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“Regina Binomia: Re-Examining the Evidence for Re-Baptism and Renaming of Latin Christian 

Brides in Pre-Mongol Rus’.”  

Abstract:  

On the basis of both normative and narrative sources, this study examines whether or not Latin 

Christian brides who married into the ruling clan of Rus’ in the eleventh to thirteenth centuries 

were renamed and / or re-baptised. It suggests that while brides who married into the ruling clan 

of Rus’ might have received an additional name of an Orthodox saint through the ritual of 

anointing, there is no way of knowing whether or not anointing was performed on a regular 

basis. It also suggests that a Latin Christian bride may have retained two names after her 

marriage in Rus’: her natal name and an Orthodox saint’s name in conformity with the practice 

of double-naming among new-converted elites in Poland, Rus’, Hungary, and Scandinavia. 

Finally, the study examines the possibility that the eastern-rite ritual of chrismation could have 

been misinterpreted by Latin Christian observers as re-baptism. The article concludes by 

examining six specific case studies of individual Latin Christian brides who were alleged 

renamed in pre-Mongol Rus’ and demonstrates that, in each of these cases, concrete evidence for 

their respective renaming is lacking.  

From the eleventh to mid thirteenth centuries, the ruling clan of Rus’, known in fifteenth 

century sources onward as the Ryurikid dynasty, often intermarried with Latin Christians.
1
 Prior 

to the Mongol invasion of 1237–1241, Anti Selart estimates that the ruling clan of Rus’ married 

approximately five times more often with Latin Christian dynasties than with the Byzantine 

imperial house or with steppe nomads.
2
 During this time, the arrival of Latin Christian brides in 

Rus’ must have been a relatively frequent event.  

                                                           
1
 D. DĄBROWSKI, Rurik Dynasty’s Matrimonial Policy, in: V. Nagirnyy (ed.), Colloquia Russica, series 1, 2: 

Principalities in the Lands of Galicia and Volhynia in International Relations in 11th-14th Centuries. Publication 

after 2nd International Conference, Ivano-Frankivsk, 20th-22th October, 2011, Kraków 2012, 213–216; C. 

RAFFENSPERGER, Ties of Kinship: Genealogy and Dynastic marriage in Kyivan Rus’, Cambridge 2016. These 

works largely supersede the classical study on inter-confessional marriage of the ruling clan of Rus’, N. DE 

BAUMGARTEN, Généalogies et mariages occidentaux des Rurikides russes du Xe au XIIIe siècle, in: OC, 9.35, 

Rome 1927, 5–95. Although the most comprehensive in its scope, Baumgarten’s work also contains a number of 

genealogical errors. The origins of the term “Ryrikid Dynasty” to describe the ruling clan of Rus’ is analyzed in D. 

OSTROWSKI, Systems of Succession in Rus’ and Steppe Societies, in: Ruthenica 11, 2012, 30 and 36.  

2
 A. SELART, Livonia, Rus’ and the Baltic Crusades in the Thirteenth Century, trans. F. Robb (East Central and 

Eastern Europe in the Middle Ages, 450–1450, 29), Leiden, 2015, 35. 
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It is well known that for the Muscovite and imperial Russian periods, a foreign bride 

regularly had to change her name before becoming grand princess or tsarina: for example, in 

1472, the Byzantine princess Zoe Palaeologina allegedly became Sofia Vethoslovets upon her 

marriage to Ivan III, in 1712 Martha Skavronskaya took the name Catherine I upon her marriage 

to Peter I, in 1745 Sophie Frederika Augusta of Anhalt-Zerbst became Catherine (later Catherine 

II) upon her marriage to Peter III, while in 1894 Alix of Hesse-Darmstadt became Alexandra 

Fedorovna upon her marriage to Nicholas II and so on.
3
 In contrast to this well-established and 

well-known later practice, the renaming of foreign brides in the pre-Mongol period receives only 

passing mention in the scholarly literature. Whether or not renaming occurred and whether or not 

this can be connected to re-baptism (and therefore conversion) has not been the subject of special 

study, despite the interest in medieval naming practices of the ruling clan of Rus’ by scholars 

such as Anna Litvina, Fiodor Uspenskiy, and Olga Boiché.
4
 

In brief, the main arguments in favour of the idea that Latin Christian brides were 

regularly renamed in pre-Mongol Rus’ are that a) Latin sources sometimes mention the re-

baptism of brides in Rus’, b) the Byzantine practice of renaming brides is well known and it is 

assumed that the Rus’ followed Byzantine practices in this regard, and c) native Rus’ chronicles 

do not preserve the names of foreign brides. 

                                                           
3
 N. V. RIASANOVSKY, A History of Russia, 6th ed., New York, NY 2000, tables 3 and 4, 650–651. For Zoe 

Palaeologina’s name change see L. SLOUTSKY, Moving Women and their Moving Objects: Zoe (Sophia) 

Palaiologina and Anna Notaras as Cultural Translators, in: T. Chapman Hamilton – M. Proctor-Tiffany (eds.), 

Moving Women, Moving Objects (400-1500) (Maps, Spaces, Cultures), Leiden forthcoming. 

4
F. B. USPENSKIY, Skandinavy, Variagi, Rus’: istoriko-filologicheskie ocherki, Moscow 2002, 21– 63; A. 

LITVINA, and F. USPENSKIJ [= F. Uspenskiy], The Prince And His Names In The 12th Century (A Philological 

Approach to Medieval Political History), in: Die Welt der Slaven 60, 2015: 346—364; Eidem, Vybor imeni u 

russkikh knyazey v X–XVI vv.: dinasticheskaya istoriya skvoz’ prizmu antroponimiki, Moscow 2006; O. 

KHALLIEVA BOICHÉ, Imja et Name: aux sources de l’anthroponymie germanique, anglo-saxonne et slave, Paris 

2015, esp. 213–228, 322–331. 
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Bearing in mind the importance of inter-confessional marriages in pre-Mongol Rus’ 

history, this study will question the links between renaming, re-baptism, conversion, and “rituals 

of incorporation” of Latin Christian women sent as brides to early Rus’.
5
 Instead, it will propose 

two possible solutions to the question of whether or not Latin Christian brides were renamed 

and/or re-baptized on their arrival in Rus’. First, the article will suggest that brides who married 

into the Ryurikid dynasty might have received an additional name of an Orthodox saint through 

the Orthodox ritual of anointing (also called chrismation), rather than re-baptism. But there 

seems to be no way of knowing whether or not chrismation was performed on a regular basis, 

due to a lack of both normative and narrative sources on this topic. The potential for this eastern-

rite ritual of chrismation to be misinterpreted by Latin Christian observers as re-baptism is one 

possible explanation for Latin accusations that re-baptism of brides took place in Rus’. The 

difficulty, if not the impossibility, of reconstructing medieval rituals on the basis of their 

description in written sources has long been appreciated by historians.
6
 The same ritual can be 

recorded, described, and understood differently even by medieval contemporaries.
7
   

Second, the article will consider the possibility that brides in Rus’ retained two names: an 

acceptable Orthodox saint’s name and their own native or clan name, which would fit with the 

existing custom in the Ryurikid dynasty of giving double-names to members of the clan. The 

practice of giving a woman two names at birth also occurred among neighbouring elites who had 

                                                           
5
 The idea of a “ritual of incorporation” was first formulated in Arnold van Gennep’s classic 1908 study on the rites 

of passage. In such a ceremony, an individual becomes part of a new community. See the discussion of this 

anthropological term in E. MUIR, Rites of Passage, in: idem, Ritual in Early Modern Europe, 2
nd

. ed., Cambridge 

2005, 21. 

6
 P. BUC, The Dangers of Ritual Between Early Medieval Texts and Social Scientific Theory, Princeton, NJ 2001. 

See also MUIR, Rites of Passage, op. cit., 6 –14 with extensive bibliographic references. 

7
 Z. DALEWSKI, Ritual and Politics. Writing the History of a Dynastic Conflict in Medieval Poland, Leiden 2008, 

9 with further bibliography.  
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converted to Christianity around the first millennium: Rus’, Scandinavia, Poland, and Hungary.
8
 

A famous example of a Rus’ prince who had multiple names was Vladimir Monomakh (who 

died in 1125). In his autobiographical Pouchenie (known in English as the Testament or 

Instruction), written in the early twelfth century, Vladimir Monomakh says explicitly that he 

received the name of Saint Basil (in Slavonic: Vasiliy) in baptism, while his grandfather 

Yaroslav gave him the Slavic name Vladimir, and, finally, his mother and father gave him the 

additional family name of “Monomakh”(from the Greek: “Monomachos”).
9
 

Despite the smaller number of examples available for the study of women’s names in 

Rus’, there is some evidence that Ryurikid women also had double-names.  The earliest such 

example of a woman with a double-name is the first member of the clan to convert to 

Christianity, the tenth-century princess Ol’ga, who took the baptismal name “Helena.”
10

  

Another example is Sbyslava, the daughter of prince Vsevolod Yurievich “Big Nest” (“Bolshoe 

Gnezdo,” d. 1212). At her birth on October 26th 1178 she received the additional saint’s name of 

“Pelagia.”
11

 The article will suggest that the use of double-names could also explain why a 

woman appears in our sources with more than one name.  

                                                           
8
 
 
S. KĘTRZYŃSKI, O imionach piastowskich do końca XI wieku, in: Polksa X-XI wieku, epilogue by A. 

Gieysztor, Warsaw 1961, 597–598; J. HERTEL, Imiennictwo Dynastii Piastowskiej we wcześniejszym 

średniowieczu, Warsaw 1980, 167–176; P. WISZEWSKI, Domus Bolezlai: Values and Social Identity in Dynastic 

Traditions of Medieval Poland (c. 966-1138) (East Central and Eastern Europe in the Middle Ages, 450–1450, 9), 

Leiden 2010, n. 44, 373; USPENSKIJ, Prince and his Names, op. cit.: n. 2, 17; G. THOMA, Namensänderungen in 

Herrscherfamilien des mittelalterlichen Europa, Kallmünz 1985, 32–55 and 218. 

9
 Polnoe sobranie russkikh letopisey, I, 2nd ed. B. M. Kloss–O. V. Tvorogov (eds.), Leningrad 1926, reprint with 

supplementary material Moscow 1997, 240-241. 

10
 THOMA, Namensänderungen, op. cit., 59–62; P. HOLLINGSWORTH, Introduction in: The Hagiography of 

Kievan Rus’, trans. P. Hollingsworth, Cambridge, MA, 1992, lxxxi and xci and Ilarion, Memorial and Encomium for 

Prince Volodimer of Rus’ in Ibid., 170. 

