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T. V. Guimon

COMMUNITY NAMES IN THE FIRST NOVGORODIAN CHRONICLE
AND THE TERRITORIAL STRUCTURE OF THE NOVGORODIAN LAND
(1115-1272)

There are only few written sources which present direct information on the territorial
structure of early Rus. These are lists of ‘tribes’ in the Primary Chronicle and very rare offi-
cial documents which list duties of certain districts or communities'. Most of what we know
of'the territorial structure of Rus, we know from the chronicles (letopisi, ‘neronmcn’, a better
translation would be ‘annals’ or ‘annalistic chronicles’).

The chronicles, however, record events, not structures or places. Thus they do not con-
tain any systematic information on political geography: we only can deduce it from descrip-
tions of events. Firstly (and mostly), we can follow the history of the Rurik dynasty and to
analyze how Rus was divided between its members, what principalities existed at what time,
and which was their hierarchy. Secondly, we can follow the history of the church and the dio-
ceses, which presumably was connected with that of the dynasty. Finally, we can study the
mentions of communities, or territorial groups of people (Slavonic or non-Slavonic ‘tribes’,
dwellers of towns, like ‘the Kievans’ or ‘the Novgorodians’, etc.). Such community names
are used quite frequently by the chroniclers, and it seems that the communities designated
were regarded as actors responsible for many events. As community names are used fre-
quently, it seems legitimate to analyze their usage as an evidence for the territorial structure
of Old Rus (at least as it was perceived by the annalists).

In the present paper I will analyze from this point of view the text of the First
Novgorodian Chronicle for 1115-12722%. 1 will study only the mentions which concern the

! The most important of these texts are printed: [[peBHepycckue kHsbkeckue yerassl XI-XV BB. / 3.
moarot. S1. H. Illamos. M., 1976. C. 140-165.

2In 1115 the use of the Kievan source in the First Novgorodian Chronicle stops and the continuous
set of contemporary Novgorodian notes starts. 1272 is the last annal before a big lacuna in the oldest
Synodal manuscript.

© T. V. Guimon, 2015

134 Ilemepbypeckue crassauckue u OAIKAHCKUE UCCLE008AHUSL



1. V. Guimon. Community names in the First Novgorodian Chronicle ...

Novgorodian Land®. In other words, this paper follows how the authors of the official chron-
icle of Novgorod perceived the structure of the territories subordinate to this city.

Analyzing this I won’t concern neither the question of social make-up of those who
could act as ‘the Novgorodians’, ‘the Pskovians’, etc. (‘democracy’ vs. ‘oligarchy’; urban
population with or without the dwellers of the rural vicinity)*, nor the problem of non-impar-
tiality and special functions of references to ‘communities’ in the annalistic narratives®. My
purpose is only to analyze the annalistic usage of community names as a source for the ter-
ritorial structure of the Novgorodian Land.

The First Novgorodian Chronicle is extant in several manuscripts, of which the oldest is
Synodal MS® written partly ¢. 1234 (annals up to 1234), partly c¢. 1330 (from the end of the
annal for 1234 till 1330)’. Both, ¢. 1234 and ¢. 1330 the scribes copied the Archiepiscopal
Annals of Novgorod, which are not extant in original manuscript but can be reconstructed
when comparing the Synodal MS. (or the Elder Version) with the so-called Younger Version
of the First Novgorodian Chronicle (manuscripts of the fifteenth century and later). The
Archiepiscopal Annals were kept year by year, rather systematically, so that their notes are
always more or less contemporary®. A linguistic analysis of the Synodal MS. undertaken by
Alexey Gippius showed that in most of the cases changes of Novgorodian (arch)bishops led
to changes of scribes who updated the annals’.

The annals for 1115-1274 use the following community names.

‘The Novgorodians’ (‘HoBropomisr’), the inhabitants of Novgorod, are mentioned
almost in each annal. The uses of this term were analyzed many times when discussing the
problems of socio-political structure of Novgorod/the Novgorodian Land (as well as other
regions of Old Rus), the functions and make-up of the Novgorodian veche (gathering of

3 Of the studies of historical geography of the Novgorodian Land see: Haconos A. H. «Pycckas 3emiis»
1 00pa3oBaHUE TEPPUTOPUH JPEBHEPYCCKOTO rocynapcTsa: Mcropuko-reorpaguyeckoe UccienoBa-
Hue. Monronsl u Pyce: ctopust Tatapckoit monutuku Ha Pycu. 2-e u3n., crepeorun. CII6., 2006.
C. 64-114; Bypos B. A. O4epku HCTOPUH U apXeosoruu cpeanesekoBoro Hoeropona. M., 1994. C. 114—
137; @ponos A. A. Ycras kHsi3s SIpociiaBa «o MOCTEX» 00 aIMUHUCTPATHBHOM ycTpoiicTBe HoBroposckoii
3emin cepeannbl X111 B. // Craponanoxckuii coopuuk. CI16., 2013. Beim. 10. C. 266-274.

* See e. g. much debated conception of ‘city-states’ of Old Rus: @posinos U. A., [leopnuuenko A. FO.
Topona-rocynapctsa [pesneii Pycu. JI., 1988. See also works cited in note 10.

5 See: Buaxyn T. JI. JTronu v KHsI3b B ApeBHEpycckuX yeTonucsx cepenunbl XI—XIII BB. M., 2009.

¢ The text is printed: HoBroposnckast mepsast JIeTONMCh cTapiuero u miaamero um3sona / ITox pen. u ¢
npenuci. A. H. Haconosa. M.; JI., 1950 (reprinrted in: [TosHoe coOpaHue pycckux JeToruceit (nanee —
TICPJI). T. 3. M., 2000). C. 15-100 (I will quote this edition and refer only to annal-numbers). A fac-
simile of the Synodal MS. see: HoBropoznckas xapareiinas sneronucs / ITox pen. M. H. Tuxomuposa.
M., 1964.

