growing scholarly literature.
Without going into too much detail, we may note that the intricacies involved (including, for instance,
the contested time of origin of the particular redactions) do not affect our present considerations. An
English translation of the source (as found in the Laurentian text) is available in: The Russian Primary
Chronicle. Laurentian Text, trans. et ed. S. HAzzARD Cross, O.P. SHERBOWITZ-WETZOR, Cambridge
Massachusett 1953. For the record, we may mention that there also exist several Polish translations
of the Tale of Bygone Years: cf. Latopis Nestora, trans. et ed. A. BIELOWSKI, ]. WAGILEWICZ, [in:] MPH,
vol. I, Lwow 1864 [repr. Warszawa 1960], p. 521-862; Powies¢ minionych lat. Charakterystyka histo-
rycznoliteracka, trans. E. SIELICKI, ed. M. JAKOBIEC, W. JAKUBOWSKI, Wroctaw 1968 (2™ ed.: Wro-
ctaw-Warszawa—-Krakow 1999).

7 Unamvesckas nemonucs, [in:] IICPJI, vol. II, Mocksa 1998 (cetera: Mnamvesckas nemonucy),
col. 273.

'8 Under the year 6620: Mockosckuii nemonucnuiii c600 konua XV eexa, [in:] IICPJI, vol. XXV,
Mocksa 2004 (cetera: Mockoséckuii nemonucHoiii), p. 27; /lemonuco no BockpeceHCKOMY cHUCKY,
[in:] IICPJI, vol. VII, Mocksa 2001 (cetera: /lemonucv no Bockpecerckomy cnucky), p. 22. Under
6621: Hoszopodckas nepeas nemonuco crmapuiezo u maaduiezo u3eo00s, [in:] IICP/I, vol. ITI, Mocksa
2000 (cetera: Hoszopoockast nepsast nemonucy), p. 20, 203.
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3) Malmfred x King Sigurd Jorsalafari of Norway (1111-1115)

The only source to provide any details concerning the marriage in ques-
tion comes from contemporary Norman chronicler Orderic Vitalis, who lived
in the years 1075-1142". Among other things, he provides some hints regarding
the chronology, albeit not overly precise. Thus, Orderic writes that Sigurd Jorsala-
tari Malfridam, regis filiam, uxorem duxit while returning from the crusade; subse-
quently, domumque reversus, paulo post, regnum, dante Deo, suscepit®. Other than
that, the existence of this marriage is only confirmed anachronistically by Scandi-
navian sources, in passages dealing with the consanguinity and affinity relations
of certain (primarily Scandinavian) royals*..

Therefore, the extant sources do not yield any direct information that could
help us gain insight into the marriage policies involved: in fact, we are not even
told who initiated the marriage.

4) Ingeborg x Canute Lavard (1115-1117)

The case of this marriage is quite exceptional. Firstly, Knytlinga saga® recounts
the story of Canute Lavard’s advances aimed at winning the hand of Mstislav’s
daughter Ingeborg. We learn that the Danish prince dispatched a wealthy mer-
chant known as Vidgaut of Sambia to Novgorod the Great - at the time ruled by
Harald, son of Valdemar, son of Jarizleif, son of Valdemar?, foster father of Olaf
Tryggvason. The envoy’s task was to conduct talks with the prince. After an
exchange of gifts, Vidgaut praised Canute and stated his message to Mstislav. The
ruler of Novgorod consented to the marriage and subsequently made his decision
known to his counsellors and to Ingeborg. With the plan endorsed by all parties,
Vidgaut returned to Denmark to inform Canute of the mission’s success. Later,
at a pre-arranged time, Mstislav sent his daughter to her prospective husband*.
In short, we are evidently dealing with an exceptionally detailed and presumably
quite reliable account of Canute’s efforts to earn Ingeborg’s hand. Ironically, how-
ever, the content that would be the most interesting from our point of view is

1 Concerning Orderic, cf. U. ScHMIDT, Ordericus Vitalis, [in:] BBKL, vol. VI, col. 1230-1231.

» Orderici Vitalis Angligenae coenobii uticensis monachi Historia Ecclesiastica, 111, 10, 4, [in:] PL,
vol. CLXXXVIII, col. 727. Orderic’s account is generally accepted as reliable in the modern literature,
cf. e.g. A.®. JIntBrHA, ®.B. YcneHCKNI, Boibop umenu y pycckux kusseti 6 X-XVI 6. [Junacmuye-
CKAS UCMOPUA CK603b npusmy anmpononumuxu, Mocksa 2006, p. 246, an. 26.