11
 Sbyslava received the second name “Pelagia” after the feast of the three saint Pelagias that fell close to her 

birthday, on October seventh and eighth (the Pelagias of Antioch, Palestine, and Tarsus), Polnoe sobranie russkikh 

letopiseĭ, II, A.A Shakhmatov (ed.), Saint Petersburg, 1908, reprint. with supplementary material by B. M. Kloss et 
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 Finally, this article will suggest that we should reject the link between renaming and 

conversion, because many examples can be found of princesses and noblewomen who changed 

their names after marriage within the same confessional tradition in the tenth to thirteenth 

centuries. An example of a bride’s name change within a marriage of two Orthodox Christians is 

that of Anastaso (d. c. after 976), who was the daughter of a Byzantine innkeeper or wine 

merchant. She was renamed “Theophano” upon her marriage around 956 to the Byzantine 

Emperor Romanos II (d. after 976).
12

 A more well-documented example of name change within 

the same Latin Christian confession is that of Emma (d. 1052), the daughter of Duke Richard I of 

Normandy (d. 996).
13

 She was re-named Ælgilfu when she became the second wife of the 

Anglo-Saxon King Æthelred II (r. 978-1016) in 1002 and then was known as Emma again when, 

at Æthelred’s death, she remarried in 1017 with King Knud the Great of Denmark (r. 1016-

1035). Both of the queen’s names were remembered by chronicles. For example, the twelfth-

century Abingdon Chronicle calls Queen Emma-Ælgifu regina binomia or the “double-named” 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
al., Moscow 1998, s. a. 6686 (1178), 613, discussed in: LITVINA and USPENSKIĬ, Vybor imeni, 183 and 604; L. 

VOYTOVYCH, Knyazha doba na Rusi: portrety elity, Bila Tserkva, Ukraine 2006, 552. As Litvina and Upsenskiy 

have convincingly demonstrated, however, the choice of baptismal name for a Ryurikid prince or princess initially 

did not depend on the ecclesiastical calendar. Prior to the later half of the twelfth century, Ryurikid princes and 

princesses were given baptismal names of saints that were considered to be important divine helpers within the 

dynasty or within a given branch of the dynasty. It was only in the late twelfth century, as the Rus’ acculturated to 

Byzantine ecclesiastical norms, that the Ryurikids began to be named after the patron-saint whose feast-day 

coincided with or occurred in close temporal proximity to their birthday. Up until the late twelfth century, therefore, 

there may have been some flexibility as to which Christian name a princess would adopt together with her secular 

name, Vybor imeni, 182, 208–212. 

 

12
 THOMA, Namensänderungen, 174–175; L. GARLAND, Byzantine Empresses. Women and Power in Byzantium, 

AD 527-1204, London 1999, 126–135. 

13
 A. CAMPBELL, Appendix I. Queen Emma’s Name, Title, and Forms of Assent, in: idem, ed., Encomium Emmae 

Reginae, with a supplementary introduction by S. Keynes, London 1949; reprint. Cambridge 1998, 55–61; P. 

STAFFORD, Queen Emma and Queen Edith: Queenship and Women’s Power in Eleventh-Century England, 

Oxford 1997, ix, 7, 12, 209; discussed in G. PAC, Kobiety w dynastii Piastów: rola społeczna piastowskich żon i 

córek do połowy XII wieku: studium porównawcze, Toruń 2013, 486–487.  
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queen.
14

 The concept that a royal bride could have more than one name, that she could indeed be 

“double-named,” is a key idea that this article will explore as an explanation of the renaming of 

brides in Rus’. 

 Keeping the limitations of extant primary sources in mind, this article will explore the 

complex topic of re-baptism and renaming first by considering prescriptive texts. Second, it will 

re-examine the narrative sources cited in secondary literature on whose basis claims have been 

made about individual cases of renaming brides.  

Normative Sources on Renaming of Brides in pre-Mongol Rus’ 

Thanks in large part to the writings of Saint Augustine (350 – 430), western canon law 

recognized the validity of baptism performed in the name of the Trinity, regardless of whether 

that baptism was performed by a heretical priest or not.
15

 There were some exceptions in local 

practice, such as thirteenth-century Southern Italy and sixteenth-century Poland, but the 

prohibition of re-baptism of Christians, regardless of whether or not those Christians were 

considered heretics, was reaffirmed by the Council of Trent in the sixteenth century.
16

  

                                                           
14

  J. HUDSON, ed. and trans., Historia ecclesie abbendonensis / The History of the Church of Abingdon, 1, Oxford 

2007, 178. The use of the queen’s two names in this source is discussed by CAMPBELL, Queen Emma’s Name, op. 

cit., 56: Hec uero nominata regina binomia quidem, scilicet Ælfgiua Imma. 

15
 Augustine of Hippo, De Baptismo contra Donatistas in PL, 43, 108–244, and De unico baptismo contra 

Petilianum ad Constantinum, Ibid, 596–614; Pope Stephen I, Concilium Romanum sub S. Stephano Celebratum. Ex 

Libello Synodico, PL, 3, n. 1, 1046:  Si quis ergo a quacumque haeresi venerit ad nos, nihil innovetur nisi quod 

traditum est, ut manus illis imponatur in paenitentiam; cum ipsi haeretici proprie alterutrum ad se venientes non 

baptizent, sed communicant tantum; A.  PALMIERI, La rebaptisation des Latins chez les Grecs, in: Revue de 

l'Orient Chrétien 7 (1902): 626; P. TORQUEBIAU, Baptême en Occident, in Dictionnaire du droit canonique 

[…],R. Naz (ed.), II, Paris 1937, 123; THOMA, Namensänderungen, op. cit., n. 106, 188–189; K. WARE, The 

Rebaptism of Heretics in the Orthodox Canonical Tradition, in: A. P. Roach –J. R. Simpson (eds.),  Heresy and the 

Making of European Culture: Medieval and Modern Perspectives, Farnham 2013, 48. 

16
 Yu. P. AVVAKUMOV, The Controversy over the Baptismal Formula under Pope Gregory IX, in: M. 

Hinterberger —C. D. Schabel (eds.), Greeks, Latins, and Intellectual History, 1204–1500. eds., Leuven 2011, 69–

84; J. SAWICKI, ‘Rebaptisatio Ruthenorum’ in the Light of 15
th

 and 16
th

 Century Polish Synodal Legislation, in: J. 
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In Byzantium, however, none of the major canonists, such as Theodore Balsamon and 

Ioann Zonaras, advocated the re-baptism of Latins, even though they condemned the Latin 

practice of single rather than triple immersion in baptism as a grievous error.
17

 Balsamon (d. 

1195) had tentatively applied legislation concerning marriage with heretics to Latin Christians 

while commenting on canon 14 of the Council of Chalcedon in 451, which forbade the marriages 

of children of the lower clergy (lectors and cantors) to heretics, Jews, or pagans, if the non-

Christian prospective spouse did not promise to convert before the marriage.
18

 The Byzantine 

canonist saw a potential parallel in this canon to cases of Orthodox-Latin Christian inter-

marriage, writing in a scholion (note) on the text that, “And mark that, according to the present 

canon, it seems the portion of the church compels Latins to forswear [their faith] who wish to 

take women as their wives from Rhōmania [i.e. Byzantine women].”
19

 But Balsamon only 

hesitatingly criticized the situation in which “Latin” men came to Byzantium and married 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
Kłoczowski (ed.), The Christian Community of Medieval Poland: Anthologies, Wrocław 1981, 61–71; S. SENYK, A 

History of the Church in Ukraine, 2: 1300 to the Union of Brest (OCA 289), Rome 2011, 143–147.   

17
 SENYK, A History of the Church, 2, op. cit., 632–646; E. HERMAN, Baptême en Orient, in Dictionnaire du 

droit canonique, R. Naz (ed.), II, Paris 1937, 186; H. CHADWICK, East and West: The Making of a Rift in the 

Church: From Apostolic Times until the Council of Florence, Oxford 2003, 236; WARE, Rebaptism of Heretics, op. 

cit., 42.  

18
 J. R. VON ZHISHMAN, Das Eherecht orientalischen Kirche, Vienna 1864, 540–542.  

19
Balsamon’s scholion to canon 14 of Chalcedon in Suntagma tōn theiōn kai hierōn kanonōn […],G. A. Rhalles and 

M. Potles (eds.), II, Athens 1852; reprint. Athens 1966, 253–254: […] και σημείωσαι, ὅτι κατὰ τὸν παρόντα 

κανόνα,ὡσ ἔοικεν, ἀναγκάζει τὸ μέρος τῆσ ἐκκλησίας τοὺσ λατίνους ἐξόμνυσθαι, θέλοντας γυναῖκας λαβεῖν ἐκ τῆσ 

Ῥωμανίασ. For a discussion of how Balsamon derived this unprecedented interpretation of canon 14, based perhaps 

on his own broad definition of “heretic” simply as “un-Orthodox,” see V. ALEXANDROV, ‘To zhe i s latiny’: 

Zapret brakov s katolikami u pravoslavnykh slavyan v Srednie veka, in: Studia Slavica Hungarica 47.1-2, 2002, 

108–109. It is also important to underline that Balsamon was writing at a time of increased Orthodox-Catholic 

marriages alliances under the Komnenian emperors, R. MACRIDES, Dynastic Marriages and Political Kinship, in: 

J. Shepard –S. Franklin (eds.), Byzantine Diplomacy: Papers from the Twenty-Fourth Spring Symposium of 

Byzantine Studies, Cambridge, March 1990, Brookfield, VT 1990, 270–273. 



8 
 

Byzantine women; he did not advocate re-baptism. Moreover, his opinion on the interpretation of 

this canon was not widely followed until the fourteenth century.
20

 

Only in 1484 did the Council of Constantinople proclaim a standard rite for receiving 

Catholics into the Orthodox church.
21

 It is important to underline, however, that this rite did not 

include re-baptism but rather only chrismation with holy oil (Greek: myron) of the person 

entering the Orthodox church.
22

  Chrismation was added to compensate for the perceived 

deficiency of Latin baptism which did not include this conferral of the “‘seal of the gift of the 

Holy Spirit.”
23

   

Gudrun Schmalzbauer and Gertrud Thoma have therefore argued that the renaming of 

foreign brides in Byzantium was not linked to religious conversion
24

. Rather Thoma argued that 

a bride was required to change her name when marrying into the imperial Byzantine family if her 

name sounded too “barbarian” in origin.
25

 Schmalzbauer argued that foreign brides who married 

                                                           
20

 J. DAUVILLIER –C. de CLERCQ, Le Mariage en droit canonique oriental, preface by G. LE BRAS, Paris 

1936, 166.  

21
 Suntagma tōn theiōn kai hierōn kanonōn […], G. A. Rhalles and M. Potles (eds.), 5, Athens 1855, reprint. Athens 

1966, 143–147; trans. in G. DRAGAS, The Manner of Reception of Roman Catholic Converts into the Orthodox 

Church with Special Reference to the Decisions of the Synods of 1484 (Constantinople),1755 (Constantinople) and 

1667 (Moscow), n.p. (prepared for and read at the Orthodox/Roman Catholic Dialogue (USA) in 1998) in: 

Myriobiblos Library, http://www.myriobiblos.gr/texts/english/Dragas_RomanCatholic_5.html#1_bottom (retrieved  

April 12, 2018). 