" Tumon T. B., I'unnuyc A. A. HoBble naHHBIE TI0 HCTOpHH TekcTa HOBropoackoii mepBoit aetomucu //
Hosropoackuii ucropuueckuii coopuuk. CII6., 1999. Boin. 7 (17). C. 18-47.

8 On the text-relationships of the manuscripts and the process of keeping the Archiepiscopal Annals
see: [umon T. B. HoBroponckoe netonucanne XI — cepenunnsl XIV B. kak COLMOKYIBTYpHOE SIBJIE-
nue: Jluc. ... n-pa ucr. Hayk. M., 2014 (URL: http://www.igh.ru/upload/information_system_8/6/3/4/
item_634/gimon-dissertazia.pdf (nara mocemenus — 01.11.2015 r.)); Guimon T. V. Christian Identity
in the Early Novgorodian Annalistic Writing // Historical Narratives and Christian Identity on a
European Periphery: Early History Writing in Northern, East-Central, and Eastern Europe (c. 1070—
1200) / Ed. 1. Garipzanov. Turnhout: Brepols, 2011. P. 255-275.

® lunnuyc A. A. HoBropoackas Biaapranas jgeroruch XII-XIV BB. u ee aBropsl (McTopus 1 CTpyKTypa
TEKCTa B JIMHTBUCTHYECKOM OCBeIleHHH). | // JINHIBUCTHYECKOE HCTOYHUKOBEACHUE U UCTOPHS PyC-
ckoro s3pika, 2004-2005. M., 2006. C. 114-251.
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people taking decisions)!. Here T will not discuss these questions. My purpose is only to
outline the roles ‘the Novgorodians’ play in the annalistic accounts and to find out how often
this term is used to designate a community, a collective actor as opposed to the other possible
meaning: ‘some inhabitants of Novgorod’.

Firstly, the annalist’s ‘Novgorodians’ are an army. The most frequent context is that
either a prince undertakes a raid ‘with the Novgorodians’!!, or ‘the Novgorodians’ do the
same ‘with’ a certain prince'?, or a prince is not mentioned at all'®. ‘The Novgorodians’ can
receive a portion of the tribute as in 1214 when the prince gave two thirds of the Chuds’
(Eesti’s) tribute to the Novgorodians and one third to his own militants (‘aBopstHoms’). ‘The
Novgorodians’ and the prince can take a joint decision to go to a raid, and to discuss the
advisability of the raid already on the march, as in the same 1214. In 1135 both participants
of a conflict in southern Rus invited ‘the Novgorodians’ to fight on their side but they refused
to both. An invitation of the same sort was received by ‘the Novgorodians’ in 1139 and again
was declined.

Secondly, ‘the Novgorodians’ are a political body which can take political decisions
as to expel or invite a prince, or to elect or depose a posadnik (the main city magistrate)'“.
‘The Novgorodians’ are a side in negotiations with princes'® or form a military force if there
is a conflict with a prince'®. They elect archbishops!” and archimandrites'®. They can kill or
arrest somebody if he is accused in treason, or plunder or confiscate somebody’s property'?,
or a prince can accuse ‘the Novgorodians’ in such actions®. They refuse in 1257 to take the
Tatars’ census in their city and do it in 1259.

10 Historiography is enormous, see the most important and recent works: @posinos U. A. Jlpesusisi Pyce:
OMBIT UCCIICAOBAHNS UCTOPHH COIMAIBLHON U TosuTHYeckoit 60prObl. M.; CII6., 1995; Anun B. JI
HoBropojckue nocajiHuku. 2-¢ u3., nepepad. u gom. M., 2003; Granberg J. Veche in the Chronicles
of Medieval Rus: A Study of Functions and Terminology. Goteborg, 2004 (a revised Russian transla-
tion see: [ panbepe FO. Bede B peBHEPYCCKUX MMCHbMEHHBIX UCTOYHHKAX: DYHKINHN M TEPMHHOJIO-
rus // [IpeBHeiiue rocyaapcersa Bocrounoii EBponsl, 2004 ron;: [Tonurudeckne HHCTUTYTH [l peBHei
Pycu. M., 2006. C. 3—163); Buaxyn T. JI. Jltonu 1 KHsI3b B IPEBHEPYCCKUX JIETOMUCAX CEPeIUHbl XI—
XIII BB. M., 2009; Cesacmusanosa O. B. JIpesanit Hosropoa: HoBropoacko-kHsKeCKrie OTHOIICHUS B
XII — nepsoii nonosune XV B. M.; CII6., 2011; Jlykun I1. B. HoBropozckoe Beue. M., 2014.

1S a 1116, 1123, 1130, 1133, 1134, 1148, 1164 (‘Prince Svyatoslav with the Novgorodians and with
posadnik Zakharia’), 1168, 1173, 1179, 1180, 1185, 1191, 1212 (twice), 1214 (twice), 1216, 1219,
1223, 1227, 1231, 1234, 1240-1242, 1245. See also 1256.

28 a. 1181, 1209, 1210, 1217, 1222, 1228, 1253, 1262, 1268, 1269.

BS. a 1168, 1191, 1200, 1217, 1229, 1253. See also 1169, 1267. See also the raids undertaken not by
the whole army from Novgorod but by some smaller groups of Novgorodians (1145, 1149, 1169, 1186,
1193, 1219), the word ‘Novgorodians’ normally not being used. S. a. 1192 it is said: ‘a small number
of Novgorodians’ (‘HOBBropo/iu BbMase’).

S, a. 1148, 1154 (twice), 1156, 1160, 1170, 1171, 1176-1181, 1184, 1187, 1196, 1210, 1215, 1218,
1219, 1221, 1223-1225, 1228, 1240, 1255, 1264, 1270, 1272.

