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Abstract: During the latter half of the thirteenth and the early half of the fourteenth
centuries, a series of conflicts emerged between the Nemanji¢ rulers and their Hungarian
neighbors. This article offers a new perspective on the origins of these conflicts, which, as recent
research suggests, began in late 1265 — early 1266 when King Uros I attacked Further
Srem/Szerém (Macva/Macsé). The article argues that the conflicts arose from a dynastic dispute
over the land of Further Srem, which was the patrimony of Queen Jelena, the royal consort of
Uros I and daughter of John Angelos, the lord of Srem.
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During the latter half of the thirteenth and the early half of the fourteenth centuries, a
series of conflicts occurred between the Nemanji¢ rulers and the Hungarian kings of the Arpad
and Anjou dynasties. The prize at stake was control of the Further Srem/Szerém (Syrmia
Ulterior) or Ma¢va/Macso region (the latter name stemming from the namesake fortress of an
unknown location), an area located on the right bank of the Sava River that included modern-
day Maéva and Belgrade.! Despite the wealth of information on the chronology and events of
these conflicts derived from research in Serbian and Hungarian historiography, their underlying
reasons remain unsolved. This paper aims to highlight the hitherto unnoticed causes of this
conflicts and outline a fresh perspective on this chapter of Serbian-Hungarian relations during
the Middle Ages.

A very brief overview of the different stages and main protagonists of the conflicts
needs to be provided here. Their initial phase began with the sudden attack of King Uros I (1243—
1276) on Macva in late 1265 — early 1266 (in older literature, it was usually dated in 1268). The
attack turned into a disaster and Uros I was defeated and captured by the army sent by Hungarian
king Béla 1V (1235-1270).2 Soon after Uro§'s defeat, his son Stefan Dragutin (1276-1282) was

* The paper originated from the author's presentation given at the conference “The Eternal Circle:
Neighbors, Allies and/or Rivals — Serbian-Hungarian Relations in the Middle Ages (895-1541)”, organized
by the Institute of History, Belgrade and Institute of History of the Hungarian research network, on June 2—
3, 2022 in Belgrade.

1 On the regions of Nearer Srem (Syrmia Citerior, modern Srem/Szerém) and Further Srem (Syrmia Ulte-
rior, modern Macva/Macsd), their names in the sources and their territorial extent, see: Dini¢ 1978, 270—
292; Misi¢ 1997, 140-141; Cirkovi¢ 2008, 3-20; Pfeiffer 2017, 125-138; Ternovacz 2017, 227-240; Font
2020, 317-320.

2 Dini¢ 1948, 30-36; Zsoldos 2007, 112-113; Gal 2013, 481-483; Bubalo 2016, 196-198. In particular, for
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married to Hungarian princess Catherine, daughter of Duke Stephen (future King Stephen V)
and granddaughter of Béla IV.% Several years later, counting on Hungarian support, Dragutin
rose against his father. The old Serbian king was overthrown in 1276, and a year later he died as
a monk.* However, in 1282, Dragutin was also forced to relinquish the throne to his younger
brother Stefan Uro$ II Milutin (1282-1321) and accept a territorial division of the Nemanji¢
lands. He kept the northern parts of the kingdom, including the areas in the valley of Western
Morava with Rudnik.® In the latter half of 1284, Dragutin was granted Macva, together with
Usora and Soli in northeastern Bosnia, by his brother-in-law, King Ladislaus IV (1272-1290).°
By merging the northern Serbian and southern Hungarian lands, a new state was created under
Dragutin’s rule that united two traditions and two systems of government. The situation persisted
until 1316 when the conflict resurfaced upon Dragutin's death. Milutin’s attempt to disinherit
Dragutin’s successor Stefan Vladislav II and take control of the disputed lands led to a war with
the first Angevin king of Hungary, Charles Robert (1308-1342). The ambitions of Milutin were
ultimately extinguished with his death in 1321.” His son Stefan Decanski (1321-1331) and
grandson Stefan Dusan (1331-1355) were also engaged in a series of clashes with Charles
Robert and his son Louis the Great (1342-1382), which lasted until the middle of the fourteenth
century.8

Evidently, the so-called Serbian-Hungarian conflicts over Further Srem or Mac¢va were
a complex and protracted struggle. It would be a misconception to view it as a simple clash over
the border territory that changed hands based on situational circumstances. Quite the contrary,
the underlying cause of this prolonged struggle was rooted in much deeper concerns, related to
particular inheritance rights and family matters, which will be explored in greater depth in the
following pages.