22
Suntagma tōn theiōn kai hierōn kanonōn […],Rhalles and Potles (eds.) 5, op. cit., 145-146; trans. Dragras, 

Manner of Reception, op. cit., n.p.; PALMIERI, La rebaptisation, op. cit., 638; HERMAN Baptême en Orient, op. 

cit.,186; D. HEITH-STADE, Receiving the Non-Orthodox: A Historical Study of Greek Orthodox Canon Law in: 

Studia Canonica 44.2, 2010, 421 and 424– 425; WARE, Rebaptism of Heretics, op. cit., 43. 

23
 J. MEYENDORFF, Byzantine Theology. Historical Trends and Doctrinal Themes, New York 1974, 195. 

24
 THOMA, Namensänderungen, op. cit., G. SCHMALTZBAUER, Zur byzantinischen Herrscheronomastik, in: 

BSl 50 1989, 215-222. Her views are followed in MACRIDES, Dynastic Marriages, op. cit., n. 84, 276. 

25
 THOMA, Namensänderungen, op. cit., 189 and 219. In Thomas’ view, a Byzantine empress was not permitted to 

have a “barbarian” name and was excepted instead to adopt an acceptable name from among those of her 

predecessors in imperial office, Ibid., 190.  Perhaps connected to this sense of Byzantine “snobbishness,” is the fact 

http://www.myriobiblos.gr/texts/english/Dragas_RomanCatholic_5.html#1_bottom
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into the Byzantine imperial family needed to change their name if their original name was not 

present in the liturgical calendar, because it then could not fit into the court ceremonial that 

accompanied this calendar (for instance, in ritual acclamations of the empress’ name).
26

 

Finally, it was only in 1620 that the Russian Orthodox Church under Patriarch Filaret 

Nikitich prescribed the re-baptism of Latins.
27

  Nonetheless, this decision was reversed already 

by the Council of Moscow of 1667, which re-prescribed chrismation as the correct ritual by 

which baptized Latin Christians are to be received into the Orthodox Church, although 

uncertainty about which rite to use persisted in practice in seventeenth-century Muscovy.
28

 In the 

Middle Ages, although re-baptism of Latin Christians by the Greeks seems to have been 

practiced occasionally, as suggested by Latin accusations to this effect, it was never officially 

sanctioned by church councils, and so it cannot be seen as a key element of the renaming of 

brides. 

Nonetheless Latin sources repeatedly accuse Byzantine clerics of rebaptising Latin brides. The 

earliest such accusation was made in 1054 by Cardinal Humbert of Silva Candida when he 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
that foreign-born Byzantine empresses often took the name “Xene” (meaning, “foreigner”) when they entered a 

monastery in their widowhood, underlining their non-Byzantine status, C. J. HILSDALE, Constructing a Byzantine 

‘Augusta’: A Greek Book for a French Bride, in: Art Bulletin, 87. 3, Sept., 2005, n. 31, 479.  

26
 SCHMALTZBAUER, Byzantinischen Herrscheronomastik, op. cit., 219–220. 

27
 The Moscow Council of 1620 required re-baptism of all those baptized by infusion (pouring water), as well as 

Greek Catholics (“Uniates”), Orthodox priests who had prayed for the pope, Protestants, and those who had taken 

communion in a Catholic Church, PALMIERI, La rebaptisation, op. cit.: 642; AVVAKUMOV, Controversy, op. 

cit., 69; S. PLOKHY, Cossacks and Religion in Early Modern Ukraine, Oxford 2001, 296. On the political 

background of this decision in during the Time of Troubles (1598 – 1613) and consequent debates among the 

Russian church hierarchy on how to admit non-Orthodox persons into the Russian Orthodox Church see V. 

BELIAKOVA, L. V. MOSHKOVA, —T. A. OPARINA, Kormchaya kniga: ot rukopisnoy traditsii k pervomu 

pechatnomu izdaniyu, Moscow 2017, 352–370 and WARE, Rebaptism of Heretics, op. cit., 44. 

28
 PALMIERI, La rebaptisation, op. cit., 642–643; DRAGAS, Manner of Reception, op. cit., n. p.; BELIAKOVA, 

MOSHKOVA, and OPARINA, Kormchaya kniga, op. cit., 392-399; WARE, Rebaptism of Heretics, op. cit., 44. 
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excommunicated Patriarch Michael Kerularios of Constantinople.
29

 Pope Honorius III (r. 1216 –

1227) accused the Rus’ of re-baptising Latin Christians.
30

 In 1233, Pope Gregory IX (r. 1227–

1241) heard from Dominican missionaries in Kyiv that the Rus’ also were allegedly re-baptising 

Latin Christian brides who married Orthodox Rus’ men.
31

  

There is only possibly earlier source prior to the thirteenth century, which claims that the 

Rus’ re-baptized Latin Christian brides. This is a letter supposedly written by Bishop Mateusz of 

Kraków and count palatine Piotr Włostowic to Saint Bernard of Clairvaux.
32

 The letter has no 

date, but, if authentic, its composition must have occurred between the year 1143/1144, when 

Mateusz became bishop of Kraków, and the year 1153, when Saint Bernard died.
33

 But this text 

is known only from an eighteenth-century printed edition made from a manuscript which is now 

lost, originating in the Premonstratensian monastery of Windberg in Bavaria, so its exact 

                                                           
29

 In Cardinal Humbert’s excommunication bull of 1054, he calls several alleged Greek practices heretical, among 

them re-baptism: Excommunicatio qua feriuntur Michael Caerularius atque ejus sectatores in: C. Will (ed.), Acta et 

scripta quae de controversiis ecclesiae Graecae et Latinae saeculo undecimo composita extant, Lipsiae et 

Marepurgi, 1861, reprint: Frankfurt am Main 1963, 153:  Quantum ad Michaëlem abusive dictum patriarcham, et 

ejus stultitiae fautores […] sicut Ariani rebaptizant in nomine sanctae Trinitatis baptizatos, et maxime Latinos […]; 

discussed in PALMIERI, La rebaptisation, op. cit., 634; T. M. KOLBABA, The Byzantine Lists: Errors of the 

Latins, Urbana, IL 2000, 25; CHADWICK, East and West, op. cit., 209 and 211. 

30
 PALMIERI, La rebaptisation, op. cit.: 641; DRAGAS, Manner of Reception, op. cit., n.p. 

31
 Pope Gregory IX, letter no. 7 in: A. Welykyj (ed.), Documenta Pontificum Romanorum historiam Ucrainae 

illustrantia, I: 1075-1700, Rome 1953, 21: [Rutheni]... mulieres catholicas, quas sibi aliquando copulant in uxores, 

in contemptum fidei christiane secundum ritum ipsorum denuo baptizari faciunt, et eorum errores dampnabiles 

observare; discussed in PALMIERI, La rebaptisation, op. cit.: 641. 

32
 Bishop Mateusz of Kraków and Count Piotr, List Mateusza biskupa krakowskiego do św. Bernarda o nawracaniu 

Rusi in: A. BIELOWSKI (ed.), Monumenta Poloniae Historica  (Pomniki Dziejowe Polski ), II, Lwów 1864, reprint. 

Warsaw 1960, 15–16;  Ibid., in: K. Maleczyński (ed.), Codex Diplomaticus nec non epistolaris Silesiae / Kodeks 

Dyplomatyczny Śląska. Zbiór Dokumentów i Listów Dotyczących Śląska, I: 971–1204, Wrocław 1956, no. 17, 44– 

46; Ibid., List Biskupa Mateusza do św. Bernarda, in: M. Plezia (ed.), Prace z dziejów Polski feudalnej ofiarowane 

Romanowi Grodeckiemu w 70 rocznicę urodzin, Warsaw 1960, 124–128; Ibid., in: B. KÜRBIS (ed.), Cystersi w 

kulturze polskiego średniowiecza. Trzy świedectwa z XII wieku, in: Eadem, Na progach Historii, 2: O 

świadectwach do dziejów kultury Polski średniowiecznej, Poznań 2001, 224–227. 

33
 Bishop Mateusz and Count Piotr, List Biskupa Mateusza, ed. PLEZIA, 136–137. 
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wording may be uncertain.
34

 Although most scholars accept its text as authentic, there is some 

doubt on this point.
35

  According to their letter, Bishop Mateusz and count Piotr asked Bernard 

to come preach to the Rus’, because the Rus’ practice a liturgy that is neither Greek nor Latin, 

and because they rebaptize Latin Christian spouses who marry Orthodox Christian men.
36

 

Piotr Włostowic, the co-issuer of the letter, was presumably familiar with Rus’ practices. 

He could observe them firsthand during various stays in Rus’ and because he was married to a 

certain Maria who was probably of Rus’ origin.
37

 The negativity of the letter toward the 

Orthodox Rus’ is therefore surprising and anomalous for the 1140s, although it is significant for 

                                                           
34

Bishop Mateusz and Count Piotr, List Biskupa Mateusza, ed. PLEZIA., n. 3, 123; KÜRBIS, Cysterci w kulturze, 

n. 5, 223. 

35
 S. BIENIEK, Piotr Włostowic. Postać z dziejów średniowiecznego Śląska, Wrocław 1965, 75; A. 

ADAMSKA,‘From Memory to Written Record’ in the Periphery of Medieval Latinitas: the Case of Poland in the 

Eleventh and Twelfth Centuries, in: In Charters and the Use of the Written World in Medieval Society, ed. K. 

Heidecker, Turnhout 2000, 94; KÜRBIS, Cystersi w Kulturze, op. cit., 227. Among Polish medievalists, Z. 

Kozłowska-Budkowa expressed reservations concerning the authenticity of the letter since no collection of St. 

Bernard’s letters makes mention of a letter to him kept in Windberg. P. David, for his part, completely dismisses the 

authenticity of the letter. See P. DAVID, Les sources de l’histoire de Pologne à l’époque des Piasts (963–1386), 

Paris 1934, 210 and Z. KOZŁOWSKA-BUDKOWA, Repertorjum polskich dokumentów doby piastowskiej. Zeszyt 

1: Do końca wieku XII. 2nd ed., Kraków 2006, no. 43, 104. 

36
 Bishop Mateusz and Count Piotr, KÜRBIS, Cystersi w kulturze, op. cit., 225; PLEZIA, List Biskupa Mateusza, 

op. cit., 126: Gens autem illa Ruthenica, multitudine innumerabili ceu sideribus adaequata, orthodoxae fidei 

regulam ac verae religionis instituta non servat. Non attendens, quoniam extra catholicam ecclesiam veri sacrificii 

locus non est, nec solum in sacrificio dominici corporis, sed in coniugiis repudiandiis et rebaptizandis [coniugiis] 

atque aliis ecclesiae sacramentis turpiter claudicare cognoscitur. Both Kürbis and Plezia amend rebaptizandis 

coniugiis to rebaptizandis adultis. The older editions preserve the text’s original coniugiis: Codex Diplomaticus 

Silesiae, ed. Maleczyński, I, no. 17, 44–45, List Mateusza biskupa, ed. Bielowski, MPH, II, 15–16.  