158 a. 1195, 1196, 1209, 1211, 1218, 1224, 1255, 1269, 1270.

16.S. a. 1220, 1255, 1270.

17 Or, rather, candidates from which the winner is defined by lot (see on this function of ‘the
Novgorodians’: ITeunuxoe M. B. Horopoaisl u kapenpa Cs. Copun B cepenune XII — XIII B. //
CpenneBexoBas Pycs. M., 2011. Boin. 9. C. 7-46). S. a. 1186, 1193, 1199 (Prince Vsevolod consulted
the posadnik and the Novgorodians before sending a candidate to Novgorod, then he was enthroned by
‘all Novgorod”), 1200, 1211 (the prince and the Novgorodians ‘loved’ the candidate), 1219.

88, a. 1226, 1230 (‘all Novgorod’).

8. a. 1167, 1209, 1218, 1229, 1257.

08 a 1215.
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For the first time the Novgorodians are mentioned in such a ‘political’ context s. a.
1125 when ‘the Novgorodians put [Prince] Vsevolod on the throne’ (‘nocaauma Ha crone
Bceponona noBropoamm’). This note is not clear: Vsevolod already was the prince of
Novgorod since 1117. Perhaps, the annalist meant that in the year of political changes, 1125,
when Vladimir Monomakh died and his son Mstislav succeeded to Kiev, it was a deliberate
decision of the Novgorodians to recognize Mstislav’s son Vsevolod as their prince?'. In any
case ‘the Novgorodians’ here act as a political body.

Some other ‘political’ contexts deserve special attention. S. a. 1132 it is mentioned
that Prince Vsevolod earlier «had kissed the cross to the Novgorodians as ‘I want to die
with you’» (‘a 1enoBaBb KpecTh K HOBrOPOIIEMb, SIKO XOIIO y Bach ymepern’), i. e. had
sworn that he would never change Novgorod for another throne. In 1134 ‘the Novgorodians
started to talk of the war against Suzdal and killed their man and threw him down from the
bridge’ (‘Ilouama Mba6BUTH 0 CyXXbJaJLCTEH BOMHE HOBBIOPOALU U yOHIIIa My>Kb CBOU U
chbBBpromia u ¢ Mocta’). In 1141 Prince Svyatoslav ran away from Novgorod ‘having been
afraid of being arrested by ruse by the Novgorodians’ (‘y0osiBbCsSI HOBIOPO/IbIlb: YU MPEIb-
cTUBBIIE Mst UMYTh’). S. a. 1184 the annalist reports the position of the Novgorodians who
were discontented with Prince Yaroslav, and Vsevolod of Suzdal recalled him.

In some contexts ‘the Novgorodians’ are both a military force and a political body. In
1167 they, first, swore that they did not want Svyatoslav to be their prince and, second, went
to Luki to drive him out. They act in these two capacities later in the same annal as well. In
1209 ‘the Novgorodians’ took part in Prince Vsevolod’s campaign into the Land of Ryazan,
and then Vsevolod let the Novgorodians go home, gave them presents and «gave them all
freedom and the statutes of old princes, what they wanted, and said to them: ‘Love those who
are good to you, and punish those who are bad’» («B1a UMb BOJIIO BCIO U YCTaBbl CTAPbIXb
KH$3b, €TOXKE XOTEXy HOBTOPO/BIIM, U PEUe UMB: ‘KTO B JOOPB, TOTO JIIOOUTE, a 37BIXD Ka3-
Hute »). When the Novgorodians returned home, they ‘gathered veche’ (‘cTBopuina Beue”’)
against posandik Dmitr and his brothers, and plundered their property.

‘The Novgorodians’ are shown building fortifications. In 1211 Prince Mstislav ‘sent’
posadnik Dmitr Yakunich to Luki ‘with the Novgorodians to build towns’ (‘ck HOBropoabu
ropona ctaBuTh’). In 1239 ‘Prince Alexander with the Novgorodians built [of wood] towns
along [river] Shelon’ (‘kHs3p AnleKcaHIIpb ¢ HOBropoau cpyou ropoaiu mo lemone’). In
these cases one can guess that ‘the Novgorodians’ are the same as those who took part in
military campaigns: an army of men from Novgorod went to a certain place to build a for-
tress. However in 1262, when ‘the Novgorodians’ built new wooden city walls, this term
rather refers to those who took the decision.

Some annalistic notes seem to give some idea of the make-up of ‘the Novgorodians’. In
1166 Rostislav, the prince of Kiev, came to Luki, in the south of the Novgorodian Land, and
‘called Novgorodians to negotiations’ (‘mo3Ba HOBropojslie Ha nopsias’). Then the annals
specify the groups of Novgorodians invited: ‘ognishchane, grid’, and the elder merchants’
(‘ormumiane, rpuab, Kynblie Bsubliee’). It is not absolutely clear what are the first two cat-
egories (nobles? retinue? militants?), but Pavel Lukin presented some case that this formula
represented all fully capable population of Novgorod?. The same groups of Novgorodians
(‘ormumiane u rpuas0a u Kynu’) were ready to go with Vsevolod of Suzdal to his raid to
the Land of Chernigov in 1193, but Vsevolod let them go back. Another note of this sort is

21 See a more sophisticated hypothesis: Suun B. JI. Hosroponckue nocaguuku. C. 97-99.
2 Jlykun I1. B. Horopozackoe Beue. C. 170-174.
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s. a. 1191: Prince Yaroslav ‘took the Novgorodians, the fore retinue’ (‘most cb cO00¥0 HOBbB-
ropofblib TEPEAbHIOI APYXHHY ) to negotiations with the prince of Pololsk, and a peace
was concluded and a decision was taken to undertake a joint raid against the Chuds or the
Lithuanians. ‘The fore retinue’ is presumably only a part of ‘the Novgorodians’ which can
represent them.

