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Role of Lithuania in relations between Polotsk and Livonia: the second half of the XIIT'"
— first half of the XIV'" centuries

Step by step Lithuania emerged as a growing regional power and in the XIII" century
enrolled its act in the international arena for the very first time as a menace to its neighboring
states. At the same time, Principality of Polotsk lived its last years of independence, suffering
from the succession crisis and economical oppression of Novgorod, but still keeping aspira-
tions for having a pivotal role in the region power play. The third corner of the political
triangle was hold by the Livonian Order which had its own ambitions toward Polotsk and
Lithuania and also aimed to become a predominant state.

However, the main question analyzed in this paper is the Lithuanian influence towards
the economical and political relationships of Livonian Order and Principality of Polotsk. Also
the great attention is paid towards a question of the nature of relationships between the Grand
Principality of Lithuania and Principality of Polotsk and polemic aspects of Polotsk integra-
tions with the Lithuanian state. Also, the Livonian reaction and position towards a Lithuanian
rule in Polotsk is very important when trying to uncover and discover the full view of this
triangle.

However not many historians paid homage for this topic, greatly because of the
insufficient amount and one-sidedness of sources mostly left us by the writers of the Livonian
Order. But, these sources give us the great opportunity to look closer at the process which
established a new power structure at the Eastern Baltic shore.

Hasapiu Xpucman/Nazarij Chrystan
(Hepnosuwt/Chernivtsi, Ykpaina/Ukraine)

Yu oysaa ®eodano My3anoH apyxuHoro kasizs Ouera CesiTocjiaBopuya?

®eodano Myszanon icropiorpadiunoro Tpamuiiero (B. JI. fAwnin, I'. T'. JlitaBpin,
A. B. ConogiioB) BiIBOAUTHECS poib ApyxuHU KH:3s Onera CesitociaBoBuua. BpaxoByroun
HETEBHICTh JAaHOI TIMOTE3U, MAEMO MiACTaBH ISl JOCITIKEHHS OCOOJIMBOCTEM MaTpHUMO-
HianbHOT notiTuky pycbkux kHA31B XI-XII cr. I'. [Ilnrobepske Boepie omyoIIiKyBaB eyaTKy,
Ha JiereH i skoi MoxkHa npountatu: K [Vpt] € B [on] O [€1] T on dovAn Beobdvov dpyovinoc
[6] 1 'Pooiag ™ Movlaiovio [c] n. [licns toro, sk mam’sTky nepesunaB H. I1. Jlixauos,
KWW HE CYMHIBaBCsI B TOMY, III0 BOHA HaJIe)Kajla «PYChbKil KHsDKHINM», X. [1. JlomapeB Bucio-
BUB NyMKYy, 1m0 ®eodano Myzanon Oyna apyxkuHoro kHszs Omnera CesitocnaBoBuua. Kpim
JIETCHIM TIeYaTKH, TMIACTaBOIO IS MOAIOHOTO TBEP/KEHHS CTAJO MOBIJOMIICHHS «/lr0Oeyb-
K020 CUHOOUKA», i€ TIOPS/ 3 YEPHITIBChbKUM KHsi3eM Muxaiinom (Onerom CBsITOCTIaBOBHYEM)
sragaHa i apyxuHa deodanis. He nuBnsunck, mo TeKCT «/Irobeybkoco cuHoOuKa» ITOBOII
Mi3HBOTO TIOXOJKEHHS 1 JIOCI Mallo BUBYEHUH, rinoTe3a mpo nuiod mixk deodano it Onerom
CBSTOCIIABOBHYEM MPUHMAETHCS B JIITEPATYpl K JOBEACHUHN (PakT, 0COOIMBO MICS BUIAAHHS
B. JI. SIainum me oxuiel neuatku @eodano MyzanoH.