37
 Maria’s exact genealogy is debated, but the majority of scholars consider Maria to be the illegitimate daughter of 

prince Svyatopolk Izyaslavich (d. 1113) or the legitimate daughter of Oleg Svyatoslavich of Chernihiv (d. 1115). It 
is also possible that she was the daughter of Volodar Rostislavich (d. 1124), who ruled the city of Przemyśl 

(Premysl) close to the Rus’/ Polish border. See K. BENYSKIEWICZ, Księżna Maria, żona palatyna Piotra. Historia 

i legenda XII w., in: A. Odrzywolska-Kidawa (ed.), Klio viae et invia. Opuscula Marco Cetwiński dedicata, 

Warsaw: 2010, 737–740. 
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our understanding of Orthodox-Catholic relations that it does not criticize the Byzantine liturgy, 

which is seen as equally valid as the Roman mass, but rather the liturgy in Church Slavonic.
38

  

But it is equally possible that Piotr misunderstood the Orthodox ritual of chrismation with 

blessed oil, myron, as a form of re-baptism. The only normative source of the pre-Mongol period 

which discusses the reception of Latin Christians into the Orthodox Church in Rus’ are the 

twelfth-century “Questions of Kirik” (Voproshanie Kirika).
39

 As the title suggests, the source is 

made up of a set of questions and answers relating to good conduct. The answers are attributed 

by scholars to Bishop Nifont of Novgorod (r. 1130/1131 – 1156), who, is addressed by three 

questioners: the hieromonk Kirik, and two other priests, Iliya and Savva.
40

 When asked by Kirik 

what to do about “some person both baptized in the Latin faith and who wants to come to us?” 

                                                           
38

  KÜRBIS, Cystersi w Kulturze, op. cit., 225; Codex Diplomaticus Silesiae, 1, ed. Maleczyński, op. cit., no. 17, 

45; PLEZIA, List Biskupa Mateusza, op. cit., 126: [Gens Rus] Neque enim Latinae vel Graecae vult esse conformis 

ecclesiae, sed seorsum ab utraque divisa neutri gens praefata sacramentorum participatione communicat. 

39
 For the text see: Kirik, 1130–1156 g. Voprosy Kirika, Savvy i Ilii, s otvĕtami Nifonta, in: Russkaya istoricheskaya 

biblioteka izdavaemaya Arkheograficheskoyu Kommissieyu, Arkheograficheskaya kommissiya (ed.), 6: Pamyatniki 

drevnerusskago kanonicheskago prava, part 1: Pamyatniki XI–XV v., Saint Petersburg 1880, 21–61; Die Fragen des 

Kirik (Sabbas und Elias) mit den Antworten des Bischofs Niphon von Novgorod und Anderer (1136-1156) in: L. K. 

Goetz (ed. and trans.), Pamyatniki Drevne-Russkago Kanonicheskago Prava (Kirchenrechtliche und 

kulturgeschichtliche Denkmäler Altrusslands nebst geschichte des russischen kirchenrechts), Stuttgard 1905, reprint. 

Amsterdam 1963, 171–342; V. N. BENESHEVICH (ed.), Drevneslavianskaya Kormchaya XIV Titlov Bez 

Tolkovaniy, II, completed with addenda by Yu. K. BEGUNOV, I. S. CHICHUROV and Ya. N. SHCHAPOV, Sofia 

1987, 90–94.  The majority of the questions deal with the secular clergy and the sacraments, the rest with licit and 

illicit sexual practices, ritual purity, abortion, homicide, and illicit “pagan” practices such as love potions:  G. 

PODSKALSKY, Christentum und theologische Literatur in der Kiever Rus’ (988–1237), Munich 1982, 187–189; 

G. GIRAUDO, Voprošanie Kirikovo: remarques sur la vie d’une communauté paroissiale dans la Rus’ kievienne du 

XII siècle in: Harvard Ukrainian Studies 12/13, 1988/1989, 752–753; BELIAKOVA, MOSHKOVA, – OPARINA, 

Kormchaya kniga, op. cit., 310–315 (with extensive list of further literature). 

40
 The majority of scholars consider that Kirik was a hieromonk at the Monastery of St. Anthony (Antoniev) in 

Novgorod, PODSKALSKY, Literatur, op. cit., 187. Kirik asks one hundred and one questions (explaining why the 

collection bears his name), Savva twenty-four, and Iliya twenty-eight, J. FENNELL, A History of the Russian 

Church to 1448, London 1995, 74. 
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Bishop Nifont replies that that person is to be treated as a catechumen, given a name (whether a 

new name or an additional saint’s name is not specified), and anointed with holy myron.
41

  

Although Metropolitan Nifont calls for the person wishing to join the Orthodox 

community to be treated as a catechumen, he does not actually advocate re-baptism, but merely 

anointing with myron. But it seems unlikely that Nifont had royal persons such as foreign brides 

in mind when describing the series of rituals a person must go through who wants to join an 

Orthodox community of worship. Instead, it seems more likely that his response tried to regulate 

the conduct of ordinary inhabitants of Novgorod, who were either attending the Latin-rite 

merchant churches, or even participating in pagan rituals.
42

  

Even after the twelfth century, there is evidence that northern Rus’ continued to share 

cultural commonalities in ritual practice with western-rite Christianity, rather than with 

Constantinopolitan custom. In the twelfth century in this region eastern-rite priests baptized by 

                                                           
41

 Voprosy Kirika, Russkaya istoricheskaya biblioteka, question 10, 26–27; Ibid., in Goetz (ed.), Pamyatniki 

Drevne-Russkago Kanonicheskago Prava, question 10, 223: Оже бѹдеть кыи человѣкъ и крещенъ въ латиньскую 

вѣрѹ, и всъсхощеть пристѹпити къ намъ? — Aтъ ходить въ церковь по з҃ днии, а ты первѣіе нарекъ іемѹ имя, таже  д͠   
молитвы стваряи іемѹ на день, иже-то по і͠ жды, молвяться, а мяса не даи, ни молока, и ѡ҃ oглашеныхъ. И тако осмыи день 
измыіется и придеть къ тобѣ, и створи іемѹ молитвы по обычаю, и облечеши и въ порты чисты, или самъ ся, и надежеши 
ризы крестныя н вѣнець, н тако помажеши и святымъ мюромь, и дай іемѹ свѣщю. А на литѹрьгии даси іемѹ причастьіе, и  
тако держиши, яко новохрещенаго, аще мощьно, и до осмаго дни.  The question is not present in the edition of Kirik’s 

questions found in Kormchaya, II, Beneshchevich (eds.), op. cit., 90–94. 

42
 Novgorod was a flourishing trading center where western and eastern Christians encountered each other on a daily 

basis. The city had a western-rite merchant church for Scandinavian traders, which was established in the late 

eleventh century or early twelfth century (Saint Olaf’s), and, later in 1192, also had a church for German traders 

(Saint Peter’s), H. BIRNBAUM, Novgorod Between East and West, in: Novgorod in Focus: Selected Essays, 

foreword V.L. Yanin, Columbus, OH 1996, 27; J. KORPELA, Les relations diplomatiques et commerciales entre 

Novgorod et les pays nordiques, in: Ph.  Frison – O. Sevastyanova (eds.), Novgorod ou la Russie oubliée : une 

république commerçante : XIIe-XVe siècles, Charenton-Le-Pont 2015, 52 and C. SQUIRES, Les hôtels des 

étrangers, in: Frison and Sevastyanova (eds.), Ibid., 223; T. N. JACKSON, The Cult of St. Olaf and Early 

Novgorod, in: H. Antonsson – I.H. Garipzanov (eds.), Saints and their Lives on the Periphery: Veneration of Saints 

in Scandinavia and Eastern Europe (c. 1000-1200), Turnhout 2010, 147–167; A. MUSIN, Paganisme, 

christianisme, et structures ecclésiastiques de la ville de Novgorod, in: S. Berthelot –A. Musin (eds.), Russie viking : 

vers une autre Normandie: Novgorod et la Russie du nord, des migrations scandinaves à la fin du Moyen Age, 

VIIIe-XVe s., Paris 2011, 131.  
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infusion (pouring water) rather than triple immersion.
43

 This was probably due to the cold 

climate but, in doing so, they followed an emergent Latin practice, rather than the Greek form of 

the baptism ritual. Since they may have been using the same baptismal custom as Latin Christian 

priests, it is unlikely that all local Rus’ priests saw Latin-rite baptism as inherently defective. In 

the twelfth century, Bishop Il’iya (r. 1165 –1186) of Novgorod forbade baptism by infusion, but 

one can wonder how effective this prohibition was, since it was repeated at the synod of 

Vladimir in 1274, again by Metropolitans Cyprian (r. 1390 – 1405) and Photios (r. 1409 – 1431) 

in letters sent to the northern cities of Novgorod and Pskov, and once again in 1551 at the 

Muscovite Council of the Hundred Chapters (Stoglavy Sobor).
44

 

 To sum up, although re-baptism of Latin Christians by Orthodox clerics seems to have 

been practiced occasionally in the Middle Ages, as suggested by Latin accusations to this effect, 

it was never officially sanctioned by church councils, canonists, metropolitans, or patriarchs. In 

northern Rus’, at least some clerics used the same baptismal rite as the Latin church up to the 

sixteenth century, and therefore they could not have viewed the Latin rite as inherently defective 

and in need of a do-over. 

If conversion and re-baptism must be rejected as grounds for the name change of brides 

marrying into the Ryurikid dynasty, then what reason or reasons can be given for this practice? 

In answer to this question, Andrzej Poppe devised the intriguing hypothesis that women who 

married into the Rus’ dynasty were named after Rus’-born princesses who had recently been 

                                                           
43

 HERMAN, Baptême en Orient, op. cit., 184. 

44
 HERMAN, Baptême en Orient, op. cit., 184. 
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married “out” and who had left for foreign lands.
45

 Thus, in his view, new daughters-in-law were 

symbolically renamed after absent daughters who had left the dynasty. Put more directly in the 

words of Grzegorz Pac, according to Poppe’s thesis: “a woman who left her dynasty was 

symbolically replaced, through her name, by the woman who entered into the dynasty.”
46

  

Poppe’s thesis seems to offer an elegant alternative explanation for renaming of foreign 

brides who came to Rus’, but this article will demonstrate that there are insufficient primary 

sources to support the theory that this symbolic renaming of brides after absent daughters 

consistently took place in Rus’. Moreover, his thesis is challenged or at least complicated by the 

custom of the Ryurikid dynasty to avoid naming persons after living members of the dynasty.
 47

   

The Possibility of Misunderstanding Rituals 

It is important to note, however, that eye-witnesses, rather than participants of rituals, can 

easily misinterpret the meaning of rituals while recording them. The possibility of 

misunderstanding is further magnified when one observers a ritual from another culture. 