* * %

To understand the nature of the conflicts, we need to go back to the mid-thirteenth
century. Around 1250, King Uro$ I of the Nemanji¢ dynasty married Jelena, whose origin was
only circumstantially attested in narrative sources.® While Serbian Archbishop Danilo 11 and his
anonymous continuator referred vaguely to her imperial and Frankish origin,'® modern specu-
lations attributed to her an “Anjou” connection due to the documentary evidence of her kinship

the chronology of the attack see: Komatina 2021b, 73-96.

% The marriage is attested in numerous Serbian, Hungarian, Western and Byzantine sources. See: Danilo,
13; Pachyméres, 450-451; Anonimov opis, 125; Brocardus, 436; Chronicon Posoniense, 46. Its earliest
record is in the peace agreement concluded in 1271 between Stephen V and Ottokar 11 of Bohemia, Vetera
monumenta, 1, 303, no. 530. See also: Gal 2013, 483-485.

4 Danilo, 17-21; Bubalo 2016, 210; Komatina 2021a, 269-278.

5 Dini¢ 1955, 49-56; Dini¢ 1978, 123-147; Puri¢ 1991, 169-197.

6 The transfer of power took place after June 11, 1284, when Elizabeth the Cuman was mentioned for the
last time as the duchess of Ma¢va and Bosnia, Hazai okméanytér, VII1, no. 189. According to Archbishop
Danilo 1, Dragutin was already invested in the new possessions before autumn 1284, Danilo, 113. For the
date see: Uzelac 2015, 205.

7 Cirkovi¢ 1981, 38-42; Engel 1988, 114-116, 127; Cirkovié¢ 2008, 12—13; Stankovié¢ 2012, 131-132;
Kirsti¢ 2016, 47-49.

8 Cirkovié 1981, 42-45; Cirkovié, 2008, 14; Steti¢ 2018, 33-37.

9 The exact date of the marriage is not attested in the sources, but it is generally accepted to have taken place
around 1250. However, some historians have proposed an earlier date of around 1248, Komatina 2021a,
133-134.

10 Danilo, 8, 58. No other contemporary narrative source deals with her origin. For sixteenth-century sour-
ces, variously describing her origin as French or Hungarian, see Uzelac 2021, 188.
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with the Angevins of southern Italy. However, research by Gordon McDaniel proposed four
decades ago but overlooked by Serbian historiography until recently, has convincingly solved
the enigma surrounding Jelena’s origin. She was the daughter of John Angelos, lord of Srem,
and Mathilda de Courtenay, countess of PoZega/Pozsega in Slavonia, as confirmed by informa-
tion from the Papal registers related to Jelena's sister Maria and her marriage to Anselm 1l de
Cayeux, a dignitary of the Latin Empire of Constantinople in 1253.%* John Angelos, father of
Jelena and Maria, was an offspring of the marriage between Byzantine emperor Isaac 11 Angelos
(1185-1195) and Margaret of Hungary, daughter of King Béla 111 (1172-1195). Thus, via her
father, Jelena claimed Byzantine imperial and Hungarian royal lineage. Through her mother
Mathilda, she was related to the family of Courtenay, a younger branch of the Capetian dynasty,
which ruled the Latin Empire of Constantinople. Her maternal grandmother Margaret of Namur
was a sister of Latin Emperor Baldwin 11 (1227-1261). In this way, Jelena was also a distant
relative of the Angevin kings in Southern Italy, who belonged to another side branch of the
Capetians.

Jelena’s origin is of utmost importance in order to understand future developments
related to the Further Srem or Macva. She brought considerable family prestige, and the union
was undoubtedly desirable to King Uro§ I. Moreover, her father John Angelos was the lord of
Srem, attested in such capacity between 1235 and 1242.2 He inherited the land from his mother
Margaret of Hungary. Both Nearer (modern Srem) and Further Srem constituted the so-called
“Margaret’s dowry,” attested in the papal documents from the 1220s. However, there was a
difference between the status of the two territories. Nearer Srem was an integral part of Hungary,
while Further Srem was conquered by Béla I11 in the late twelfth century from Byzantium before
it became part of the above-mentioned dowry and Margaret’s possession.* Nonetheless, Nearer
and Further Srem shared the same destiny when John Angelos passed away (after 1242, and
certainly before 1250, when his wife is mentioned in a document as a widow).'* In a document
from 1253, a royal chancellor, archbishop Benedict (Benedek) Il of Kalocsa, is attested as a
governor of the “whole Srem” — Nearer and Further, in the king’s name.?® It was only a tempo-
rary solution, and Béla IV had granted the southern part of the region to his son-in-law, Rostislav
Mikhailovich, who is mentioned in 1254 for the first time as ‘dominus de Machou’ 18