21 Cf. e.g.: Fagrskinna, p. 295 (LXXVII. Kapituli); SNORRI STURLUSON, p. 258 (Magnussona saga. XX.
Kapituli).

22 The source is dated to the mid-13™ century.

» As we can see, the presentation of Mstislav’s genealogy here is not free from error: it omits the
prince’s grandfather, Vsevolod Yaroslavich.

* Knytlinga saga, [in:] Danakonunga sogur. Skjoldunga saga; Knytlinga saga; Agrip af ségu Dana-
konunga, ed. B. GupNASON, Reykjavik 1982 [= Ifo, 35] (cetera: Knytlinga saga), p. 246-247
(LXXXVIIL. Kapitali).
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missing — perhaps save for the clear suggestion that the Danish prince was the
active side in arranging the marriage. On the other hand, we also have at our
disposal the testimony of Danish historian Saxo Grammaticus, who lived from
about 1160 until after 1208. He has the following to say about Canute’s marriage
to Mstislav’s daughter:

Cui mater [of Magnus, the son of King Niels of Denmark; the woman in question is Mar-
garet Fredkulla] ampliorem propinquorum favorem affinitatum beneficio creare cupiens,
Henrico Regnaldi fratris, Kanuto Ingiburgam sororis filiam coniugo copulavit®.

The passage is important for two reasons: firstly, because it directly names
(in an exceptional manner) the woman who was the principal agent behind seek-
ing the marriage deal, and secondly, because it reveals the exact motives that led
the queen of Denmark to pursue this plan. To wit, the aim was to bolster fam-
ily ties through arranging a marriage. Although still relatively vague, this state-
ment is nonetheless remarkable when compared with the information we have
concerning the other marriages under analysis. Finally, we may add that the two
accounts by no means contradict one another; on the contrary, they can be read
as complementary.

5) N., known as Irene in the Byzantine Empire x Alexios Komnenos, son of Emper-
or John II (1122)

In the Kievan Chronicle — whose currently extant form arose at the turn of the
12" and 13" centuries in Kiev (hence the name)* - we find the following sentence
under the entry for 6630: Regena Mucrucaagna & Tgkki 3a ygs?. Similar pas-
sages are found in other Rus’ sources, presumably relying to a certain degree on the
above-mentioned statement in the Kievan Chronicle*.

% Saxonis Gesta Danorum, XIII, 1, vol. I, rec. J. OLRIK, H. REDER, Hauniae 1931 (cetera: Saxonis
Gesta Danorum), p. 342.

¢ The source has been the subject of a great deal of reliable scholarly work. Neither the date of its ori-
gin nor the fact that it displays an intricate internal structure, reflecting a whole array of svods, have
given rise to significant controversy (cf. e.g. B.IO. ®ranuvK, Kuesckas nemonuco. Cocmas u ucmou-
HuKuY 6 nuHesucmudeckom oceeujeruu, Kues 1986). It is worth noting that a new edition of this text
been published recently, valuable especially from the philological point of view, Kuesckas nemonticv,
ed. V.C. IOpbEBA, MockBa 2017. The text has been translated into Polish: Latopis kijowski 1118-
1158, trans. et ed. E. GORANIN, Wroctaw 1995 [= AUW.SW, 86]; Latopis kijowski 1159-1198, trans.
et ed. E. GORANIN, Wroclaw 1988 [= AUW.SW, 40]. The only English translation is available in: The
Kievan Chronicle, trans. L. HEINRICH (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Vanderbilt University, 1977).
27 Inamveackas nemonucoy, col. 286.

» Cf. e.g. /lemonucv no Bockpecernckomy cnucky, p. 25: apn McTHeAARAA BeAENA BhlcTh Bo T'peknl 34
uagegnua. As we see, the text provides some additional information here inasmuch as it identifies
the groom’s background. The 17®-century Hustynja Chronicle (Iycmunckas nemonucw, [in:] IICP/I,
vol. XL, Cankr-Ilerep6ypr 2003, p. 76) goes even further in this respect: B akmo 6630. McTHeaRS
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Clearly, the adduced passage cannot be the basis for any conclusions regarding
the circumstances and motivation behind the marriage in question.