Chrismation could look like re-baptism in Latin eyes.  

A good example of the possibility that even educated Latin clerics could mistake 

chrismation for re-baptism comes from the writing of the twelfth century Premonstratensian 

                                                           
45

 A. POPPE, Gertruda-Olisawa, regina Russorum. Materiały do życiorysu, in: D. Zydorek (ed.), Scriptura Custos 

Memoriae. Prace historyczne, Poznań 2001, 579–580. Poppe’s hypothesis is accepted by PAC in Kobiety w dynastii 

Piastów, op. cit., 493–495, 502. 

46
 PAC, Kobiety w dynastii Piastów, op. cit., 50: Innymi słowy, kobietę opuszczającą ród zastępowałaby tu 

symbolicznie, poprzez przejęcie jej imienia, kobieta do rodu wchodząca.  

47
 In Rus’ nephews were, however, sometimes named in honour of living uncles in two very specific situations: 

first, if a young orphaned nephew was placed under the protection of his uncle, or, second, if parents wished to 

stress the hereditary claims of a prince over his uncle, LITVINA and USPENSKIY, Vybor imeni ,71–110, 266, 452–

453.  
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canon and bishop of Havelsberg, Anselm (d. 1158). In 1136, he travelled to Constantinople as an 

envoy of the German Emperor Lothar III.
 48

  While in Constantinople, Anselm engaged in two 

public theological debates with Archbishop Niketas of Nikomedia, the confessor of the princess 

and historian Anna Komnenē.  

In the final section of Anselm’s literary retelling of this debate, called The Book of Antitheses 

(Antikeimenon; also known as The Dialogues) written down some fifteen years later, the German 

asked his Greek debating partner:  

As I understand it, your custom is that when a Greek wishes to marry a 

Latin wife, as happens frequently— especially among persons of 

imperial rank— first you anoint the woman with holy oil poured into a 

vessel, then you bathe her whole body with it. Finally when she has thus 

crossed over into your rite and law, you conclude her marriage. But I 

would like to know exactly why you do this, if in fact you do, for it 

seems some form of re-baptism.
49

  

                                                           
48

 Anselmi Havelbergensis Episcopi Dialogi, PL 188, 1139–1248,  English trans.: Anselm of Havelberg, 

Anticimenon : on the Unity of the Faith and the Controversies with the Greeks, trans. A. Criste and C.Neel, 

Collegeville, MN 2010, 208; discussed in THOMA, Namensänderungen, op. cit., 188; CHADWICK, East and west, 

op. cit., 228–232; J.T. LEES, Anselm of Havelberg: Deeds into Words in the Twelfth Century, Leiden 1998, 278–279; 

T. M. KOLBABA, On the Closing of the Churches and the Re-Baptism of Latins: Greek Perfidy or Latin Slander? 

in: BMGS 29.1, 2005, 43–46.  As there is no critical edition of Anselm’s text, the PL text represents the best 

available printed edition. 

49
 Anselm of Havelberg, Anticimenon, trans. Criste and Neel, 208.  Anselmi Havelbergensis Dialogi, PL 188, 1245–

1246: Sicut audito, consuetudo apud vos est, ut si quando Graecus uxorem Latinam ducere voluit, sicut plerumque 

fit, et sicut etiam inter personas Augustales saepe factum esse dinoscitur, quod prius oleo sanctificato in vase aliquo 

infuso eam perfunditis, et per totam corpus lavatis, et sic demum quasi in ritum et legem vestram transiens 

matrimonio copulatur; quod quare fiat, si tamen fit, oppido scire vellem: videtur einm quaedam forma esse 

rebaptizandi. 
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The detailed refutation of Anselm’s opponent, Archbishop Niketas, is worth citing here in 

full, because the Greek archbishop strongly denies that anointing is the same as re-baptism. He 

highlights the ways in which rituals can be misinterpreted by outside observers: 

If the Latins fully understood the rites of the Greeks they would not 

slander us so easily, nor be so easily scandalized concerning them. But it 

is no surprise that they judge incorrectly, since they do not know the 

truth about this rite. May we Greeks, orthodox in our faith, never accept 

that any Christian be baptized a second time in the name of the Holy 

Trinity! To do this or preach that it should be done is to fall into heresy. 

In truth, however, we do have certain rituals of purification by unction 

with sacred oil. When foreigners come to us— whether they are men or 

women wishing to pass over into our rite and our society— we anoint 

them with sacred oil because we do not know if they have earlier 

received the sacrament of unction. But by no means do we re-baptize 

those who we are aware have already been baptized, nor do we even 

anoint those who, we have no doubt, have already been anointed.
50

 

The debate thus ends in a positive message of ecumenism: Anselm acknowledges that his 

reproach of Greek custom was based on ignorance, and both Niketas and Anselm express the 

hope that a future church council will end the separation between the Greek and Latin churches. 
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 Anselm of Havelberg, Anticimenon, trans. Criste and Neel, 210.  Anselmi Havelbergensis Dialogi, PL 188, 1246–

1247 : Si Latini ritus Graecorum ex integro nossent, non tam facile eos calumniarentur, nec in eis tam facile 

scandalizarentur. Sed non est mirandum si de hoc non recte judicant, tametsi rectum sit quod ignorant. Absit autem 

ab orthodoxa Graecorum fide, ut quemquam Christianorum in invocatione hagiae Trinitatis baptizandum denuo 

rebaptizandum putemus, quoniam hoc facere, vel faciendum praedicare, est haereticum esse. Sane habemus 

quasdam purificationes in unctione sacri olei; et quando veniunt ad nos personae externae, viri seu mulieres, et 

transire cupiunt in nostrum ritum et in nostram societatem, oleo sacrato eos inungimus, quia si sacramentum 

unctionis prius baptizatos didicimus, nec eos quoque inugimus, quos prius unctos [… ].   
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The Book of Antitheses is a literary presentation of the debate of 1136, rather than an accurate 

transcript, complete with the “happy ending” of mutual reconciliation. Nonetheless it apparently 

contains genuine paraphrases of Greek theological reasoning.
 51

  The text gives us some insight 

on how medieval Latin-rite contemporary churchmen might have misunderstood the rituals 

surrounding the incorporation of a Latin-rite bride into the Orthodox Church, by seeing a re-

baptism where there was anointment. Nonetheless, these Latin sources do not tell us whether or 

not chrismation and/or renaming was the usual ritual by which a western-rite bride began her 

marriage to a Ryurikid prince.  

One way to see whether or not western-rite brides regularly were given new names taken 

from the Orthodox calendar of saints in Rus’ is to examine narrative sources concerning 

individual women who left their Latin Christian environment to marry Ryurikid princes. This 

approach is greatly hampered by the fact that up until the mid-twelfth century, Rus’ chronicles 

rarely name women by their personal names at all.
52

 With some important exceptions, such as 

the Byzantine princess Anna Porphyrogenita who married Vladimir Svyatoslavich in 988/989, 

foreign brides of Rus’ princes are referred to in native sources solely by their title as “princess” 

(knęgini, or knyaginya).
53

 For instance, on the donor portrait found in Svyatoslav Yaroslavich’s 

Miscellany (Izbornik) of 1073 (Moscow, State Historical Museum, Ms. Synod. 31-d, fol. 1v), 

Svyatoslav’s wife, the German noblewoman Oda of Stade, is simply labelled as “the princess” 
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 KOLBABA, Latin slander?, op. cit., 43–44 

52
 From the mid twelfth century on, internal marriage alliances among the branches of the Ryurikid dynasty became 

more frequent. Therefore, the chronicles mention women more often since they played a more important political 

role in these internal alliances, LITVINA and USPENSKIY, Vybor imeni, op. cit., 256–258 and 264; BOICHÉ, Imja 

et Name, op. cit., 225. 

53
 M. SMORĄG RÓŻYCKA, Bizantyńsko-ruskie miniatury Kodeksu Gertrudy: O kontekstach ideowych i 

artystycznych sztuki Rusi Kijowskiej XI wieku, Kraków 2003, 24–25. 
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while her husband and sons are mentioned by respective their personal names.
54

 When Rus’ 

chronicles mention the entry of foreign brides to Rus’ at all, they do so in a brief annalistic style 

without any commentary, giving no sense of the rituals that might have accompanied the 

marriage. For example, the twelfth-century Kyivan Chronicle gives only the following 

description of the marriage between a Polish princess and Vsevolod Davidovich, prince of 

Murom, in 1123/1124: “In that year a Polish woman was brought to Murom as [a wife for] 

Vsevolod Davidovich.”
55

 

 In fact, for the eleventh to thirteenth centuries, there are only six examples of Latin rite 

princesses who are said in secondary literature to have been renamed in Rus’: Estrid / Margaret 

(d. 1050s), Oda of Stade / Kilikiya (d. July 2, after 1076), Ingigerd / Irena (d. 1050), Gytha 

/Anna (d. 1107), Gertruda / Olisava (d. 1108?), and Kunegunda / Irena (d. 1140). Of these, 

source evidence for renaming is clearest only in the case of Ingigerd/Irene, but even in her case, 

this article would like to propose the possibility that she had a double name rather than being 

renamed and re-baptized.  

 Estrid/Margaret 

A scholium (note) added in the 1080s to Adam of Bremen’s History of the Archbishops 

of Hamburg-Bremen, begun a decade earlier, mentions that the King of Denmark and England, 
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 Izbornik Svyatoslava 1073 goda: Faksimilnoe izdanie, Moscow 1983, folia 1v-2r; M. DIMNIK, The Dynasty of 

Chernigov 1054–1146, Toronto 1994, 36–38 and idem, The Princesses of Chernigov, in: Mediaeval Studies 65, 

2003, 165; A. V. NAZARENKO, Drevnyaya Rus’ na mezhdunarodnykh putiakh: Mezhdistsiplinarnye ocherki 

kul’turnykh, torgovykh, politicheskikh svyazei IX–XII vekov, Moscow 2001, 516–519. 