John Angelos did not have sons who could be his successors. The king was therefore
entitled to take back the land of Nearer Srem.?” However, the peculiar position of the Further
Srem, which was part of Margaret's dowry but not the Hungarian lands in a strict sense, indicates

11 McDaniel 1982, 43-50. See also: Stankovié 2012, 52-54; Bacsatyai 2017, 246-249; Uzelac 2021, 187—
206 (with the genealogical tree on p. 202); Komatina 2021a, 118-129. On Jelena’s mother Mathilda see
also: van Tricht 2020, 62—64.

12 See the list of documents in: Hardi 2017, 125, n. 139

13 The difference in the legal status between Nearer and Further Srem is clearly expressed in the letter of
Pope Gregory 1X (1227-1241) from 1229, where it is stated that Margaret ‘acquisivit quandam terram, que
appellatur ulterior Sirmia ratione cuiusdam partis Ungarie, que Citerior Sirmia nuncupatur ac ad nutum et
dispositionem prefato regis sororis regitur terra predicta’, Vetera monumenta, I, 88-89, no. 159. The
question of the territorial limit of Margaret’s dowry was discussed in Serbian historiography on several
occasions: Ferjanci¢ 1994, 49-58; Cirkovi¢ 2008, 4-5; Hardi 2009, 67—68; Hardi 2017, 130-134; Komatina
2018, 153-157.

14 Regesta, 1/2, 281, no. 927: ‘litteras nobilis domine relicte domini Johannis, comitisse de Posoga’. See
also: McDaniel 1982, 44-45; Weisz 2009, 34; Hardi 2017, 129-130.

15 Codex diplomaticus, 1V, 540, no. 469: ‘per totam Sirmiam non solum honore comitatus, sed etiam vice
et auctoritate nostra ex delegatione nostra fungebatur’. See also: Weisz 2009, 34; Font 2020, 320.

16 Regesta, 1/2, 313, no. 1011; Hardi 2009, 70-72; Hardi 2019, 91-95; Font 2020, 313.

17 On inheritance laws and practices in Medieval Hungary see: Rady 2000, 22-27, 97-107.
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that its acquisition by the Crown constituted an usurpation, or at least could be looked upon as
such. At the time, it was not a particular problem as there was no one to dispute this course of
action. John's younger half-brother William (Gyletus?), who stemmed from another Margaret's
marriage, died in April 1242 in Trogir/Trau during the Mongol invasion.'® John's widow
Mathilda received the town (or county) of PoZega, probably as her dower and compensation,®
while their two daughters Jelena and Maria were in all likelihood still children at the time when
they lost their inheritance. Their marriages, which took place in a short time span during the mid—
13th century, likely served the ambitions of King Béla IV to extend Hungarian influence in
Southeast Europe.?’ However, Jelena's marriage with Uro$ I also brought unintended consequen-
ces. She entered the union without a dowry, but, as the oldest daughter of John Angelos, she still
had claims to the land of Further Srem, which soon became the source of discord between the
Nemanji¢ and Arpad dynasties