IcHye me oxHa meyatka i€l )KiHKH, 3HAHeHa HeloAaBHO (KUiBChKa KOeKIisa Onexcis
[lepemeTneBa), siIKa HE Ma€ CYTTEBUX PI3HOUMTaHb, ajie 30epekeHa, MOPIBHSIHO 3 MOIepen-
HIMH eK3eMIuIsipamu, n1oBou qoope. H. banecky criBctaBuB nedatky deodano 3 meyarkamu
apxoHTa Muxaiina, Bi3aHTiiiCbKOro HamicHUKa KiMMepiiicbkoro bochopy (K [Opt] € B [o1] O
[el] MuyomA upyovt [1] Matpdy [ov] Ziylag ko maong [X] afapi [ag]). 3a crmoBamu
A. B. ConogiioBa, tum apxoHToM Mmir 0yt Oner CesarocnaBoBud. Opnak A. 1. Kaxnan
CIIpaBeUIMBO PO3KPUTUKYBAB OTOTOKHEHHs apxoHTa Muxaiina Ta Onera CearociaBoBuya. Y
nonatkax 10 «Xpowuiku Opmaiba» B OKpeMOMY CIOXKeT1 «llepenecenns pyku cesmozo Cme-
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¢ana Ilepeomyuenuxa» WAETHCS MPO T€, IO OJUH 31 3HATHUX TPEKIB BUJAB CBOIO JOHBKY 3a
kopoist Pyci. B. T. Ilamryro BBakas, 1110 B HappaTHBI MOBIIOMIISLITIOCS PO HuT00 Mixk Oxerom
CestocnmaBopuueM Ta Peodano Myszamon. OnHak, sk HemonaBHo aoBiB O. B. Hazapenko,
Taka rifnoTe3a He BUTPUMYE KPUTHUKH. 3Bificu Bepcis mpo nuiod mixxk deodano MyszamoH i
Onerom CBSTOCIIABOBHYEM BTPada€ CBOIO aKTyaJbHICTb.

Mu x npurnyckaemo, o @eopano My3anoHn Moria OyTH APY>KUHOIO KHIBCHKOTO KHSA3S
Cesarononka I3scmaBoBuua, mo A00pe CIIBCTaBISETHCSA 3 TMOBIIOMJICHHSMHU IIJIOTO PSITY
IHIIHX JKepelt.

Bruia mu ®eodgano MysaiioH keHoi ka3 Ouiera CesiTtoc1aBoBuya?

®eodano Mysanon ucropuorpapuueckoit tpanumueii (B. JI. Suun, I'. I'. JIutaBpus,
A. B. ConoBbeB) OTBOAUTCS pOJib KEHbI KHs38 Onera CBATOCIaBOBUYA. Y UHUTHIBAs IATKOCTh
KJIFOUEBOW OCHOBBI 3TOM THIIOTE3bl, MIPEAOCTABIAECTCS HOBAsl NMEPCHEKTUBA U3YUCHUSI MAaTpH-
MOHHUANBHOW TOMMTUKU pycckux KHszer XI-XII BB. I'. IllmroGeprke BHepBbie OMyOIMKOBAI
nevaTh, Ha JIETeH Ie KOTOpoil MoxkHO TpodecTh: K [Opt] € B [o1] O [&1] T on 600An BoBdvov
apyovimo [o] 1 'Pwoioag ™ Movlaiovic [c] n. [locne toro, kak meuats nepemsgan H. I1.
JIuxaudeB, KOTOPBIA HE COMHEBAJICSA B TOM, UYTO OHA IPHUHAIIEKUT «PYCCKOU KHsKHE», X. M.
JlomapeB Bpicka3an MHeHHE, yTo Deodano MyszamoH Obuta sxeHou KHs3s Onera Cesitocna-
BoBMYA. KpoMe JilereHbl rmeyatv, OCHOBAaHUEM ISl TAaKOH HUISHTH(PUKAIUU CIYKUIO CO00-
neHue «/lrobeuckoeo cunoouxka», Tae HapsAy C YePHUTOBCKUM KHs3eM Muxamiom (Onerom
CearocnaBoBUYeM) yroMsiHyTa U xeHa @eodanus. HecMoTps Ha To, uTO TeKCT «/I10beuckozo
CUHOOUKA» SIBHO TO3JIHUHN 32 MMPOUCXOXKACHUEM, U 10 CHX MOp MaJIOM3Y4€eH, THUIOTe3a 0 Opake
mexny Peodano u Onerom CBATOCIaBHYEM MPUHUMAETCS B JUTEpAType KakK JOKa3aHHBIN
dakt. Ocobenno — nmocie u3ganus B. JI. AauHbIM Apyroii meyaTu rpedecKoil HEBECTHI.