It is interesting and quite noteworthy, however, that certain information
complementing the above text is offered by 18"-century Russian historian Vas-
ily Tatishchev (1686-1750). In the first redaction of his Russian History, the 6627
entry contains the fragment: Ilocanl ke [of emperor Alexios Komnenos] pekowa;
under 6630, we read: Breaena pous McmHeaaraa, Baapnmugora RuyKa, Ro Llagkrpap
34 uapa Hoanna, u npogopHuia 10 ¢ wecTHo. G new ke nag ennckon Hukura®. In the
second redaction of the work, the events are described as follows:

Momom npocuan nocant [of emperor Alexios Komnenos], uror Baagnsng Aaa BHYKY cRot, 40Uk
McTHeAdRAW0, 34 chiNa HMNegaTogekoro Hoawna [...] 4 o BPaKe MAAAOCTH JAAH coueTAlCUHKCA
OTAOKHAH HA ARA Topad (6627) and Baapumup oTnVeTHA RHYKY CROK  AORPOAEN, A0uk
Mcmrucaararo, g Llaghrpas 34 nmnegaropa Hoanna. G newo ke nocaaa Hukumy ennckona n apyrux
3BHATHBLIK BeAbMozK. H NPHHETA BhlAa ¢ REAHKOW YecTHIO (6630)%.

Were we to take the above narrative at face value, we would at least obtain
a partial explanation for the raison détre of the marriage: the Byzantine emperor’s
initiative and the decision of the princess’s grandfather (ruling in Kiev) to marry
her off once she reaches adulthood. It must be emphasized, however, that — as we
have already remarked elsewhere — almost none of the facts described here find
confirmation in any other known sources (to the exception of the princess’s fili-
ation and the date of the marriage). In fact, some of them - as e.g. the identifica-
tion of the princess’s imperial husband - are patently false. Thus, bearing in mind
Tatishchev’s confabulatory tendencies as well as his habit of filling in missing
information, we are forced to reject the account under discussion®".

6) Mstislav Fyodor Vladimirovich (at the time, Prince of Belgorod Kievsky) x N.,
daughter of Novgorod posadnik Dmitry Zavidich (October 15, 1122 - Febru-
ary 17, 1123)

Certain Rus’ sources inform us about this marriage in a direct manner. For
instance, the Kievan Chronicle includes the following passage under the 6630
entry: ce ke AETo npuresowa n3 Horarogopa. MbcTHCAARY HKENY APYTVIO AMHTPORNY.

BoaoAnIMEgHY 0TAA Aljep CROK 34 LagerHUA [peueckoro, china Hoanna Komnnna. See also the edition: The
Hustynja Chronicle, coll. O. ToLocHko, Cambridge Massachusett 2013 [= HLEUL.T, 11], cf. p. 192.
For the record, we may add that a Polish translation can be found in: Latopis hustyriski, trans. et ed.
H. Suszko, Wroctaw 2003 [= AUW.SW, 124].

¥ B.H. Tatumes, Mcmopus poccuiickas, pars 2, [in:] IDEM, Cobparue couurenuii, vol. IV, Mocksa
1995, p. 182-183.

¥ IpEM, Mcmopus poccutickas, pars 2, [in:] 1DEM, Cobparue couunenuti, vol. II-11I, Mocksa 1995,
p. 133, 135.

I D. DaBROWSKI, Genealogia..., p. 136-137; IDEM, leneanoeus..., p. 136-137.
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3arnpory BHYKY?, while the Novgorod First Chronicle entry for the same year fea-
tures the statement: Tomn ke ARTE 0Kenuca Mucrucaags Kuierk, noa Amumpoﬂhm{
Horkropoak 3arnpanua®. Thus, the latter source complements the former one by
revealing that the marriage took place in Kiev**. No further information is offered
by any other chronicles®. Indicentally, the phrasing oxennca Mucrucaars Kuerk
may at first glance appear to suggest that the marriage was initiated by the prince
himself. Whether that was indeed the case remains unverifiable, however; note
that Vladimir Monomakh, Mstislav’s father, was still alive at the time, remaining
tully in control of the state and the family?.

It is clear that the extant data offer no possibility of any direct inference con-
cerning the circumstances of the marriage; thus we can hardly draw any conclu-
sions that would be satisfactory from the viewpoint of research on marriage
politics.

7) Vsevolod Gabriel (at the time, Prince of Novgorod the Great) x N., daughter of
Svyatoslav (Svyatosha) Davidovich (March 1, 1123 - February 29, 1124)

The 6631 entry of the Novgorod First Chronicle informs us: Oxennca Beegoaog,
chit Mibcrucaagan, Horeropoae’’; similar notes are found in other Rus’ sources,
probably based on the above statement®®. Needless to say, this information merely
enables us to confirm the existence of the marriage and to determine the approxi-
mate date”.

2 Unamveasckas nemonuco, col. 286.

33 Hoszopodckas nepsas nemonucy, p. 21, 205.

** The Kievan chronicler did not consider it necessary to note from where ngugesowa n3 Horarogoaa.
MucmHeaary Keny, since the destination was the very place where he wrote his work.