This is an important circumstance that was previously unknown in older studies and
overlooked in newer ones. Namely, historians have struggled to explain why Uros$ I attacked
Magva, sometimes admitting that the cause of the attack is unknown,? but also interpreting it as
either his desire to break away from the patronage of Béla IV, or as a simple conquest effort.
However, these interpretations are not quite consistent with the amicable relations between the
Serbian king and the Hungarian court in previous years. In 1260, Serbian detachments seem to
have participated on the side of the Hungarians in the battle of Kressenbrunn, fought against the
Bohemian king.?* Four years later, Uro$ I was personally present at the wedding of King Béla’s
namesake youngest son in Vienna.?® The additional problem is that the sources, limited to
Hungarian royal charters, do not provide any concrete details about the motives of Uro$ I for the
attack on Macva, except that he acted in “arrogance” (superbia) when he first “had separated
himself from the king’s jurisdiction” and later “devastated the kingdom's borders”.? Certainly,
the attack took place under relatively favorable political circumstances for such an action. Rosti-
slav, appointed lord of Mac¢va by King Béla IV, had passed away (before mid—1264),%” and at
the time the region was being ruled by his widow Anna on behalf of their minor son Béla
Rostislavich. Additionally, King Béla IV was overburdened with internal issues, and his position
was weakened after a short civil war against his son Duke Stephen of Transylvania, marked by
his defeat at the Battle of Isaszeg in 1265.28 However, the weakness of local government in
Magcva and internal dissensions within the Hungarian kingdom may only explain the aggressive

18 Lucio, 43. William is presumably the same person as ‘Gyletus dux Sirmii’, mentioned in a later copy of
a charter from 1233, see Rokai 1983, 121-127; Hardi 2017, 123-124.

19 yan Tricht 2020, 62.

20 |t is also proposed that the marriage of Jelena to the Serbian ruler took place under the auspices of Rosti-
slav Mikhailovich: Bacsatyai 2007, 256.

21 Bubalo 2016, 196.

22 Gal 2013, 482.

2 Cirkovié 2008, 5; Kadar 2009, 420.

24 Annales Otakariani, 184-185; Uzelac 2014, 12; Komatina 2021a, 216-217.

25 Reimchronik, 106, vv. 8063-8067, mentions the presence of the ‘kunic von Sirvie’, at the wedding cere-
mony, undoubtedly Uros 1. See also: Gavrilovi¢ 2018, 11-12; Font 2020, 316-317; Komatina 2021a, 218
219.

26 Hazai okmanytar, V111, 96, no. 76: ‘Quod cum Vros rex Servie in superbiam elevatus: se non solummodo
a iurisdiccione nostra retraxisset, imo ausu ductus temerario confinia regni nostri per suas depredaciones
devastasset, damna quamplurima committendo...” The attack of King Uros I on Ma¢va is mentioned in four
other royal charters, Dini¢ 1948, 31; Komatina 2021b, 79-86.

27 Hardi 2019, 117-120.

28 Zsoldos 2007, 136-137; Komatina 2021b, 87-88.
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course of action undertaken by Uro$ I, but not his primary motivation, which should be sought
elsewhere.

This is a convenient place to return once again to Jelena’s origin and her marriage with
Uros 1. As stated before, Jelena was the granddaughter of Margaret of Hungary and daughter of
John Angelos, lord of Srem, but was deprived of her patrimony by the will of Béla IV. Neverthe-
less, she retained her claims to Further Srem or Macva, and these claims were inherited by her
sons with Uros I. At the time of the Serbian attack on Macva, the oldest son of Uro$ I and Jelena,
Stefan Dragutin, reached the age of maturity according to medieval standards (he was approxi-
mately 14 years old).?® This is another circumstance that needs to be taken into account. There-
fore, it may be supposed that the death of Rostislav, the transfer of power in Macva to his undera-
ge son Béla, and internal dissensions in the Kingdom of Hungary prompted Uro$ I to undertake
action, aiming to assert the rights, possibly not of Queen Jelena, but rather of their son Stefan
Dragutin. Such an interpretation could not be either confirmed or rejected on the basis of the
scanty documentary sources, but it can be corroborated by the later events to which we will turn
our attention below.

As stated earlier, despite his efforts, the campaign undertaken by Uro$ I ended in
failure. The army sent by King Béla IV to defend the possessions of his namesake grandson
succeeded in defeating and capturing Uro$ 1. The capture of the unnamed son-in-law of the
Serbian king, the royal banner, and a religious relic believed to be a piece of the Holy Cross that
Uro$ had carried with him on the campaign aggravated this defeat. Béla IV exhibited the spoils
of war at his court to impress the foreign ambassadors, his daughters, and sons-in-law present on
the occasion. Uro$ I was soon released from captivity. A marriage was arranged between King
Béla’s granddaughter and Duke Stephen’s daughter Catherine, and Dragutin, son of Uros I and
Jelena. Dragutin was to be instituted as the young king in Serbian lands, following the Hungarian
model of the royal government and division of power. As a side note and a curiosity, Dragutin
and Catherine were third cousins — Hungarian King Béla 11l was their great-great-grandfather
(see the genealogical tree in this paper) — but it was not an obstacle to their union, neither
according to Roman Catholic nor Orthodox canons. In this way, the crisis was solved by military
and political means undertaken by the Hungarian crown, at least for the time being.