A very interesting contextis s. a. 1211 when a fire took place ‘in Novgorod in the absence
of the prince and the Novgorodians’ (‘6ech kHs13s1 1 63 HOBBropoabls Hoseropone’). This
clearly means that ‘the Novgorodians’ are not all the population of Novgorod, but those who
formed its military force and could be away during a campaign. Almost the same is s. a. 1217
when Prince Mstislav came to Novgorod ‘in their absence’ (‘06e3 Huxs’): the Novgorodians
were raiding Estonia.

In 1215, after a famine and a conflict with Prince Yaroslav, ‘there were few Novgorodians,
for there [in Torzhok] the elder men were arrested, and the smaller [men] either dispersed
or died of hunger’ (‘Osiiie ske HOBrOPOIBIIEBh MAJIO: aHO TAMO M3MAaHO BSUYBIIAE MYXKH, a
MBbHBIIIEE OHU PO3H/IOLIACS, a HHOE TIOMBPIIO TOJIOJIOMB’).

The term ‘Novgorodians’ is used in formula: ‘And the Novgorodians were glad (to see
what they wanted)’ (‘u paau Obliiia HOBrOpoabIM cBoeMy xoTeHuio’, 1168%%) which is used
mostly when reporting arrivals of new princes to Novgorod. In 1214 Prince Yaroslav arrived
to Novgorod and was welcomed by the archbishop ‘with the Novgorodians’. S. a. 1141 it is
said that ‘the Novgorodians sat without a prince for nine months’ (‘cezemia HoBroposm 6ec
kHs13s 9 mecsnp’). Once there is a prayer for ‘the Novgorodians’ (1233).

The contexts in which the annalists use the word ‘Novgorodians’ not to designate the
collective actor but mean ‘some Novgorodians’ are relatively rare*. On the contrary, there
are many contexts where the word ‘Novgorodians’ is not used, but the annalists probably (or
even certainly) mean the Novgorodian community as a collective actor.

Firstly, in some cases the actor is the city, ‘Novgorod’, or ‘all Novgorod’, or ‘all the
city’. For instance, in 1156 “all the city of people’ (‘Bch rpaa monun’) gathered to elect a new
bishop. S. a. 1196 the word ‘Novgorod’ is clearly used as a community name: ‘and gave to
Novgorod freedom in [the choice] of all princes: where they like, there they recruit a prince’
(‘a HoBropoasb BBUTOXKHIIIA BCH KHSI3U Bb CBOOOY: KJI€ UMb JIF000, Ty e co0e KH3s ITOMMa-
to1’). In 1199 “all Novgorod, having come, enthroned with honour’ (‘u Bcb HoBbropons,
mbJIbINe, Ch YeCThIO Mmocaaumia’) a new archbishop. In the same year ‘all Novgorod was
glad’ (‘o6panoBacst Bech HoBbropoas”) when a new prince arrived®.

Secondly, important decisions or actions often are described it third plural with no actor
specified, for the first time s. a. 1126: ‘In this same year [they] gave the post of posadnik to
Miroslav Gyuryatinich’ (‘B®b To e neto Baama nocagauiscTBo Mupocnasy [TopsTUHUITO).
Changes of posadniks and even pricnes are very often reported in this way?®. The collective
actor is presumably ‘the Novgorodians’. S. a. 1161 the appointment of a new Novgorodian

2 Also s. a. 1187, 1200, 1210, 1222, 1223, 1225, 1229, 1241. See also formulas ‘according to all the
will of Novgorod’ (‘Ha Bcen Bosu HoBropoxcreu’, 1222, 1229, 1230), ‘all the people were glad’ (‘u
panu Obiia Jroabe Beu’, 1228), “all the city was glad to see what they wanted’ (‘paib ObICTB BCh Tpaj
cBoeMy xorhHuo’, 1205).

28 a. 1131, 1134, 1169, 1188, 1215 (twice), 1216, 1229, 1236. See also the word ‘Novgorodians’
used when persons killed in battles are listed (1216, 1234, 1240).

» See also s. a. 1193, 1205, 1230.

2.8, a. 1128, 1130, 1132, 1134 (twice), 1135, 1136, etc. (changes of posadniks); 1132, 1136, 1138,
1139, 1161, etc. (changes of princes).
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prince seems to be presented as a result of an agreement between two princes, but it is inter-
esting that, while the discharge of the previous prince is described in dual form (‘BeiBeno-
cra’), the invitation of the new one is reported in plural (‘BeBegoma’), as if the two princes
took away the old prince, and the Novgorodians accepted the new one. The same actor
could be had in mind 5. a. 1130 when speaking of the appointment of the archbishop: ‘and
[they] appointed archbishop Nifont’ (‘u mocraBuina apxenuckona Hudonra’): we saw that
in many cases new archbishops were elected by ‘the Novgorodians’?’. The same third plural
with no actor specified is used sometimes for building of churches and the city bridge®.
Perhaps, in some of these cases again ‘the Novgorodians’ are the collective actor, especially
when speaking of the bridge®. In 1229 the bridge was built with the money confiscated by
‘the Novgorodians’ from those accused of the support of Prince Yaroslav. The third plural is
sometimes used when mentioning a murder or plunder of somebody in Novgorod (perhaps
with a collective decision, but perhaps not)*.