» Cogpuiickas nepsas nemonucy cmapuiezo u3600a, [in:] IICPJI, vol. VI.1, Mocksa 2000 (cetera: Co-
duiickas nepsas nemonucy), col. 220: [6630 r.] Kennca kuass MucTHeaars Baognmegnus & Knerk,
noa Amurpnerny g Horkropoat 3agnpornun. Similarly e.g. Tsepckas nemonuco, [in:] IICPI, vol. XV,
Mockaa 2000 (cetera: Tsepckas nemonucy), col. 193; Tunoepagpcxas nemonuco, [in:] IICPJI, vol. XXIV,
Mockaa 2000, p. 74.

% A telling sign of Monomakh’s remaining in charge of state and family matters alike is, for ex-
ample, Mstislav’s being transferred from Novgorod the Great to Belgorod Kievsky in 1117 (Mnamo-
esckas nemonucy, col. 284; /laspenmvesckas nemonucy, [in:] IICPJI, vol. I, Mocksa 2001 (cetera:
Jlaspenmuvesckasi nemonucy), col. 291). Furthermore, at the time, the old prince would frequently
manipulate his sons as executors of his political will. One instance of such behavior - particularly
informative as regards the topic of our study — occurred when Yaroslav Svyatopolchich (according to
a group of chronicles) sent away his wife, Mstislav’s daughter and Vladimir’s granddaughter. Mono-
makh organized an expedition against Yaroslav and installed his son Roman in the conquered city
of Vladimir-in-Volhynia; when Roman died, he was replaced by his brother Andrew (Mockosckuii
semonucHulii, p. 28).

7 Hoszopodckas nepsas nemonucy, p. 21, 205.

% Hoseopodckas uemeepmas nemonuco, [in:] IICPJI, vol. IV, Mocksa 2000, p. 143 (entry for 6631);
Cocuiickas nepsas nemonuco, col. 220 (entry for 6631); Teepckas nemonuco, col. 193 (entry for 6631).
¥ Concerning the chronological details, cf. [. JomspoBCKMIL, [eHeanoeus.. ., p. 110.
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We may add that the bride’s fililation can be established based on the following
passage from the Novgorod First Chronicle: B aemo 6641 [...] nocmpuzeca Gramowa
KNA3Sk, chiN AaRkIAOR, Uspuurore, Themh Bceroaomn,

Again, it is evident that the circumstances and motivation behind the marriage
remain unrecoverable in view of the quite limited information in the sources.

8) Izyaslav Panteleimon x NN (before 1130 (in the 1220s)

The sources do not mention the fact of Izyaslav’s marriage — his relationship
with NN is only attested indirectly. For example, the princess’s death is noted in the
Kievan Chronicle entry for the year 6659*'; moreover, the couple’s children have
a clear presence in the sources*.

Thus, this case exemplifies the situation where absolutely no conclusions regard-
ing the circumstances and political significance of a given marriage are possible.

9) N., possibly baptismal or monastic name Xenia x Prince Bryachislav of Logoysk
and Izyaslavl (1119 - before August 1127)

Not unlike in the preceding case, no source mentions the event of the marriage
directly; we can only infer the latter’s existence from the Kievan Chronicle account
of Mstislav Vladimirovich’s expedition against Polotsk (year 6636), where we read:

Haacaags [MCTHCTAaBIY] Ke. MEQECTPANT ARA ANH ¥ Aorokhcka. M HAE ks Haacaarar. ks
CTPOERH CROEMY. BOAA Ch COROK BpgAuncAARA 3ATA CROEMO. HIKE BEALIE NOWEAL. K WTLKK CROEMY
H EBIES NOCPEAR NYTH H OCTPALIHECA HE MOTA MOHTH NH C'RMO HH ONAMO. H HAE LIKPHNY CEOEMY
B gyu'R 0 Aoro:kaNhl NPHEEAE. HKE B'R BhIREAs H3 AOMOMKKCTRA H BRHAHRWE H3AcAARYUM KNASA
CROEMO. H AOMOMKANKI. WIKE Bec NAKOCTH cyTh [...] Bogomncaarms AnppkeRs ThicausKsin. 1 HRan-
Ko BAULCAARS BhcAdcTA OTPOKLI CROA B ropoA [V3scmaBib = 3aciaBib = 3acnéfle]. H CEH-
TAOYIIO. OYRHAHELIE ECH EOH TAKO E3ALIA. H B HOUH H 0ARA MKCTHCAARNKI TORAYTK YEAKAOLIA.
H TO 3 HYKER BhIOUHCA. ™

In effect, we are dealing with yet another marriage whose circumstances and
political motivation remain entirely obscure due to the lack of source information.