* % %

Béla Rostislavich, whose possessions were successfully defended against the aggre-
ssion of King Uros I thanks to the timely intervention of the army of his grandfather, did not rule
Macva for long. In late 1272, he was brutally murdered by Henry of K&szeg from the kindred
Héder on Margitsziget (Margaret Island).*® Following his demise, the land of Macva was
controlled by various royal officials (bans) who were consecutively appointed by the Hungarian
government (between 1272 and 1279) and by the Queen-mother Elizabeth the Cuman (between
1280 and 1284).3! However, in late 1284, an unexpected turn of events took place, when King
Ladislaus IV of Hungary, son of Stephen V, bestowed Macva and Belgrade, along with the
regions of Usora and Soli in northeastern Bosnia, upon Stefan Dragutin.

Undoubtedly, the investment of Dragutin into the new possessions was driven by politi-
cal and strategic considerations, serving to bolster Hungary's southern border and continue

29 The year of Dragutin’s birth is not attested in the sources. However, it is certain that his younger brother
Milutin was born in 1253 or 1254, Komatina 2021a, 135-136. Therefore, Dragutin was certainly born
before 1253.

30 Hermanni Annales, 407; Kadar 2009, 411-429; Font 2020, 324.

31 Hardi 2009, 74-77; Ternovacz 2017, 235-236.
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Arpédian policies in the region. Namely, Dragutin was soon engaged in the war with his eastern
neighbors, the independent lords of the BraniGevo region, half-brothers Dorman and Kudelin,
who were of mixed Cuman and Bulgarian origin and had previously renounced Hungarian
overlordship. The lords of Branicevo relied on the Tatars in Wallachian plains, ruled by Nogai,
ruler of the western domains of the Golden Horde, while Dragutin counted on the support of his
brother Milutin and the Hungarian crown. The war ultimately escalated, with Dragutin's lands
being overrun by the Cuman and Tatar mercenaries serving the lords of Brani¢evo. However, in
1292, Dorman and Kudelin were defeated by joined Serbian and Hungarian forces and Dragutin
added the land of Branigevo to his holdings.3?

Besides political concerns, other factors also played a considerable role in Ladislaus
IV's decision to invest Dragutin in the new possessions. It needs to be borne in mind that Dragutin
was not only the brother-in-law of the Hungarian king, but also an heir to Further Srem through
his maternal lineage, being a grandson of John Angelos. In this way, Dragutin's state that
emerged in 1284 comprised two parts with different traditions and legal foundations: the
northern Nemanji¢ lands, which were his patrimony, and the southern Hungarian lands (Macva
and Belgrade), which he claimed through his mother and maternal grandfather.

Serbian Archbishop Danilo 1l provides two pieces of information that can corroborate
the interpretation that Dragutin's investment in the possession of Further Srem was related to his
maternal origin and can also illustrate that King Uro$ I's motive for attacking Macva was to
pursue Dragutin's claims. Firstly, referring to the events of 1284, Danilo 1l states that Dragutin
received “the rule of the Srem land anew,”®® which implies that he was earlier invested in the
power of this region. The only plausible explanation is that Danilo Il here refers to the un-
successful actions of Uros I in acquiring the territory on behalf of his oldest son in late 1265—
early 1266 when Macva came under Serbian control for a short time.3* Equally important is that
the archbishop bestowed on Dragutin the informal title “King of Srem”.% The title was evidently
inherited from his grandfather, John Angelos, the lord of Srem, as McDaniel rightfully noted.6

* k%

In addition to strengthening the southern border, the administrative reforms of Ladi-
slaus IV were evidently aimed to settle the dispute over the Further Srem in a way acceptable to
all interested parties. The land remained under the Arpadian crown's formal authority but was
granted as a fief to its legal heir, Dragutin. This solution remained in effect until Dragutin’s death
in 1316, when a new era of conflicts over Mac¢va and Belgrade began. Milutin used the death of
Dragutin to disinherit and treacherously imprison Dragutin’s eldest and only remaining son,
Vladislav I1. This probably happened during the transfer of Dragutin’s remains to his foundation,
Durdevi Stupovi, in the south, or even during the funeral ceremony.®” From a legal point of view,

32 The main source for these events is the Vita of King Milutin, by archbishop Danilo II: Danilo, 114-116.
Hungarian participation in the demise of the lords of Branicevo is attested in two royal charters of King
Andrew 111 (1290-1301), Hazai okméanytér, V1I, 309-310, no. 268 and Regesta, 11/4, 125, no. 3951. See
also: Vésary 2005, 102-107; Uzelac 2015, 204-210.