55
Polnoe sobranie russkikh letopisey, II, s. a. 6632 (1123/1124), 288: Томъ же лѣтѣ. ведоша Ляховицю Мюрому. за 

Давыдовича. Bсеволода. 
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Knud the Great (d. 1035), “gave his sister Estrid in marriage to the son of the King of Rus’.”
56

 

Alexandr Nazarenko, who is followed in this view by Leontiy Voytovych, suggests that this 

unknown Rus’ prince could have been Prince Il’ya Yaroslavich of Novgorod (d. 1020), Yaroslav 

the Wise’s son by a mistress or by his first unknown wife (named Anna in seventeenth-century 

sources).
57

 The marriage lasted only proximately from 1019 to 1020, when Il’ia died and Estrid 

returned to Denmark to remarry. Despite the brevity and uniqueness of Adam of Bremen’s 

information, it has been taken seriously by scholars, since one of his informants was none other 

than King Sven Estridsen of Denmark (r. 1047–1074), Estrid’s own son through her subsequent 

marriage to the Danish jarl Ulf Thorgilsson (d. 1025).
58

 Danish sources, including Adam of 

Bremen himself, name Estrid interchangeably Estrid and Margaret.
59

 The custom of double-

names among the Danish elite in the eleventh century probably meant rather that Estrid was the 
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 Magister Adam Bremensis, Gesta Hammaburgensis Ecclesiae Pontificum, ed. W. Trillmich in: W. Trillmich, and 

R.  Buchner (eds.), Quellen des 9. und 11. Jahrhunderts zur Geschichte der Hamburgischen Kirche und des Reiches 

[…],Darmstadt 1968, 292: Knut sororem suam Estred filio regis de Ruzzia dedit in matrimonium. The note is only 

found in class “B” and “C” manuscripts, written at Bremen in the early 1080s, T. REUTER, Introduction to the 2002 

Edition, in: History of the Archbishops of Hamburg-Bremen, trans., intro, notes F. J. TSCHAN, New York 2002, xii.   
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NAZARENKO, Drevnyaya Rus’, op. cit., 478–492. For an alternative theory (that Estrid married Briachislav of 

Polotsk) see the discussion in USPENSKIY, Skandinavy, Variagy, Rus’, op. cit., n. 21, 56–58.  The First Novgorod 

Chronicle gives only the most brief summary of Il’ya Yaroslavich’s life: Novgorodskaya pervaya letopis’ in: A. N. 

Nasonov (ed.), Polnoe sobranie russkikh letopisey, 3: Novgorodskaia pervaya letopis’ starshego i mladshego 

izvodov, Moscow 2000, 161: И родися у Ярослава сынъ Илья, и посади в Новѣгородѣ, и умре. [And Ilya, a son, was born 

to Yaroslav and he was placed as a ruler over Novgorod and he died].  

58
 Adami Bremensis Gesta Pontificum, Trillmich (ed.), op. cit., 294; Adam of Bremen, History of the Archbishops, 

trans. Tschan, xxvii; S. KEYNES, Cnut’s Earls, in: The Reign of Cnut. King of England, Denmark and Norway, ed. 

A. R. Rumble, London 1994, 62–63.  

59
 Adam of Bremen uses Estrid’s Christian name “Margaret” when noting her second marriage to Duke Robert 

[mistakenly called Richard] of Normandy:  Adami Bremensis Gesta Pontificum, ed. Trillmich, 292: Chnud regnum 

Adelardi accepit uxoremque Immam nomine, quae fuit soror comitis Nortmannorum Richardi. Cui rex Danorum 
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eiusque Wolf sororem copulatam altero duci Gudvino. See also Adam of Bremen, History of the Archbishops, trans., 

Tschan, n. 189, 92. Ulf’s sister Gytha was married to Early Godwine of Wessex; KEYNES, Cnut’s Earls, op. cit., 

62–63.  
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lady’s pagan name and Margaret the name that she bore in baptism.
60

 Her brother, Knud, for 

example, had the second Christian name “Lambert” and her son Sven was also called 

“Magnus.”
61

  It is therefore likely that Estrid’s second name was not related to any renaming 

during the brief months she spent in Rus’ or to re-baptism following her marriage to Il’ya. 

Rather, the use of double-names together with intermarriage between the Ryurikids and 

Scandinavian elites at this time testifies to the close links between these dynasties that 

transcended newly-established confessional lines.  

Ingigerd/Irena 

With the exception of the twelfth-century History of Norway which erroneously names 

her “Margaret,” all Scandinavian sources, both Latin and vernacular, refer to the second wife of 

prince Yaroslav the Wise by the name of Ingigerd (d. 1050).
62

 Scholarly literature often suggests 

that this Swedish princess, the daughter of King Olof Skötkonung (d. c. 1024), was renamed 

“Irina” (“Irene”) in Rus’.
63

 This hypothesis is due primarily to one line in the Sermon on Law 

and Grace delivered before the family of Yaroslav the Wise in the late 1040s by the Rus’ monk 
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 Adam of Bremen, History of the Archbishops, trans., Tschan, n. 189, 92, THOMA, Namensänderungen, op. cit., 

39.  

61
 THOMA, Namensänderungen, op. cit., 36–39.  
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 C. PHELPSTEAD (ed., intro, notes), A History of Norway and the Passion and Miracles of the Blessed Ólafr, 

trans. D. Kunin, London 2001, 25: [….] Óláfr of Norway was then betrothed to the sister of Óláfr of Sweden, 
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Scandinavia and Russia (Rus’): Family Traditions and International Connections, in: Studia Anthroponomica 

Scandinavica 21, 2003: 35-36.  
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On “Irena” as Ingigerd’s baptismal name, see, for example, N. PUSHKAREVA, Women in Russian History: 
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Ilarion (Hilarion), who soon after became the first native Rus’ (i.e. non-Greek) metropolitan of 

Kyiv (r. 1051-1055).
64

 

Near the end of his sermon Ilarion addresses an oration of praise (enconium) to the 

deceased Prince Vladimir Svyatoslavich (d. 1015), who made Christianity the official religion of 

Rus’, adding the words, “Behold your devout daughter-in-law Irina!”
65

  Corroboration of 

Ingigerd’s connection to Saint Irene is also found in the entry of the Rus’ Primary Chronicle for 

the year 1037 which states that Yaroslav the Wise founded the monasteries of Saint George and 

Saint Irene in Kyiv.
66

 The monastery of Saint George was named after Yaroslav’s patron saint, 

while the monastery of Saint Irene is said to be consecrated to Ingigerd’s patron saint.
67

  

The use of the Sermon on Law and Grace to argue for the practice of re-baptising Latin 

Christian princesses is contradicted, however, by the fact that Ilarion’s sermon is generally 

positive toward Latin-rite Christianity. Ilarion’s sermon places Rus’ within the context of 
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 For the few known facts about Ilarion’s biography and the date of composition of his Sermon on Law and Grace, 

see J. FENNELL – A. STOKES (eds.), Early Russian Literature, London 1974, 41–42; PODSKALSKY, Literatur, 

op. cit., 84–87; S. FRANKLIN, “Introduction,” in S. FRANKLIN, trans, Sermons and Rhetoric of Kievan Rus’, 

Cambridge, MA 1991, xvii-xliv; text of the sermon translated into English on 3–29. There is no critical edition of 
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 English trans. in Franklin, Sermons and Rhetoric, 24; Ilarion, Slovo o zakoně i blagodati, ed. Müller, 125; Slovo o 
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 D. OSTROWSKI (ed.), The Povĕst’ vremenykh lĕt: An Interlinear Collation and Paradosis, Cambridge, MA 

2003, online version 2014, 1199–1200: http://hudce7.harvard.edu/~ostrowski/pvl/index.html (last retrieved May 4 

2018). The monasteries of Saint George and Irene were likely begun in 1049/1050 after the construction of the 

Cathedral of Saint Sophia in Novgorod was complete, A. POPPE, The Building of the Church of St Sophia in Kiev, 

in: Journal of Medieval History 7, 1981, 46; reprint. in A. POPPE, The Rise of Christian Russia, London 1982, IV 
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universal Christian salvific history, in which the age of grace has brought light to every nation, to 

Rome and Rus’ alike:  

Rome, with the voices of praise, praises Peter and Paul, for through Peter and Paul Rome came to believe 

in Jesus Christ, Son of God. Asia and Ephesus and Patmos praise John the Theologian. India praises 

Thomas, Egypt praises Mark: every land and every city and every nation honors and glorifies its teacher 

that taught it the Orthodox faith. We too, therefore, let us praise to the best of our strength […], 

Volodimer […]
68

     

The main conceit of the sermon, the antithesis of the age of Law (Judaism) with the age 

of Grace (Christianity), stresses the universality of the latter.
69

  As Wil van den Bercken has 

noted, here Rome is mentioned first in the list of nations, in “neutral-positive terms.”
70

  The 

sermon includes a western liturgical formula, further underlining how in Ilarion’s work there is 

no sense of confessional hostility.
71

  Ilarion’s words therefore certainly do not imply any distrust 

of the princess born into the Latin-rite or necessity for her re-baptism. 
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 English trans. in: Franklin, Sermons and Rhetoric, 17, Ilarion, Slovo o zakoně i blagodati, ed. Müller, 99–100; see 
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Russia, trans. J. Bowden, London 1999, 56. 
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 Ilarion exclaims, Христос побѣди! Христос одолѣ! Христос въцарися! Христос прославися, Ilarion, Slovo o zakoně i 

blagodati, ed. Müller, 106-107; Slovo o zakone  i blagodati, ed. Moldovan, 94;  English trans. in Sermons and 

Rhetoric, trans. Franklin, 20: Christ conquered, Christ overcame, Christ became king, Christ was glorified!  Ludolf 

Müller argues that this liturgical formula is taken partly from the words Christus vincit, Christus regnat, Christus 

imperat, used in the Carolingian Laudes regiae which was sung during French coronations, idem, Die Werke des 

Metropolitan Ilarion, Munich 1971, 80–86, esp. 85; FRANKLIN, Introduction, in Sermons and Rhetoric, trans. and 

notes Franklin, xliii; VAN DEN BERCKEN, Holy Russia, op. cit., 57; V. VODOFF, Naissance de la chrétienté 

russe : la conversion du prince Vladimir de Kiev (988) et ses conséquence (XIe–XIIIe siècles), Paris 1988, 325. 
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“Irene” could, however, have been part of Ingigerd’s double-name, the name which links 

her with her patron saint. One possibility is that this supplementary name was given to her during 

a ritual of anointment when she entered Rus’. This possibility is suggested by the fact that the 

sermon also refers to other Rus’ princes by their non-secular names: Vladimir Svyatoslavich is 

also referred to in Ilarion’s sermon by his baptismal name of “Vasilii” (Basil) and Ingigerd’s 

husband, Yaroslav, is called by his baptismal name of “Georgii” (George).
72

  These two pairs of 

princely names (Vladimir/Vasilii and Yaroslav/George) were thus used to refer to their bearers 

simultaneously: one name did not replace the other. If such had been the case, Ingigerd would 

have continued to be the Swedish princess’ secular name, while “Irene” could have been her 

Christian name.  

  It is also possible that Ingigerd had the second name “Irene” from childhood, while still 

in Sweden.
73

  Her own brother, Anund Jacob of Sweden, bore two names, as Adam of Bremen 

reported in the 1070s: “Anund […] received a second name of faith and grace, Jacob.”
74

  Once 

again, the practice of double-naming, common among newly converted elites, could explain the 

appearance of Ingigerd’s two names in the sources.  