Eme onna medyarh 3TOH KCHIIMHEI, HaliJlcHHAs HEOABHO (KUEBCKAs KOJIJICKIIHSI AJICK-
cea IllepeMeTheBa) HE CONEPKHUT CYUIECTBEHHBIX PA3HOUYTEHUU, HO COXpPAHEHA HCKIIOYHU-
TEJIBLHO XOpOIIO MO CpaBHEHHUIO ¢ AByMs mnpeabiaymumu. H. banecky comocraBui neyaTh
®deodano ¢ nmevatsMu apxoHTa Muxansiia, BU3aHTUHCKOTO HAMECTHUKA KuMMepuiickoro boc-
dopa (K [Vpt] € B [on] O [el] Myonk upyovt [1] Matpdy [ov] Ziyiog ko mdong [X] agapi
[oc]). [To maenuto A. B. ConoBbeBa, 3TuM apxoHTOM Mor ObITh Oner CBsiTociiaBoBud. Bripo-
yem, A. II. Kaxzaan cripaBeannBo moaBepr KpUTUKE TOKIAECTBO apXxoHTa Muxawmna u Onera
CesTocmaBoBuya. B nipumnoxkeHusx K «Xponuxke Opmauba» B OTAECITBHOM Croxete «llepene-
cenue pyku ce. Cmegana Ilepgomyueruxa» TOBOPUTCS O TOM, YTO OJHUH U3 3HATHBIX TPEKOB
BBIJIaJI CBOIO JI0Yb 3aMyX 3a oaHoro koposist Pycu. B. T. [lamyro npenamnosiarai, 4to B JOKY-
MeHTe coobmanoch o Opake mexay Onerom CesitocnaBoBuueM u @eodano Myszanon. OnHa-
KO Kak HenaBHO Jokaszan A. B. HazapeHko Takasi runores3a He BbIAEPKUBAET KPUTUKHU. OTCIO-
na rumnores3a o opake mexay deodano Myszanon u Onerom CBSTOCTAaBOBUYEM TEPSIET CBOIO
aKTyaJIbHOCTb.

Msl cuutaem, yto Peodano MyszanoH mMoria ObITh )KEHOW KHEBCKOTO KHA3s1 CBATO-
noJsika M3siciiaBoBrYa, 4YTO XOPOLIO COTIacyeTcsl C COOOIICHUSIMU psifia IPYTUX HCTOYHUKOB.

Czy Teofano Muzalon byla zona ksiecia Olega Swiatostawowicza?

Tradycyjna historiografia (W. L. Janin, G. G. Litawrin, A. W. Sotowjow) utrzymuje, ze
Teofano Muzalon byta Zzona ksiccia Olega Swiatostawowicza. Biorac pod uwage krucho$é
gléwnej przestanki, na ktorej opiera si¢ ta hipoteza, stwierdzi¢ nalezy, ze zbadanie innych
mozliwosci otwiera nowg perspektywe w studiach nad politykg matrymonialng ksigzat
ruskich w XI-XII w. G. Schluberge opublikowat piecze¢, na legendzie ktérej widnieje
nastepujacy napis: K [Opt] € B [on] 6 [el] ™ on 600An Be0Bdvov dpyovine [c] n 'Pociog
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Movloroviio [6] 1. Po ponownym opublikowaniu pieczeci przez N. P. Lichaczowa, ktéry nie
miat watpliwosci, ze nalezala ona do «ruskiej ksieznej», H. M. Lopariew wysunat hipoteze, ze
Teofano Muzalon byla zong ksiccia Olega Swiatostawowicza. Oprécz legendy pieczeci,
podstawg dla takiej identyfikacji byla informacja zawarta w Synodyku Lubeczskim, gdzie
obok ksiecia czernihowskiego Michata (Olega Swiatostawowicza) wymieniona zostata jego
zona Teofania. Mimo, ze synodyk jest zrodtem péznym 1 po dzien dzisiejszy mato zbadanym,
hipoteza o matzenstwie Teofano z Olegiem Swiatostawowiczem traktowana jest w literaturze
jak dowiedziony fakt. Szczegdlnie po wydaniu przez W. L. Janina drugiej pieczeci Teofano
Muzalon.