33 Danilo, 114.

3 According to Sima Cirkovié, who took note of this statement by Danilo II, Dragutin's first investment
into the Srem land probably took place during the reign of his father-in-law Stephen V, between 1270 and
1272, Cirkovi¢ 2008, 10-11. However, this interpretation must be rejected as at that time the region was
still under the control of Béla Rostislavich.

35 Danilo, 18, 22, 94. See also Komatina 2018, 157, n. 89.

36 McDaniel 1982, 50.

37 Brocardus, 437; Madius, 643; Dini¢ 2005, 74-75; Engel 1988, 114; Krsti¢ 2016, 47.

308



Vladislav II, as Dragutin’s son, had stronger claims on Mac¢va than Milutin, but it did not deter
the ambitions of the younger son of Uro$ I and Jelena to acquire the disputed land for himself.
Milutin’s moves prompted a reaction in the North; a bloody conflict between Milutin and Charles
Robert, the first Hungarian king of the Angevin dynasty, followed, which again ended in failure
for the Serbian side. After Milutin’s death, Vladislav II managed to escape from prison and
establish himself as his father’s successor, probably with the acknowledgment of Charles Robert.
However, it was only for a short time before he was forced to escape to Hungary under the
pressure of Stefan Decanski, and the land of Macva yet again became a battleground between
the Nemanji¢ kings and Hungarian rulers.3®

There is no need to explore the later phases of the struggle waged between Milutin’s
son and grandson and the Hungarian kings of the Anjou dynasty, as they do not provide
additional details that could illuminate the causes and background of the long-term quarrel over
Macva. Nonetheless, based on previous analysis of the circumstances which preceded and
followed the unsuccessful attack of Uro$ I in late 1265 — early 1266, and Dragutin’s investment
into his possessions in 1284, it may be concluded that the relationship between the Nemanji¢ and
Arpéd rulers was shaped by a dispute centred around inheritance claims over the Further Srem,
held by Queen Jelena, daughter of John Angelos and royal consort of Uros I, and her
descendants. Therefore, the conflict was primarily a consequence of unresolved family matters
within the two ruling dynasties, which were mutually related by multiple marital ties.

38 Madius, 646; Marjanovié¢ Dusani¢ 2007, 258-260. On the destiny of Dragutin’s son Vladislav: Krsti¢
2016, 49-51.
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GENEALO

GICAL TREE

(NAMES OF THE PERSONS MENTIONED IN THE ARTICLE ARE GIVEN IN BOLD)
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King of Hungary
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(1172-1195)

Isaac Il Angelos ~ Margaret ~Nicholas of Gertrude ~ Andrew Il ~ Beatrice

Byzantine Emperor | Duchess |5t Omer  of Merania| King of d'Este
(1185-1195) of Srem Hungary
(1205-1235)
Mathilda ~ John William Maria ~ Béla IV Stephen the ~ Tomasina
de Courtenay | Angelos (Gyletus?)  |ascarina | KingofHungary  Posthumous | Morosini
Lady of Pozega | Lord of Srem (1235-1270)
Uroi | ~ Jelena Maria Anna ~ Rostislav Stephen V ~ Elizabeth
King of Serbia | Angelos  Angelos Lord of Macva King of | the Cuman
(1243-1276) - Hungary
Anselm Il Béla Rostislavich (1270-1272) Andrew Il
de Cayeux Lord of Macva King of Hungary
(1290-1301)

| I

Stefan ~ Catherine
Dragutin
“King of Srem”
(1284-1316)

Stefan
Viadislav |

Jelena ~ Stefan Uroé I
Serbian | Milutin
noblewoman | King of Serbia
(1282-1321)