Of course, we must not assume that any time when the annalist uses impersonal third
plural he means ‘the Novgorodians’: for example, when a church is consecrated®! the actor
is probably the archbishop (maybe with other participants of the ceremony). But in some
cases it is absolutely clear that this ‘they’ or third plural mean the Novgorodians as a political
body. S. a. 1134 it is said: «And [they] let the metropolitan go to Kiev... And going to [the
raid to] Suzdal they had not let him go, and he had been telling them: ‘Do not go, God will
hear me’» («W myctuma mutpononuta KeieBy... a Ha Cyxaaiab uayle, He MyCTUIIA ero, a
OHBb MBJBJISIIE UMb: ‘HE XOAUTE, MEHE O00rb nocnymaets’»). Here ‘they’ are both the army
of Novgorod and the political body which decides to detain the metropolitan or to let him
go. In 1201 ‘they’ concluded peace with ‘the Varangians’. S. a. 1219 the third plural cer-
tainly refers to the Novgorodians who earlier, as a military force, undertook a raid to Pertuev
(Cesis in present Lativa): ‘Having returned from Pertuev, [they] gave the post of posadnik to
Tverdislav’ (‘IIpumbapimie xe ot [IbpTyeBa, Brama nocaJHuIbCTBO TBEpAUCIABY’).

Novgorod consisted of two ‘sides’ (‘halves’: ‘ctopona’, ‘mons’) and (by the late thir-
teenth century) of five ‘ends’ (‘koHn1ier’); the inhabitants of these, as well as of some smaller
localities (the most well-known are prusi, ‘npycu’, the dwellers of the Prussian, ‘IIpycckas’,
street) are mentioned as actors in inner conflicts in Novgorod. They can be called both
by collective plural (‘the dwellers of”, e. g. prusi) or by the geographical term itself (e. g.
‘ToproBsm mons’, ‘the Trade Side’).

For the first time such a group is mentioned as an actor s. a. 1157, when ‘the peo-
ple’ (‘nmroape’) revolted against a prince, and ‘the Trade Half rose with arms in his support’
(‘“T'pproBeIX ke OB CTAIla Bb OpYKHH 10 HeMb’). In 1215 prusi killed certain Ovstrat and
his son, and the prince accused ‘the Novgorodians’ in that. It is clear here that the annalist
opposes prusi who are guilty to the Novgorodians as a whole who are not guilty. S. a. 1218
the annalist for the first time describes in detail a bloody inner conflict in Novgorod in which
the following parties took part: ‘the dwellers of That [i. e. Trade] Side’ (‘onumonoBumm’), the
Nerevsky End/its dwellers (‘HepeBbckbin koHBYB, ‘HepenisiHe’), the Lyudin End and prusi

7 See note 17. See also 1228 when an archbishop was deposed at veche.

28, a. 1133, 1144, 1188, etc.

2 The churches were typically an enterprise of a private donator, and in most of the cases such a dona-
tor is named.

308 a 1136, 1137, 1141, 1186, 1227, 1230.

31S. a. 1136 and many times later.
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(‘e Jlronuuemsb xoH1IeMb U ¢ ipycu’). The dwellers of the Zagorodsky End (‘3aropoapuu’)
‘did not stand neither for these nor for these, but looked [who would be] the winner’ (‘ne
BBCTAIlla HU 110 CUXb, HU 110 CUXb, HB 3psAXy Hepesopa’). Here we see five communities with
their different positions. In 1220 prusi and the dwellers of the Lyudin and the Zagorodsky
ends supported posadnik Tverdislav in his conflict with the prince and formed five regiments
(‘v ypsAMBBIIE HA 5 IBJIKOBD).

S. a. 1236 Slavno, a district in Novgorod, is mentioned as a place represented by one of
three noble Novgorodians whom Prince Yaroslav took with him to Kiev. It is probable that
in this as well as in other cases such envies and/or hostages were representatives of parts of
Novgorod that is of communities which formed Novgorod as a whole*?. Twice gorodish-
chane, 1. e. the dwellers of Gorodishche, princely residence near Novgorod, are mentioned.
In 1229 ‘the Novgorodians’ confiscated from them much money for their support of Prince
Yaroslav. In 1234 one of them was killed in a battle.

It also must be mentioned that smaller groups of Novgorodians are sometimes said to
have sponsored building of churches: the dwellers of Lukina street (‘myknuunn’) s. a. 1185,
shetitsinichi (‘metunmanun’, maybe the dwellers of Shchitnaya street) s. a. 1173, as well as
overseas merchants (‘3amopbctun’) s. a. 1156 and 1207.

Dwellers of towns of the Novgorodian Land mentioned in the annals include the inhab-
itants of Pskov (‘mickoBuum, ‘rickoBckue my»xu’), Torzhok, or Novy Torg (‘HoBOTOpKIIBI),
Ladoga (‘mamoxane’), Rusa (now Staraya Rusa, ‘pymane’), Luki (now Velikie Luki,
‘myuane’).

In the majority of cases they act as military forces. In that capacity they take part in
campaigns undertaken by the Novgorodians® or act independently: the people of Pskov*,
Ladoga®, Torzhok?®, or Rusa*’ could fight without the Novgorodians, especially when their
town was attacked by somebody from outside the Novgorodian Land. The people of Luki
are said twice to preserve themselves from a battle and to retreat®®. In 1216 ‘all dwellers of
Torzhok’ (‘HOBOTBpKbIIM BcU’) were taken as prisoners by Prince Yaroslav.

32 See: Tumon T. B. B Kakux CIydYasx WMeHa HOBTOPOIIIEB MMOMAJANN Ha CTpaHuIb! Jetormuch (XII—
XIIT BB.)? // HpeBneitmue rocynapctBa Boctounoi Eporbl, 2004 rox: [TonuTHYECKHE MHCTHTYTHI
JHpesneii Pycu. M., 2006. C. 307-313.

38 a 1168, 1191, 1192 (the Pskovians), 1198 (the dwellers of Pskov, Torzhok, Ladoga, and ‘all the
Novgorodian Land’), 1214, 1217 (the Pskovians), 1225 (the dwellers of Torzhok), 1240, 1241 (the
dwellers of Ladoga), 1268 (the people of Pskov and Ladoga).