Jeszcze jedna jej pieczeC, znaleziona niedawno (kijowska kolekcja Aleksieja Szeriemie-
tiewa), nie rézni si¢ zasadniczo od poprzednich, ale jest o wiele lepiej zachowana. N. Banesku
poréwnat piecz¢¢ Teofano z pieczgciami archonta Michata, bizantynskiego namiestnika
Bosforu Cymeryjskiego: (K [vpt] € B [on] 0 [e1] MiyanA upyovt [1] Matpdy [ov] Ziylog kot
naong [X] afopi [ag]). Zdaniem A. W. Sotowjowa archontem tym mégt by¢ Oleg Swiatosta-
wowicz. Tymczasem A. P. Kazdan stusznie poddat krytyce twierdzenie o pokrewienstwie
Michata i Olega Swiatostawowicza. W uzupetieniach do «Kroniki» Ortlieba, w osobnej
opowiesci «Przeniesienie reki Sw. Stefana pierwszego meczennika» wspomina si¢ o tym, ze
jeden z greckich arystokratéw wydat swoja corke za maz za kréla Rusi. W. T. Paszuto sadzit,
ze w kronice wspomina si¢ o $lubie Teofano Muzalon z Olegiem Swiatostawowiczem. Jed-
nak, jak niedawno wykazal A. W. Nazarenko, taka hipoteza nie wytrzymuje krytyki. Tym sa-
mym teza o §lubie miedzy Teofano Muzalon i Olegiem Swiatostawowiczem traci na warto$ci.

Tym samym mozna postawi¢ nowa hipoteze, ze Teofano mogla by¢ Zong ksiecia
kijowskiego Swigtopetka Izjastawowicza, co znajduje solidne potwierdzenie w naszych
zrodtach.

Was Theophano Mouzalon a wife of prince Oleg Svyatoslavovich?

Theophano Mouzalon was portrayed by historiographic tradition (V. L. Yanin,
G. G. Litavrin, A. V. Solovev) as the wife of prince Oleg Svyatoslavovich. Considering the
unstable base of this hypothesis, study of the other options would bring new perspectives to
research of characteristics of matrimonial policy of the Ruthenian princes in the XI™ — XII™ c.
G. Shlyuberzhe published a sigil with a legend that says: [Vpt] eB [on] O [e]
onodovANnBeobdvovapyovine [c] n Pwociagtn Movlaiovic [o] 11 Later the sigil was re-
published by N. P. Likhachev, who disagreed that the sigil belonged to the «Ruthenian
princess». H. M. Loparev raised the hypothesis, that Theophano Mouzalon was the wife of
prince Oleg Svyatoslavovich. Besides the legend on the sigil, as the basis for such identifyca-
tion served a message from Liibeck synodic in which together with Chernigovian prince
Michael (Oleg Svyatoslavovich) there was mentioned his wife Theophania. Regardless of the
fact, that the text by Liibeck synodic was written clearly after the events and up to this time it
seems to be of little importance, the hypothesis about the matrimonial union between
Theophano and Oleg Svyatoslavovich is considered as the argumented fact in literature.
Especially after the publication of the second sigil of Theophano Mouzalon by V. L. Yanin.

Yet another sigil of Theophano Mouzalon, recently found one (Kyivan collection of
Aleksey Sheremetev), does not possess adequate discrepancies, but seems to fit well with
before mentioned two. N. Banesku compared sigil of Theophano with sigils of archon Mi-
khail, Byzantine governor of the Cimmerian Bosporus (K [Vpt] €f [o1] 0 [el] MyanAupyovt
[\ Matpdy [ov] Zyiockourdong [X] agapi [ag]). According to A. V. Solovev this archon
could be identified with Oleg Svyatoslavich. However, A. P. Kazhdan rightly stroke the base
of argument about identification of Mikhail and Oleg Svyatoslavovich. Information about
marriage between Theophano Mouzalon and Oleg Svyatoslavovich renders that hypothesis
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invalid. In appendices to Ortlib’s «Chronicle» the separate story «Transfer of Saint Stephen’s
arm» informs that one of the important Greeks gave his daughter in marriage to some King of
Rus’. V. T. Pashuto assumed, that the chronicle informed about the marriage between Oleg
Svyatoslavovich and Theophano Mouzalon. But, what was proven by A. V. Nazarenko, this
hypothesis cannot withstand the criticism.

We can present the new hypothesis, that Theophano Muzalon could be the wife of

Kievan prince Svyatopolk Izyaslavovich, what fits well with all the information from known
sources.