Stefan Uros lll ~ Theodora
Decanski | of Bulgaria
King of Serbia
{1321-1331)

Stefan Dusan
King and Tsar
of Serbia
(1331-1355)
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Maria ~ Charles |l
of Anjou
King of Sicily
(1285-1309)

Ladislaus IV
King of Hungary
(1272-1290)

Charles Martel ~ Clemence
of Habsburg

Charles Robert ~ Elizabeth

King of Hungary | of Poland
(1308-1342)

Louis | the Great
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(1342-1382)
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AJlekcanap Y3esan

BAIITHUHA KPAJBHUIIE JEJIEHE
(O HO3AAVHU CPIICKO-YT'APCKHX CYKOBA Y Xl 1 X1V BEKY)

Onnoce n3mehy Hemamuhkux Biagapa 1 yrapckux MOHapXa TOKOM JIpyTe TIOJIOBHHE
X1 v npre monosure X1V Beka obernexuo je Hu3 cykoba BoljeHux oko Teputopuje OHOCTpaHOT
Cpema (Syrmia Ulterior), onHocHo nananime Mause u beorpaga. CykoOu cy oTmovenu Hama-
JIoM Kpasba Ypouia | Ha MauBy, koju ce ogurpao kpajem 1265. wim nmoyetkom 1266. roause,
Kako IOKa3yjy HOBHja HCTpakuBama. tbuxoBa cneneha ¢aza Owmino je nosespuBame OBHX
obnactu kpasby Credany [parytuny y npyroj nosnosunu 1284. rogune. OpyxaHu CyKoOu cy
obHOBJbeHH TOcie [lparyTnHoBe cMpTi 1316. ronune U BoljeHu cy y Bullle HaBpaTa uzmely
kpasba Crepana Ypoma || MmtytrHa, meroBor cunHa Credana [leganckor u yHyka Credana
JymaHa u yrapckux Biagapa U3 AHXYjCKe AMHACTHje. YTIpKoc 00MIby ToaTaka O XpOHOJIO-
ruju ¥ noraljajuMa Be3aHHM 3a OBe CyKOOe, YMHH Ce J1a Cy FHUXOB y3POK H IT03aIFHA OCTAJH
HEIIOBOJBHO pasjanrmeHn. CTora je y OBOM TEKCTy HaUHEH-CH ITOKYIIA]j 1a C€ OHU OCBETIIC U IPY-
KM HOBH TIOTJIE/] HA OBO MOTJIABJBE CPIICKO-YTAPCKUX OHOCA y CPEIEEM BEKY.

3akJpydaK W3HECEH y TEKCTy IOYMBA HAa HOBHjUM HCTPa)KHBAaFbUMa BE3aHHM 32
MOpPEKJIO YpolueBe Cynpyre KpasbHile JeaeHe, y CpIcKoj uCTOpHorpadujH jol yBEK YeCTO H I10-
rpemIHo 3BaHe ,,AHXyjcka™. JereHa je 6una hepka Joana Anhena, rocnonapa Cpema u Mari-
ne ne Kyprene, rocriogapuue [loxere, Gamrinehu ca oueBe cTpaHe MOPEKIIO O/ BU3AHTH]CKE
napcke j1o3e Anbena u yrapcke KpaJjbeBcke NOpoJuiie Apriaja, a ca MajurHe, OCPEIHe Bee ca
nopouiiom Kyprene, mitaljom rpanom ¢paniycke nopoauue Kanera. OBo je, yjenHo, pasior
3aIITO Cy AHXXYjCKH BIa/IapH U3 jy>kHe tanmje, Koju cy IpHnagany ApyroM CliopeHOM OTpaH-
Ky (hpaHIfycKe KpaJbeBCKe MOPOMIie, JeneHy 1 leHy cecTpy Mapujy 3Basii CBOjUM pohakama.
ITocne cmptu JoBana Arljena (Hakon 1242. romuae) Jenena u Mapuja, y TOM TPEHYTKY TI0 CBOj
TIPUITHIIN jOII YBEK MAaJIOJIETHE, OCTaje cy 0e3 MOopoaudHe OallTHHE KOja je, OUTYKOM Kpajba
Bene 1V (1235-1270) npunana yrapckoj kpyHu. Mehytum, Jenena je kao Hajcrapuje nere Josa-
Ha AHhena m nasee rajuia mpaBa u npereHsuje Ha Onoctpanu Cpem, Tj. MauBy koje cy ce
NpeHelie Ha BbeHOT HajcTapujer cuHa u3 Opaka ca YpouueM |, Credana [parytuna. imajyhu ose
MOPOJJMYHE OKOJIHOCTH Y BHIY, MOYKE CE IPETIIOCTaBUTH Jia je YpolleB Hara Ha MauBy kpajem
1265. v moyetkom 1266. roguHe MMao 3a b 1a OCTBApH OBE TIPeTeH3Kje y Kopuct Jparytu-
Ha KOjH je OTIIPUIIMKE Y TOM TPEHYTKY CTacao J0 ITyHOJIETCTBA (IIpeMa CpeJlbOBEKOBHUM CTaH-
nmapauma). MehyTtum, Hamasn je 610 3aBpiieH Y poIeBHM NOpa3oM U 3apodibaBameM, a lpary-
THH NIOTOM Be3aH 3a YrapcKu JBOp >KeHHI00M ca npuHie3oM KarannHom, yaykom berne IV u
hepkom Credana V. JIBoje cympyXHHKa Cy OWJIM Y YETBPTOM CTEIICHY CPOJCTBA (FHXOB
3ajeJHIUKH YyKyHeaa Ouo je yrapcku kpass bena 1), mro Hu Mo pUMOKATONMYKAM, HH T10
MPaBOCIIaBHUM KaHOHHMMa, HUj€ MPEJICTaBIballo MPETIPEKy 3a 0Baj Opak.