10) N., possibly baptismal or monastic name Maria x Vsevolod Olegovich, son of
Oleg Svyatoslavich (summer 1126 - spring 1127)

4 Hoseopodckas nepsas nemonuco, p. 19, 203.

4 Unamvesckast nemonuco, col. 446: mo xKe Regedl NPecTARHCA KHAMHNH H3acaagaaa. A similar note
concerning the death of Izyaslav’s first wife is found in the Laurentian Chronicle (Jlaspenmuvesckas
siemonucow, col. 336: R mo e RpeMa NpecTaRHCA KNAMBING H3AcAaRAAR).

2 On the children from Izyaslav’s first marriage cf. e.g. D. DABROWSKI, Genealogia..., p. 212-248.

B Unamvescxas nemonuco, col. 292, 292-293. Similar information is also found in other chroni-
cles (Jlaspenmovesckas nemonuco, col. 298; Padsusunosckas nemonucw, [in:] IICPJI, vol. XXXVIII,
Jlennurpazg 1989, p. 106).
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This is the third consecutive case in which the event of the marriage is not
reflected in the sources at all. That the unnamed daughter of Mstislav was the wife
of Vsevolod Olegovich can only be deduced from the (rather numerous) indirect
indications showing the relationship of affinity between Vsevolod and Mstislav’s
sons and the relationship of consanguinity between the latter and Vsevolod’s
princess, as well as between Svyatoslav Vsevolodovich and Izyaslav Mstislavich*.

It follows that, as far as information useful for researching marriage politics
is concerned, the sources provide us with no data whatsoever - just as in the two
preceding cases.

11) Malmfred x King Eric Emune of Denmark (after 7 January 1131 - winter
1131/1132)

Malmfred’s second marriage is only reflected in Scandinavian sources. Interest-
ingly, however, Saxo Grammaticus provides information that may give us some
understanding of the politics behind it. The relevant passage reads:

Superveniunt legati, a Magno rege Norvagiensium missi, maiorem Kanuti filiam, sed non-
dum nuptiis tempestivam, eius coniugio petituri. Quorum legationem Ericus contrahenda-
rum virium spe favorabiliter habuit, excepit alacriter, cupiens finitimorum auxilia affinitatis
beneficio comparare. Ipse quoque, bellis otium interpellantibus, adhuc coniugio vacuus,
novercam Magni, Norvagiensium quondam reginam, utpote dignus hac nuptiarum vicissi-
tudine favente eiusdem privigno, suscepit uxorem.*

Evidently, Norwegian ruler Magnus Blinde — himself striving to marry Chris-
tina, daughter of Canute Lavard and Ingeborg - resolved to augment his alliance
with Eric Emune (who was fighting for control over Denmark) with as many as
two marriages. This also provided him with the opportunity to have his stepmoth-
er leave the country. Eric, counting on Norwegian support, accepted the deal. Inci-
dentally, after losing the war for the crown, he fled to Norway and took Malmfred
with him. Although initially received cordially, he was later imprisoned. He man-
aged to break free; soon afterwards, Mangus Blinde sent Christina to him*. The
fact that this alliance — based on two marriages - turned out to be so volatile is
a prime example of how erratic the dynamics of marriage-related politics could
be: they were clearly determined by a number of extemporaneous factors.

# Cf. e.g. Unamvesckas nemonucy, col. 308, 309, 327, 377; Jlaspenmvesckas nemonucy, col. 309.

* Saxonis Gesta Danorum, XIII, 8, vol. I, p. 360. Similar accounts are found in: Historia Sancti Ca-
nuti Ducis et Martyris, auctore Anonymo, [in:] Scriptores Rerum Danicarum Medii Aevii, vol. TV,
ed. J. LANGEBEK, Hafniae 1776, p. 250; Agrip af ségu Danakonunga, [in:] Danakonunga sogur. Skjol-
dunga saga; Knytlinga saga; Agrip af ségu Danakonunga, ed. B. GupNasoN, Reykjavik 1982 [= Ifo, 35],
p. 332-333.

16 Saxonis Gesta Danorum, XIII, 8, vol. I, p. 360.
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12) Rostislav Michael x NN, a representative of the Halych branch of the Rurikids,
daughter of Volodar Rostislavich or Vasil'ko Rostislavich (before 1133/1134 r.)

We can only include this relationship in our survey hypothetically, since we do
not know when the marriage took place. Certain indirect indications permit us
to surmise that it happened before 1133/1134 at the latest”, i.e. possibly during
Mstislav’s final years.