3 S. a. 1176 (the Chuds attacked Pskov), 1183 (a battle of the Pskovians with the Lithuanians), 1190
(the Pskovians defeated the Chuds in the lake), 1213 (see below), 1237 (the Pskovians joined the
Livonian crusaders in their raid to Lithuania and were defeated near Siauliai), 1240 (the crusaders
seized Izborsk and then Pskov), 1266 (Prince Dovmont and the Pskovians two times raided Lithuania).
35S, a. 1142 (it is said that the Swedish atacked ‘the Novgorodian Land’, ‘o6macts HoBropomsckyio’,
and the people of Ladoga defeated them), 1164 (roughly the same situation; this time the dwellers of
Ladoga have a leader: Ladoga’s posadnik Nezhata), 1228 (roughly the same).

3¢ S. a. 1167 (Prince Andrey of Vladimir burned Torzhok, and its dwellers retreated to Novgorod), 1181
(the town was beseiged by Vsevolod of Vladimir, then the dwellers surrendered and were taken to
Vladimir ‘all with wives and with children’, ‘HOBOTBpXbIie BCe Cb keHaMHU U Cb aeThmu’), 1238 (the
siege by the Tatars with no help from Novgorod), 1245 (the dwellers tried to repulse an attack by the
Lithuanians), 1255 (the dwellers were in an army of Prince Alexander which went against Novgorod),
1258 (Torzhok was attacked by the Lithuanians).

37S. a. 1224 (the people of Rusa fought with the Lithuanians), 1234 (the Lithuanians raided Rusa and
its dwellers fought).

88 a. 1167, 1198.
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However, sometimes the inhabitants of these towns also act as political bodies. For
the first time this is seen in 1132, when Prince Vsevolod returned to Novgorod but was
not accepted. ‘The Pskovians and the people of Ladoga came to Novgorod’ (‘u mpumoma
TUIBCKOBHIIM U Najgokane HoByropoay’), and then the prince was turned out, though soon
invited back. In 1136 again a political decision was taken jointly by the people of Novgorod,
Pskov and Ladoga: ‘the Novgorodians invited the Pskovians and the people of Ladoga and
decided as to turn out their prince Vsevolod’ (‘HOBroponbIiu npu3Baiia mibCKOBUYE U JIaJ0-
JKaHbl U CAyMallla, sIKO U3TOHUTH KHs3s cBoero BeeBonona’). In 1137 the Pskovians acted
in opposition to Novgorod: they accepted Prince Vsevolod earlier expelled from Novgorod
and continued to support him even when the army of ‘all the Novgorodian Land’ was near
Pskov. When, in the same year, Vsevolod died in Pskov, the Pskovians invited his brother
Svyatopolk, and ‘there was no peace’ (‘e 6e mupa’) between them and Novgorod. In 1138
there was a false alarm in Novgorod that the Pskovians (as an army) are near the city. In the
same year ‘peace was made with the Pskovians’ (‘¢ miabckoBuim cpmupuacs’). Conflicts
between the Pskovians and Novgorod or, rather, Novgorodian princes also are described s. a.
1228 and 1232. In 1265 the Pskovians with their prince Svyatoslav baptised 300 Lithuanian
refugees (the Novgorodians wanted to slaughter them but Prince Yaroslav did not allow). In
1266 the Pskovians accepted Dovmont of Lithuania as their prince.

The dwellers of Torzhok did in 1196 the same that the Pskovians in 1137: when the
Novgorodians drove out Prince Yaroslav, Torzhok accepted him, and he was sitting in Torzhok
and collecting tribute from some parts of the Novgorodian Land. Later such political divi-
sion between Novgorod and Torzhok (situated close to the Suzdal Land) recurred®. In 1229
the Novgorodians made Ivanko posadnik of Torzhok, and the dwellers of Torzhok did not
accept him. In 1230 they (or rather some of them) escaped with some noble Novgorodians
to Chernigov. In 1236 Prince Yaroslav took with him to Kiev three noble Novgorodians and
100 dwellers of Torzhok; he let them go back with gifts in a week?.

A note on the Pskovians s. a. 1213 is of special importance: the Pskovians play here the
same roles as the Novgorodians do (military and political bodies), and, as the Novgorodians
in 1211, they can be absent from the town: ‘In the Apostles’ Fast the godless Lithuanians*!
raided Pskov and burned it, since the Pskovians in that time had driven out their prince
Vladimir, and the Pskovians were on the Lake; and [the Lithuanians] did much harm and
went out’ (‘Bw IlerpoBo roeenue mzbexama Jlutea 6e300kHast 11TbCKOBR M MOXKTOIIA:
IUIBCKOBUIY 00 05Xy BB TO BpeMsI U3rHANU KHsI3s1 Bonogumupa ot cebe, a MIbCKOBUIM 05Xy
Ha 03epe; ¥ MHOT'O CTBOPHMIIIA 3J1a M OTHHUJIOIIA’).

So, the dwellers of the towns of the Novgorodian Land, as the Novgorodians them-
selves, are presented as political bodies (at least the people of Pskov, Ladoga, and Torzhok)
and as military forces (all of them). One can add that most of these towns at least sometimes

¥1n 1215, 1224.

4 See also s. a. 1148 when Archbishop Nifont, during his visit to Suzdal, ‘reinstated all the dwellers of
Torzhok’ (‘HoBoTBHp* bIrh Bch BeIIpaBu’) — a note which is not absolutely clear. In 1188 Novgorodians
were persecuted in Scandinavia for some guilt of certain Khoruzhko and the dwellers of Torzhok (see:
Anun B. JI., 3anususax A. A. HoBropoackue rpamotsl Ha 6epecre (M3 packorok 1977-1983 rr.). M.,
1986. C. 172—-174).