Hemrro mame on1 1Be renieHnje KacHHje, TOKOM JpyTe nooBuHe 1284. romiae, mocTo-
jehu cmop je 6mo pemieH Tako mTo je paryTHH oJ] CBOT IIIypaka, yrapckor kpasba JlaancinaBa
IV, no6uo y nocen Mausy ca beorpagom. JlonessuBame oBux obnactu JparyTuay yoOudajeHo
Ce y CPIICKOj HcToprorpaduju mocMaTpasio Kao goralhaj Koju je 03Ha4YMO BHXOB yJia3aK y cacTaB
cprckux 3emasba. U nasbe (hopMaiHo /1o yrapcke KpyHe, oHe cy nocraie J[paryTHHOB mocer,
3axBasbyjyhH TOME IITO Cy MPE/ICTaBIballe BEroBy JeA0BUHY. Takohe, 1o CBOj IMPUITHIIK 01 CBOT
nene Jopana Anljena, J[paryTu je Hacienno u TuTyity rocroaapa Cpema, 0aHOCHO ,,CpeMCKOT
KpaJba“, Kako ra Ha3uBa apxuenuckon Jaummo |l y Burire HaBpata. OBaKBO pelieHe Cropa, Koje
Jj€ 3aJI0BOJBIIIO CBE 3aMHTEPECOBAHE CTPAHE, OCTANIO j€ Ha CHa3M cBe /10 [lparyTHHOBE CMpPTH Ka-
Jia ce CykoO MOoHOBO pactuiaMcao. JparyruHoB mitahu Opat Ctedan Yporr || Murytun Tana je
3aTouro cBor cuHoBIa Credana BiaguciaBa n 6e3ycrienHo MoKymao 1a 3arocroapu IpocTo-
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poM Mause u beorpana, ounrnenHo ce mo3uBajyhy Ha UCTa HaclieIHA TIpaBa Koja je y)KUBEO U
H-ETOB CTapHju Opart.

CarmacHo UHTEpIIpeTalmju norahaja U3HETOj y TeKCTy, HU3 cykoba oko OHOCTpaHoT
Cpema, omHOCHO MauBe HUje OMO €THHYIKOT KpaKTepa, HUTH T'a Tpeba CBOJUTH Ha IIPOCTy 60pOy
OKO KOHTpOJIC HaJ| MorpaHuyHOM oOmamhy m3mely nBe cycemne npikaBe. CykoOu cy mpo-
WCTEKITN M3 HEPEIICHOT TINTamka ,,0allTHHE  KpaJbuIle JeneHe koje je, mouenmm o cpeaunae XI|
Beka, ontepehmBano ogHOCE IBE BIamapcke quHactije — Aprana u Hemamuha, moBe3aHe Buiie-
CTPYKHM OpayHHUM Be3ama.
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