Oda / Kilikiya 
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and faithfully proved by Georgij, your son; Ilarion, Slovo o zakoně i blagodati, ed. Müller, 121; ‘Slovo o zakone i 
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 According to Alexandr Nazarenko, the German noblewoman Oda of Stade (d. July 2
nd

, 

after 1076), who married the Rus’ prince Svyatoslav Yaroslavich (d. 1076) around 1072, was 

renamed “Kilikiya” (“Cecilia”) in Rus’.
75

 He based this hypothesis on the name of Svyatoslav’s 

wife as listed in the in a seventeenth-century necrology originating from the monastery of Saint 

Anthony in Lyubech (near Chernihiv in present-day Ukraine), which is believed to be based on 

earlier sources.
76

 By contrast, most scholars convincingly argue that Svyatoslav was twice 

married, once with Kilikiya and then with Oda, meaning that “Kilikiya” was not Oda’s Orthodox 

name in Rus’. A key piece of evidence supporting the hypothesis that Svyatoslav had two wives 

is the aforementioned donation miniature in Svyatoslav Yaroslavich’s Izbornik of 1073. 

Svyatoslav Yaroslavich stands to the very right of the image, holding a red codex, and offering it 

to Christ. To his left stands a woman labelled as “the princess” (кнѧгыне), with her arms around a 

little boy standing in front of her. Behind Svyatoslav are his four tall sons: three are visible while 

only the rounded fur cap of the fourth, standing behind the princess, can be seen. Each of them is 

carefully labelled:  Gleb, Oleg, David, Roman.
77

 The miniature suggests that Svyatoslav 

Yaroslavich was twice married because it clearly distinguishes between the adult sons and the 

little boy standing by his second wife.
78

 The little boy in the miniature, Oda of Stade’s son, can 

be identified with Yaroslav Svyatoslavich (d.
 
1129), who is mentioned in the Rus’ chronicles as 
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Svyatoslav’s youngest son, and with “Warteslaw”, who according to the Annales Stadenses was 

Oda’s only son by the Rus’ “king.”
79

 The necrology of Lyubech makes no mention of Oda’s son 

Yaroslav while it does mention his sons from his first wife. The necrology therefore seems to 

have been made before Svyatoslav’s second marriage took place.
80

 Consequently, the necrology 

of Lyubech cannot be used for evidence of Oda’s name change in Rus’ as it makes mention only 

of Svyatoslav’s first wife. 

Gytha/Anna 

Andrzej Poppe and Alexandr Nazarenko proposed that the Anglo-Saxon princess Gytha 

(d. 1107)
 
was renamed “Anna” after she became the wife of prince Vladimir Monomakh in circa 

1074.
81

 While Poppe does not explain his reasoning, Nazarenko sees evidence for this name 

change in a collection of miracle stories connected with an icon of Saint Nicholas, namely, The 

Miracle that our Father Among the Saints [Nicholas] of Myra in Lycia, the Wonder-worker and 

Archbishop, created in Novgorod the Great [....].
82

  The only manuscript copy of this narrative 

dates to the late seventeenth /early eighteenth century, written in a cursive hand, and formerly 

belonged to the Spaso-Prilutskiy Monastery in Vologda, Russia.
83
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This text describes the foundation of the church of Saint Nicholas in Novgorod by a non-

existent person, “the grand prince Mstislav Svyatoslavich, the grandson of Yaroslav 

Vladimirovich.”
84

 He was healed of an illness by a miraculous icon of Saint Nicholas which he 

placed in a new stone church in Novgorod dedicated to this saint, together with “his 

grandmother, the blessed princess Anna.”
85

 

The Mstislav who founded a church to Saint Nicholas in Novgorod in 1113 was not the 

non-existent Mstislav Svyatoslavich of this story, but rather Mstislav Vladimirovich, who died in 

1132.
86

 He was the son of Gytha and Vladimir Monomakh. The miracle-story has possibly 

confused Vladimir Monomakh with his father Vsevolod whose second wife (according to V. N. 

Tatishchev’s eighteenth-century history) was called Anna, or with the first wife of Yaroslav the 

Wise, who resided in Novgorod and who, according to fifteenth century sources, was also 

possibly called Anna.
87

 In light of the complete genealogical and chronological confusion of the 

Miracle Story, it is difficult to agree that this text can be used to argue that Gytha was given the 

additional Orthodox name of “Anna.”
88
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Gertruda/Olisava 

The fourth case study is that of the Polish princess, Gertruda who married Prince Izyaslav 

Yaroslavich. The date of this marriage is not clear from the sources: most scholars assume that it 

took place either in 1039 or 1043, at the same time that Gertruda’s brother Kazimierz married 

Maria Dobroniega, Izyaslav’s aunt.
89

 According to Valentin Yanin’s widely cited article, 

Gertruda was renamed “Olisava” in Rus’, a form of Elizabeth.
90

 Yanin based his evidence for 

Gertruda’s name-change on a graffito in the Kyivan Cathedral of Saint Sophia, which reads: 

“Lord, help thy servant Olisava, Princess of Rus’, Svyatopolk’s mother.”
91

  The Soviet scholar 

came to his conclusion based on the following premises. He assumed that a) “Svyatopolk” in the 

graffito must refer to Svyatopolk Izyaslavich (r. Kyiv 1093–1113), the son of Izyaslav 

Yaroslavich (r. Kyiv, intermittently, 1054–1078) and that b) Gertruda of Poland, the wife of 
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s”chii [‘Svyatopolchii’]; [Lord help your handmaiden, Olisava, the mother of Svyatopolk, the Rus’ princess. And I 

have written this, the son of Svyatopolk]”; YANIN, “Olisava-Gertruda,” op. cit.: 142–143. VYSOTSKIY disagrees 

with the way in which Yanin has interpreted the fifth line of the graffito, believing that that the phrase should be 

expanded as: A az dop[i]sal syny S”[vyatopol]chii [And I finished writing of the sons of Svyatopolk.], Drevnerusskie 

nadpisi, op. cit., 73–80. 
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Izyaslav, was therefore also Svyatopolk’s mother and the person who is mentioned in the 

graffito.  

Andrzej Poppe had initially rejected the identification of Gertruda with “Olisava.”
92

 

Later, however, according to his theory that foreign-born daughters-in-law in Rus’ were named 

after Rus’ princesses who married out of the dynasty, he made the claim that Gertruda was 

renamed “Olisava” (Elizabeth) by Yaroslav the Wise after Yaroslav’s daughter Elizabeth, who 

around 1044 recently left Rus’ to marry the Norwegian adventurer and king, Harald Hardrada (d. 

1066).
93

 Poppe saw confirmation of Gertruda’s adoption of the name “Olisava” in another 

graffito, a twelfth-century one again found in Kyiv’s Saint Sophia, which records the purchase of 

“Boiyan’s land” by Princess Maria (d. 1179), the widow of Prince Vsevolod Olgovich (d. 

1146).
94

  The transaction was witnessed by twelve priests, among them one called “Mikhail 

Elisavinich.”
95

 In Poppe’s opinion, this man was a priest who served the monastery of “Elisav,” 

which he interprets as meaning “Olisava’s monastery,” and considers it to be a monastery 

founded in Kyiv by Gertruda / Olisava.
96

 S. A. Vysotskiy, on the other hand, considers 
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reasonably that all twelve priests served the Cathedral of Saint Sophia, because the land 

transaction was witnessed and inscribed in Saint Sophia.
97

 

Yanin also claimed to furnish additional evidence that Gertruda had the second name 

“Olisava”: namely, a lead seal that depicts on the observe the bust of Saint Elizabeth holding a 

small cross and on the reverse the standing figure of the archangel Gabriel holding a scepter in 

his right hand and an orb in his left.
98

  Two exemplars of this seal have survived. According to 

Yanin, the first was found in Kyiv in 1909.
99

  In the body of his text, Yanin stated that the 

second exemplar came from “western Ukraine,” but in his appendix he gave the place and date 

of the same seal’s discovery as “unknown.”
100

   Perhaps on the basis of this geographic 

distribution Yanin hypothesized that the seal must have belonged to Gertruda who, at the time of 

her widowhood, was living with her son, Yaropolk Izyaslavich, in the western Rus’ cities of 

Volodymyr (Vladimir-in-Volhynia) and Turov between the years 1078 and 1086.
101

   

In order to support the connection of this seal to the person of Gertruda, Yanin was 

obliged to propose that “Gabriel” was Yaropolk’s Orthodox baptismal name, even though from 

other sources (Rus’, and Latin sources, as well as coinage) Yaropolk’s baptismal name is known 
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to have been Peter.
102

  Yanin tried to solve this discrepancy by arguing that Yaropolk only 

received the name “Peter” in Catholic baptism, while in exile in 1073–1077, and then reverted to 

using the name “Gabriel” in Rus’.
103

  This solution is not possible, however, because re-baptism 

of eastern-rite Christians was not practiced in the western canon law since the fifth century. 

Moreover, as Anna Litvina and Fiodor Uspenskii suggest, Yaropolk could have been 

given the baptismal name “Peter” at birth in Rus’ in order to link him genealogically with the 

previous Rus’ prince who had intermarried with the Polish Piast house:  Yaropolk Izyaslavich 

was the grand-nephew of Svyatopolk-Peter “the Accursed” (d. c. after 1019), who had married a 

daughter of King Bolesław I the Brave of Poland.
104

 The choice of “Peter” as a baptismal name 

at birth might also have been given to Yaropolk to celebrate his maternal kin. This hypothesis is 

suggested by the fact that one of Yaropolk-Peter’s maternal uncles, Herman, was Archbishop of 

Cologne, and the Cathedral of Cologne was (and is to this day) dedicated to Saint Peter.
105

 

Likewise, the female monasteries of Vilich and Dietkirchen, where Gertruda’s aunt Mathilda was 

abbess and where Gertruda may have spent part of her childhood, were also dedicated to Saint 

Peter.
106

 In other words, as Ildar Garipzanov writes, the choice of “Peter” as the baptismal name 

of Prince Yaropolk Izyaslavich was “the result of a compromise. Saint Peter, who was venerated 
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in both western and eastern churches, must have been a good choice for both parents.”
107

 It is 

therefore unlikely that Yaropolk had the third name “Gabriel.”  