4 'We know from the Chronicle of Henry of Livonia that ‘the Lithuanians’ were in fact Eesti
(Mamy3soea B. U., Hazaposa E. JI. Kpectonocus! u Pyce: Koner XII B. — 1270 r.: TexcTsl, nepeBof,
komMeHTapuid. M., 2002. C. 88, 120, 164, 292-293).
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became residences of their own princes*? and almost in all of them at least once we hear of
local posadniks®. There was also one town in a periphery of the Novgorodian Land, Volok
Lamsky (now Volokolamsk), where a prince was set by ‘the Novgorodians’ in 1177. Volok
Lamsky is mentioned s. a. 1216 and 1229 as a Novgorodian possession occupied by the
prince of Pereyaslavl, but there is no mention of its dwellers. However, since Volok had once
its own prince, one can guess that it had something of the same status as Torzhok, Rusa, etc.

Finnic-speaking groups subordinate to Novgorod* in the twelfth and the thirteenth cen-
turies included the Vods (Votes, Votians ‘Boas’), the Izhora (Izhorians, ‘wxopa’), and the
Korela (Karelians, ‘kopena’). They are mentioned in the annals mostly in military contexts.

S. a. 1143 it is reported that the Korela attacked the Yem (Hidme). In 1149 the Yem
attacked the Vods, and the Novgorodians, having heard of that, attacked and defeated the
Yem together with the Vods. In 1191 the Korela joined the Novgorodians in their raid against
the Yem. In 1228 the Izhora and the Korela defeated the rests of the Yem, who had ear-
lier attacked Ladoga and had been defeated by its dwellers. In 1241 the German crusaders
and the Chuds attacked the Vods, imposed on them tribute and built a town in Koporye. In
the next year Prince Alexander re-conquered this area ‘with the dwellers of Novgorod and
Ladoga, and with the Korela and the Izhora’ (‘c HoBropoauu, 1 ¢ Jag0XKaHbl, U ¢ KOPEJIOIO,
u c¢b wxepsaHsl’). Traytors among the Vods were hung. In 1253 the Korela did much harm
to the land of the Germans (that is to Livonia). In 1269 Prince Yaroslav wanted to raid the
Korela, but the Novgorodians persuaded him not to do so. In 1270 “all the Novgorodian Land
gathered to Novgorod: the dwellers of Pskov and Ladoga, the Korela, the 1zhora, the Vods’
(‘coBkymnucsi B HoBbropons Bcsi Bonoctb HoBroposbckasi, MiibCKOBHYH, JIaJJ0KaHe, Kopela,
nxepa, Boxkane’) to offer resistance to a prince.

Aunique contextiss. a. 1215: when describing a famine in Novgorod and the Novgorodian
Land, the annalist specifies that ‘the Vods died, and the rest dispersed’ (‘a Boxkane momporia,
a ocranbke pasuzaecs’). One can guess that the Vods (and no other communities of the
Novgorodian Land) are mentioned because they especially suffered from hunger.

“The Novgorodian Land’ also seems to be a collective actor in some accounts of military
campaigns®. It can be mentioned separately or together with some other community names.

In 1134 Prince Vsevolod and ‘all the Novgorodian Land’ (‘Bcst HoBropombckas
BoJsocTh %) undertook a raid against Suzdal. In 1137 Prince Svyatoslav ‘gathered all the
Novgorodian Land’ (‘chBBKYIH BCto 3eMito HoBroponsckyro’) to go against Pskov. In 1147
Prince Svyatopolk went against Suzdal ‘with all the Novgorodian Land’ (‘ck Bcero oOia-
ctuto Hosbropombeckoro®). In 1191 Prince Yaroslav Vladimirovich went against the Chuds
‘with the Novgorodians, and the Pskovians, and his land’. In 1198 the same prince set out

42 The princes of Pskov are known in 1137, 1211, 1213, 1216, 1232, 1243, 1255, 1257, 1265, 1266 etc.,
of Torzhok in 1177, 1180, 1245, of Luki in 1198 and 1211.

4 The posadnik of Pskov is mentionned s. a. 1132, of Ladoga s. a. 1132, 1164, and 1228, of Torzhok
s.a. 1210, 1215, 1228, 1238, of Rusa 5. a. 1224.

# 1 do not consider here the Finnic-speaking groups which were not subordinate to Novgorod and
which are typically mentioned as military adversaries: the Chuds (Eesti, Estonians, ‘uyns’), the Yem
(Héme, Tavastians, ‘"BML’), ete.

4 Not to mention the uses of ‘the Novgorodian Land’ as a purely geographical term s. a. 1184, 1225,
1240 (twice).

4 “Bomocts’ (volost’, lit. ‘possession’), ‘3emus’ (zemlya, ‘land’), and ‘obmacts’ (oblast’, ‘area’) are
not equal terms (see: Jopckuii A. A. OT cnaBsHckoro Paccenenus 1o Mockosckoro napersa. M., 2004.
C. 130-146) but it is acceptable here to translate them all as ‘land’.
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against Polotsk ‘with the dwellers of Novgorod, and Pskov, and Torzhok, and Ladoga, and
all the Novgorodian Land’. In 1223 Prince Yaroslav Vsevolodich went to Kolyvan (Tallinn)
‘with all the land’ (‘cb Bcero obnacturo’). In 1224 ‘the Novgorodians gathered all the land’
(‘HOBrOpOIIM >K€ CKOMHIIA BCIO BOJOCTh’) against the prince. In 1234 Prince Yaroslav
Vsevolodich went to Yuryev (Tartu) ‘with the Novgorodians, and with all the land, and with
his troops™’ (‘ch HOBrOPOAIM M Ch BCEIO 00macThio U ¢ moIKbl cBoumu’). In 1270 ‘all the
Novgorodian Land gathered: the dwellers of Pskov and Ladoga, the Korela, the 1zhora, the
Vods’ (‘coBkynucs B HoBbropoas Bcsi BoocTh HoBroponbckasi, IiibCKOBHYH, J1aJJ0KAHE,
Kopesia, WKepa, BokaHe’).