As the reader may have inferred from the above statement, Rostislav Mstislav-
ich’s marriage is not mentioned in the sources directly. Our knowledge about it is
based on a number of random, enigmatic remarks concerning his wife scattered
across various sources®, as well as on the fact of his having children (well-docu-
mented in the source material®).

Hence, in the light of the extant evidence, we are scarcely able to formulate
any hypothesis regarding the circumstances and political context of Rostislav’s
marriage.

%k %k sk

The analysis of the source material reveals certain most unfavorable tenden-
cies as far as research on marriage policies is concerned. Firstly, from among the
marriages selected for our sample, four are not mentioned directly in any source
at all (Izyaslav to NN; N., possibly baptismal or monastic name Xenia to Brya-
chislav; N., possibly baptismal or monastic name Maria to Vsevolod Olegovich;
Rostislav to N., possibly a representative of the Halych branch of the Rurikids).
This amounts to as much as one third of the selection. Secondly, if we limit our-
selves to sources native to Rus, a number of further relationships elude us com-
pletely, namely those of Mstislav Vladimirovich (first marriage), Ingeborg, and
Malmfred (both marriages). It turns out, then, that Rus’ authors failed to mention
8 out of the 12 marriages (% of the sample™®).

Accordingly, both the marriage of Mstislav himself to the Swedish royal and
the relationships of Mstislav’s daughters with one Norwegian and two Danish
dynasts are only reflected — with various levels of attention to detail - in foreign
sources (predominantly Scandinavian; in a single case, Norman®').

¥ Concerning the chronology cf. D. DABROWSKI, Genealogia. .., p. 129, 132.

8 Cf. e.g. Hoseopodckas nepsas nemonuco, p. 30, 217; Minamvesckas nemonucy, col. 516.

% Most extensively on Rostislav’s children cf. D. DABROWSKI, Genealogia..., p. 400-444.

¥ Needless to say, we mean information stated explicitly, not indirect allusions of various sorts.

*! As correctly pointed out by Tatjana Jackson, Rus’ sources fail to note a single marriage of a member
of the native ruling family to a Scandinavian dynast (T.H. [I>xaKCOH, Vcnandckue koponesckue cazu
0 Bocmounoti Eepone (cepeduna XI — cepeouna XIII 6.). Texcmot, nepesod, kommenmapuii, Mocksa
2000, p. 11).
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To be sure, we should concede that in the case of Malmfred’s second marriage
this fact is fully understandable, given that it was an affair of intra-Scandinavian
scope. This, however, leads to a conclusion that is interesting in its own right.
Namely, the example of Malmfred might permit us to assume that a princess mar-
ried off in a foreign land was no longer in the sphere of interest of a Rus’ ruler as
far as marriage politics was concerned. Nonetheless, although the case under dis-
cussion could be explained in this way, we also know of instances (likewise stem-
ming from Rurikid practices) where the converse was true. We may exemplify
this with the marriages of Anastasia, daughter of Prince Alexander Vsevolodov-
ich of Belz. In what is incidentally the only appearance of the princess in the
text, the Galician-Volhynian Chronicle states:

Morom[n] e c[wi]nm ero oympe Boaccaakn, Masoreu[n]knii KhAS[k], | n BbpacTs MasoRewn
BPATY CROEMOY GOMORHTORH, Nocay|WwARK KNASA AdNHAA, B'R BO BPATOVUAAA EMO 34 NHMK | AsIjIH
daezanppora umenem[s] Hacracia, ame nocaxce nomom[n] | 3a KoapHna oyrop[k]ckaroe nmenem[k]
Amnrpa®.

Clearly, Anastasia’s future was decided not by the kinsmen of her Masovian
husband, but by her Rus’ relative: the latter was not only the hegemon on the ter-
ritories that the princess’s father (presumably no longer alive at the time) had ruled
before, but also probably the architect behind Anastasia’s first marriage as well.
The veracity of the account found in the Galician-Volhynian Chronicle is corrobo-
rated by the very choice of the second husband for Bolestaw I's widow: a Hungar-
ian nobleman by the name of Dmitry. The princes of Masovia had no interests in
Hungary, while Daniel by all means did.

In consequence, it is difficult to point out any definite principles concerning
the Rurikid princesses’ marriages outside of Rus. It seems that, in the case of the
husband’s death, their further fate depended on a combination of diverse factors.
This conclusion also applies to the story of Mstislav’s daughter Ingeborg, where
a yet different approach was chosen: namely, we know that after her husband’s
murder the princess relocated to Rus. There, she gave birth to his posthumous
son Valdemar, who later became an eminent ruler of Denmark™.