The most important biographical source on Gertruda’s life, her personal prayer-book, the 

Codex Gertrudianus (also known as the Psalterium Egberti after its first owner, Archbishop 

Egbert of Trier, r. 977– 993), does not provide any corroboration for the hypothesis that Gertruda 

was renamed “Olisava” in Rus’.
108

 This still-extant manuscript includes prayers which Gertruda 

commissioned over the late eleventh to early twelfth centuries and five miniatures made at her 

orders, probably from a Kyivan scriptorium.
109

  It is significant that the prayer-book gives her 

son Yaropolk the baptismal name of Peter, not Gabriel, and that Gertruda twice in this text refers 

to Yaropolk as “my only son” (unicus filius meus), suggesting that Svyatopolk was not her 

son.
110

  Moreover, Saint Elizabeth does not appear in the Codex Gertrudianus either in the 

miniatures or as an addressee of Gertruda’s prayers, as one would expect if she were Gertruda’s 

patron-saint and baptismal namesake. 
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On the basis of one listing in the eleventh-century calendar of the Codex Gertrudianus 

and three prayers in this same prayer-book addressed to Saint Helena, mother of Constantine, 

Nazarenko has proposed the alternative suggestion that Gertruda could have been renamed 

“Helena” (or “Elena”) in Rus’ (without, however, accepting any need for re-baptism).
111

  The 

strongest argument in favour of this view is the fact that, in the calendar in the Codex, the feast 

of Saint Helena is recorded on May twenty-first (folio 3r), following Orthodox practice, rather 

than August eighteenth, according to western practice, suggesting that Helena might have had 

some special significance for Gertruda, the commissioner of the Codex.
112

  While intriguing, 

there is still no direct evidence to confirm this thesis.  Other scholars suggest the solution that 

“Gertruda/Olisava (Elizabeth)” might have been the princess’ original double-name while still in 

Poland, since the Polish Piast dynasty also employed double-names.  This hypothesis also seems 

doubtful, however: a double-name, such as the saints’ names “Helena” or “Olisava/Elizabeth,” 

would only be used if a birth name was Slavic and of purely pagan origin. “Gertruda”, however, 

is not a pagan Slavic name, but a saint’s name: the Polish princess was likely named after Saint 

Gertrude (d. 659), whose cult centre was in Nivelles where Gertruda’s maternal aunt, Adelaide, 

was abbess.  Therefore, there was no need for her to employ a second saint’s name.
113

  

Another solution to the problem of Olisava’s identity is the suggestion that she was a 

different person from Gertruda and that, consequently, Svyatopolk Izyaslavich was Prince 
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Izyaslav’s son by another woman. Svyatopolk was born in 1049/1050, according to the brief 

entry in the First Novgorod Chronicle.
114

  If Gertruda married Izyaslav in 1039 and the prayer-

book which she commissioned is dated to the late 1070s–1080s, she was obviously still alive 

when Svyatopolk was born in 1049/1050. 

Karol Górski has tried to resolve this problem by suggesting that Izyaslav Yaroslavich 

was twice married: once in 1039 with a princess called Olisava of unknown origin who gave him 

his son Svyatopolk and his son Mstislav, who died as a child, and a second time around 1050 

with Gertruda.
115

  Not only would this solution explain why Gertruda refers to Yaropolk as “her 

only son”, but also it would explain why, after her husband’s death in 1078, she is next recorded 

in Rus’ chronicles as living at the court of her son Yaropolk, rather than with Svyatopolk.
116

  

Yaropolk’s and Mstislav’s birth-dates are not recorded in the Rus’ chronicles, however, and 

therefore it is not possible to ascertain whether or not they were older or younger than 

Svyatopolk.
117

  The exact genealogy of Izyaslav Yaroslavich’s family thus remains uncertain. 

Nonetheless, the claims that Gertruda was renamed “Olisava” and thus perhaps re-baptized 

remain also doubtful because it is not certain that these two women were one and the same. 
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Kunegunda/Irena 

The final case study is that of Gertruda’s daughter-in-law, Kunegunda, who married 

Gertruda’s son, Yaropolk Izyaslavich.
118

 Kunegunda was allegedly renamed “Irene” in Rus’.
119

 

In Poppe’s opinion, Kunegunda was renamed after Yaroslav the Wise’s wife, Ingigerd-Irena.
120

 

Only German chronicles record information on the life of Kunegunda, who was the daughter of 

Otto of Orlanmünde and of Meissen (d. 1067) and of Adele of Liège, as well as the stepdaughter 

of Adele’s second husband, Margrave Dedi of Meissen (d. 1075).
121

 The Annalista Saxo states 

that “Kunegunda married a king of the Rus’[…].”
122

 Because the family of Izyaslav Yaroslavich 

was hosted by Margrave Dedi in 1074 after they were exiled from Kyiv, most scholars have 

identified this “king of the Rus’” with Izyaslav’s son, Yaropolk.
123

 

Evidence for Kunegunda’s name-change to “Irene,” however, is not based on written 

evidence, but rather is hypothesized on the basis of two miniatures in the aforementioned 

personal prayer-book belonging to her Polish mother-in-law Gertruda, the Codex Gertrudianus. 

The first of these “Gertrudian” miniatures of the manuscript, made sometime between 1078 and 
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1086/1087, found on folio 5v, depicts three persons in rich robes at the feet of a gigantic Saint 

Peter: a prince who is labeled in Greek and Cyrillic as “the righteous Yaropolk” (Ὁ ΔΙΚ[ΑΙ]ΟΣ  

ꙖΡΟΠЪΛΚ), Gertruda at Saint Peter’s feet, who is labeled in Greek and Cyrillic letters as “the 

mother of Yaropolk” (Μ[Η]Τ[Η]Ρ ꙖΡΟΠЪ[ЧА]), and to the far right of the composition, an 

unnamed female figure standing beside Yaropolk.
124

   

On folio 10v of the same manuscript, Christ is depicted enthroned in Majesty, crowning a 

man and a woman in heaven.  The man is wearing almost the exact same costume as Yaropolk 

on folio 5v and is introduced to Christ by Saint Peter. The woman with Yaropolk is again not 

labeled, but she is being introduced to Christ by Saint Irene, who is identified by a Greek titulus, 

and who is wearing the same blue robe as the unnamed figure on folio 10v.
125

   Thus, the 

unnamed women on folia 5v and 10v are frequently assumed to be Yaropolk’s wife Kunegunda, 

who (on the basis of the miniature on folio 10v) is said to have taken the name “Irene” in 

Rus’.
126

 Yanin also identifies lead seals inscribed with the image of Saint Irene as belonging to 

Yaropolk’s wife on the basis of the identification of Kunegunda and Saint Irene in these two 

miniatures.
127

  

The relationship between the unnamed woman on folio 5v and Saint Irene on folio 10v is 

not at all clear, however, and their identities are not absolutely certain.  The figure in the 
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miniature on folio 10v resembles Yaropolk’s mother Gertruda on folio 5v, not his wife. Both 

Gertruda and the woman wear a similar head covering and red dress.  

Moreover, the figure said to be Saint Irene does not hold the attributes usually associated 

with the Thessalonikan martyr-saint of this name, a cross or martyr’s palm. Instead, she wears an 

imperial costume with its characteristic shield-shaped piece of fabric, the empress’s loros, 

suggesting perhaps that she should be identified as the iconophile Empress Irene the Athenian (r. 

797-802).
128

   

Nazar Kozak has even suggested that the proximity of the unnamed female figure in folio 

5v to Yaropolk’s titulus “dikaios,” “the righteous,” and Yaropolk’s gesture of prayer with arms 

uplifted, marks her as an allegorical representation of the hope of his prayer, a representation of 

righteousness.
129

   Virtues in Byzantine art are often personified as courtly ladies.  For example, 

the figures of Mercy (ἐλεημοςύνη) and Righteousness (δικαιοσύνη) appears thus personified next 

to Christ in a near-contemporary Byzantine Gospel-book (Vat. Urb. Gr. 2, folio 19v). 
130

  A 

contemporary collection of the homilies of Saint John Chrysostom made in Byzantium in the 

years 1078 –1081 similarly depicts Emperor Nikephoros III Botaniates flanked by female 

representations of Truth (ἈΛΗΘΕΑ) and, again, Righteousness (ΔΙΚΑΙΟΣΥΝΗ) (BNF, Coislin 

79, folio 2r).
131
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In sum, the visual evidence from the two miniatures on folia 5v and 10v is not 

sufficiently clear to postulate a direct link between Kunegunda and the baptismal name “Irene” 

to go farther and suggest, as Poppe has, that she was named after the baptismal name of the 

Swedish princess Ingigerd. The finds of seals attributed to Kunegunda are not independent 

witnesses to her name-change since their connections to Kunegunda are made solely on the link 

between the anonymous woman and Saint Irene in the miniatures of the Codex Gertrudianus. 

Renaming of Western-Rite Women in Rus’: General Conclusions 

Lack of narrative sources greatly hampers the ability of scholars to determine whether or 

not western-rite women were renamed upon their marriage into the Ryurikid dynasty and, if so, 

what the reason was for this renaming. Indeed, not a single medieval Rus’, Latin, or 

Scandinavian narrative source directly states that any princess marrying into the Ryurikid 

dynasty had to be renamed or describes this process. An argument from silence is always 

methodologically dangerous, but it is noteworthy that the argument for re-baptism of western-rite 

brides is also made ex silentio. Only Latin sources directly state that western princesses were re-

baptized when they came to Rus’. These Latin sources could have been based on secondhand 

information or on an inadvertent misunderstanding of the Orthodox rite of chrismation.  

The similarity of the eastern rite of anointing (chrismation) to re-baptism was noted by 

Anselm of Havelberg in the twelfth century, and it could have given rise to Latin accusations that 

the Rus’ practiced re-baptism of Latin Christians. Anointing did not mandate renaming, but as a 

replacement for, or perhaps more likely in addition to, her secular name, a bride in Rus’ could 

have received the name of a saint who appeared in the Byzantine church calendar. As such, she 

also received a recognized protector in heaven, whose feast-day was celebrated in Rus’ churches, 



39 
 

and whose veneration was sanctioned by Orthodox clergy. Certainly, the rituals of anointing and 

renaming could serve the same social function as baptism: to incorporate better a bride into the 

ecclesiastical and cultural world of her husband by helping to erasing her “foreignness.” With a 

name that fit into the onomastic customs of the Ryurikids, the new bride became a full-fledged 

member of the clan. 

Although anointing with myron and renaming of Latin brides could have occurred 

occasionally in Rus’, there is little evidence of re-baptism in the pre-Mongol period. Indeed, it is 

surprisingly difficult to find concrete examples linking a specific bride with re-baptism. Scanty 

sources may be to blame, but the possibility that renaming did not always occur (and therefore 

that re-baptism definitively did not take place) should also be considered. The widespread use of 

double-names or of two variants of the same name, which spanned the western-rite / eastern-rite 

divide, could also be responsible for a woman appearing in the sources with more than one name. 

The use of such double-names also suggests the intriguing possibility of simultaneously held 

social identities: one name that identified a person in relation to the community of patron saints, 

the other, a name that identified them with a given kin group, perhaps including maternal 

relatives. Further research should consider whether name change as a regular occurrence at royal 

marriages also reflects the cultural adoption of Byzantine practices first by the Muscovite court, 

later continued in the imperial period.
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