Digressions aside, let us return to the main issue at hand.

52 It can be inferred from a number of indirect premises that Anastasia married Prince Bolestaw I Kon-
radowic of Masovia between late spring 1244 and August 17 or 18, 1245 (D. DABROWSKI, Genealo-
gia..., p. 391-394). This view was recently accepted e.g. by Janusz GRaBowskl, one of the leading
experts on the Masovia Piasts (Dynastia Piastow mazowieckiech, *Warszawa-Krakow 2016, p. 434).
>3 Kronika halicko-wolysiska. (Kronika Romanowiczow), rec. D. DABROWSKI, A. JusupoviC et al.,
[in:] MPH.SN, vol. XVT, p. 299-300. (For the English translation of the source, see: The Hypatian Co-
dex, pars 2, The Galician-Volynian Chronicle, trans. G.A. PERFECKY, Miinchen 1973 [= HSUS, 16.2]).
Cf. also Mnamwvesckas nemonuco, col. 810.

5 Saxonis Gesta Danorum, X111, 7, vol. I, p. 356. Cf. also Knytlinga saga, XLIII. Kapituli.
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It should be emphasized particularly strongly that — save for two exceptions of
Scandinavian provenance - the sources convey no information whatsoever as
regards the political aims behind this or that marriage agreement.

It appears, then, that the chroniclers of the period and cultural sphere in ques-
tion did not regard details concerning marriages (such as their circumstances or
the reasons behind them) as information notable enough to be worth preserving.
Truth be told, even the very fact of the marriage did not always belong to this cate-
gory. And to the extent that such information is given after all, the pattern of omit-
ting the woman’s name predominates in the sample under analysis (we mean the
native Rus’s sources here): Mstislav’s daughters figure in the relevant passages
anonymously, and so do his sons’ wives. This principle, we may note, also applied
to other women who belonged to (or entered) the dynasty. Sometimes, of course,
a Rus’ chronicler would decide to include the name of a given princess in his nar-
rative. However, pursuing this issue further would be outside of the scope of the
present study; we will limit ourselves to noting that the Scandinavian sources fol-
low a wholly different practice when speaking about Mstislav’s wife and daughters.

Are we in a position to answer the question why Rus’ chroniclers, quite unlike
their Scandinavian counterparts, displayed so little interest in the local dynasty’s
marriages? Although the problem remains rather enigmatic, we may at least ven-
ture a tentative explanation. Firstly, let us note how the genre of a given source,
as well as the environment in which it arose, could influence its content. Thus,
the Novgorod First Chronicle - closely associated with the ruler’s court during the
time under discussion, and resembling the western annals in form and substance
- tended to note down the relevant content in a succinct manner, not necessarily
delving into the political intricacies behind the princely marriages. On the other
hand, the final part of the Tale of Bygone Years and the beginning of the Kievan
Chronicle — which, as we noted above, may be regarded as a ‘personal’ court jour-
nal of Monomakh and his house - hardly pay any more attention to the royals’
matrimonial life. Is it due to the individual interests of the author or authors? Who
knows. Be that as it may;, it is a fact that the various authors associated with the
Rus’ princely courts did display some variation as regards their interest in particu-
lar topics; this issue is in need of substantial further research. Although we can-
not deal with the question here, we may make certain preliminary observations.
Thus, while the chronicler of Vsevolod the Big Nest consistently — and quite atypi-
cally — included precise information concerning the births of the princely couple’s
children, the author writing for Vladimir Vasil’kovich paid particular attention
to his master’s daily life and deeds. We have no choice but to abandon this topic
here, however — hoping to develop it further on a different occasion - and we shall
return to issues of direct relevance for our central question.

We must turn to another fundamental issue. Does the glaring scarcity of data
— as described above on the basis of several examples — preclude any research on
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the Rurikid marriage policies whatsoever? Before we proceed to answering this
more general question, let us first return to the narrower issue to which the present
study is devoted. Thus, in spite of the extremely sparse source material (first and
foremost, the virtual lack of information stated directly), we should still answer
the question in the positive: such research is possible. Let us first recall the obvious
truth that even an indirect remark concerning the existence of a given marriage is
tantamount to confirming the relationship between the parties involved. Conse-
quently, a meticulous analysis of other data concerning the relations between the
relevant states (or principalities, in the case of inter-Rus’ affairs) may bring con-
siderable results, especially when concentrated on a highly specific period (based
on the available chronological indications). Regrettably, in those cases where no
chronological clues concerning the event of the marriage are available, the situa-
tion is markedly less optimistic: in fact, we usually remain utterly helpless, unable
to locate the potentially traceable political background. Even in such instances,
however, there is sometimes hope. To exemplify this, we shall inspect the marriage
of N. (Mstislav’s daughter) to Vsevolod Olegovich. Let us first note that — although
we would be searching the sources in vain for a direct mention of the event — we
are in the position to ascertain the terminus ad quem quite precisely. This is so
because we know that: 1) Svyatoslav Vsevolodovich, who was in all likelihood the
couple’s eldest child, married already in 6651 (i.e. 1143); 2) Zvenislava, daughter of
Vsevolod, was married off to Bolestaw the Tall; 3) Yaroslav Vsevolodovich was born
in 6648 (i.e. 1139). It is plain to see that Vsevolod Olegovich must have married
Mstislav’s anonymous daughter no later than in 1126-1127%. Having established
the terminus ad quem — which, although based exclusively on indirect evidence,
can be considered fairly reliable — we may direct our attention to the likely political
setting of this marriage. It is known that in 6635 or 6636 — according to Rus’ sourc-
es — Vsevolod Olegovich rebelled against his paternal uncle Yaroslav Svyatoslavich,
who ruled Chernigov at the time. The revolt was successful; the defeated prince
was later relocated to Murom, while Vsevolod ascended the Chernigov throne®.
Despite an earlier agreement with Yaroslav, Mstislav Vladimirovich - the Kievan
prince at the time - did not support him, taking Vsevolod’s side instead”. As we
already argued above, we believe that this evident shift of alliances was related
to nothing other than a newly-reached agreement between the ruler in Kiev and
Vsevolod Olegovich - an agreement augmented by marriage®®. This case exempli-
fies what we consider successful use of indirect argumentation in research on mar-
riage politics (in a situation in which direct information is wanting).

> The essence of this reasoning is presented in D. DABROWSKI, Genealogia. .., p. 148-149.

% JTaspernmvesckas nemonucy, col. 296-297 (entry for 6635); Minamvesckas nemonucy, col. 290-292
(entry for 6636).

57 Unamvesckas nemonucny, col. 291-292.

8 D. DABROWSKI, Genealogia..., p. 148-152.
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Naturally, as far as certain other members of the Rurikid dynasty are concerned,
the source material is not as meager as in the case of Mstislav Vladimirovich and
his children: we may mention e.g. Daniel Romanovich, where much more infor-
mation of the relevant kind has been preserved®. Again, however, developing this
point further would be outside the scope of the present article.

We shall close our analysis with a judgement more optimistic than could be
expected based on the fairly gloomy opening: in spite of the mercilessly sparse
source material, it is by all means possible to conduct feasible research on the
Rurikids’ marriage policies. One must know how to do it right, however. Thus,
such studies must on the one hand be rooted in a deep knowledge of the relevant
sources (not only of Rus’ provenance) as well as the ability to subject them to astute
analysis; on the other hand, they must adhere to the methodology established
by our predecessors in the field, as outlined in the introductory sections of the
present work.

Translated by Marek Majer
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Abstract. The main goal of the article is to present the possibilities and methods of research on the
Rurikid’s matrimonial policy in the Middle Ages on the example of a selected group of princes. As
the subject of studies were chosen Mstislav Vladimirovich and his children. In total, 12 matrimonial
relationships were included.

The analysis of the source material revealed very unfavorable phenomena from the perspective of
the topic under study. The Rus’ primary sources gave information on the conclusion of just four
marriages out of twelve. The next four matrimonial arrangement inform foreign sources (Scandi-
navian and Norman). It should be emphasized particularly strongly that — save for two exceptions
of Scandinavian provenance - the sources convey no information whatsoever as regards the politi-
cal aims behind this or that marriage agreement.

It appears, then, that the chroniclers of the period and cultural sphere in question did not regard
details concerning marriages (such as their circumstances or the reasons behind them) as “informa-
tion notable enough to be worth preserving” Truth be told, even the very fact of the marriage did not
always belong to this category.

Due to the state of preservation of primary sources the basic question arises as to whether it is possi-
ble to study the Rurikids’ matrimonial policy?
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In spite of the mercilessly sparse source material, it is by all means possible to conduct feasible rese-
arch on the Rurikids’ marriage policy. One must know how to do it right, however. Thus, such studies
must on the one hand be rooted in a deep knowledge of the relevant sources (not only of Rus’ prove-
nance) as well as the ability to subject them to astute analysis; on the other hand, they must adhere to
the specially developed methodology, presented in the first part of the article.

Keywords: genealogy, matrimonial policy, Rurikids, medieval Rus, Mstislav Fedor Vladimirovich
and his family
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