Obviously, ‘(all) the Novgorodian Land’ means a big army gathered not only in
Novgorod but in the other parts of the land as well. It is interesting that sometimes the defi-
nition of this army includes community names of two types: those of the dwellers of towns
(Pskov, Ladoga, Torzhok) and those of Finnic-speaking ‘tribes’ (as in the last example).
These lists, especially the last one, illustrate exactly what we have seen when cataloguing
separate uses of the community names.

The territorial structure of the Novgorodian Land — at least as it was perceived by
the 12%- and 13"-century annalists — included ‘the Novgorodian Land’ as a general term,
‘the Novgorodians’ as the community of the dominating city, the smaller towns with their
dwellers (acting both together with ‘the Novgorodians’ or separately), and, finally, the Finno-
Ugric ‘tribes’. On the third level there are local communities inside Novgorod which act in
inner conflicts in the city but which are not very frequently mentioned by the annalists.

It can be assumed that the Finnic-speaking groups subordinate to Novgorod (the Vods,
the Izhora, and the Korela) had something of the same status in the whole structure as the
towns (Pskov, Ladoga, etc.). This is seen from the list s. a. 1270, and also from the fact that
they are treated similarly by the annalists. Both, the towns and the ‘tribes’, are frequently
mentioned as participants of military campaigns and rarely in other capacities. The towns
and their communities are sometimes mentioned in the accounts of political conflicts (in
which they — namely Pskov and Torzhok — could oppose ‘the Novgorodians’) and in some
other contexts (mostly building of churches and fortifications)*. The only non-military men-
tion of a Finno-Ugric ‘tribe’ is that of the famine among the Vods in 1215. As for military
notes, the similarity between the towns and the ‘tribes’ is even more obvious. They are men-
tioned as participants of the campaigns conducted by the Novgorodians themselves and as
those who repulsed the attacks of outer forces (such as the Chuds, the Yem, etc.)*. Very rare
are notes on campaigns undertaken by the communities subordinate to Novgorod (in fact one
such note concerns the raid of the Korela against the Yem in 1143 and three notes concern the
military enterprises of the Pskovians®®) though such raids certainly were more numerous. In
the case of the Pskovians in the early thirteenth century such selectivity of the annals is very
well confirmed by the comparison with the Chronicle of Henry of Livonia; there is some
evidence on military activity of the Korela not reflected in the Novgorodian annals’'.

47 That is with the army from his own principality of Pereyaslavl.

4 See: Iumon T. B. YnoMuHaHWe HEHOBTOPOICKHMX TOMOHMMOB W OIKMCAHWE IyT€H B HOBrOpPOJ-
ckom Jieronucanun XII-XIII BB. // [IpeBHeitmme rocynapcrta Bocrounoit Espomnsi, 2009 rox:
TpaHCKOHTHHEHTAJIBHbIE U JIOKAIbHBIE IYTH KaK CONUOKYIbTYpHBIH enomen. M., 2010. C. 422-425.
4 See notes 33-38.

08, a. 1237, 1266 (two raids) — see note 34.

31 See: [umon T. B. Boennast ucropust banruiickoro perrona B XI1I-XIII BB. 1 HOBropoickast JIETOIHCH //
Bucsr apyx6s1: CO. cT. B uectsh T. H. JI)xakcon. M., 2011. C. 74-82.
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Both, the towns (Pskov, Ladoga, etc.) and the ‘tribes’ had some forms of self-govern-
ment. As for the towns this was seen above: the towns not only were capable to have their
own princes and posadniks (though both in part of the cases were appointed from Novgorod)
as well as to conduct their own military activity, but could sometimes expel or invite princes
and be opposed to Novgorod. As for the Finnic-speaking ‘tribes’, an important evidence one
finds in the Life of Alexander Nevsky, a late thirteenth-century text. Describing the events
of 1240 the Life speaks of Pelgui (Pelgusy), an ‘elder man’ (‘mysb crapeumuna’) in the
Land of Izhora who was entrusted (by Novgorod) to guard the sea-coast. He was Christian
but lived among pagans®2. Thus, the Izhora were not fully integrated into the structure of the
Novgorodian Land. They had their own elder men and preserved their traditional beliefs.
One can add to this that the Izhora (as well as the Vods and the Korela) participated in wars
as a separate entity and, finally, preserved their ethnic names.

Thus, in the Novgorodian Land (according to the annals) there were towns (with
Slavonic-speaking population) and Finnic-speaking ‘tribes’. This uneven structure has a
close analogy in the Land of Chernigov in the twelfth century. This land, as any other in Rus,
included towns, but also a supposedly ‘tribal’ entity: the Vyatichi (‘Batuun’). The Vyatichi
are one of the East Slavonic ‘tribes’ listed in the Primary Chronicle as having inhabited
what became Kievan Rus by the chronicler’s time. The Vyatichi lived in the upper basin of
Oka. According to the Primary Chronicle the Vyatichi were conquered by Kievan princes
twice (!): in 966 and 981-9823%. Nevertheless, ¢. 1100 Vladimir Monomakh mentions in
his Instruction (Iloyuenwue), in the list of his military achievements, that he went ‘through
the Vyatichi’ (‘ckBo3e Bsituue’)™ and later undertook two winter raids to the Vyatichi,
against Khodota (Xomora) and his son®, presumably Vyatichi’s chiefs. In the 12" century
the Vyatichi are mentionned many times in the Laurentian and the Hypatian chronicles, but
mostly as a geographical term (an area in the northern frontier of the Chernigov Land). They
certainly were not by this time an independent ‘tribe’, but it is a question if they preserved
some autonomy and self-identity, still forming at that time a community, an entity which
could be a subject of some activity as the Finnic ‘tribes’ of the Novgorodian Land. Some
scholars believe that they did, others think that they did not*. The first opinion seems more
convincing. Firstly, in 1147 some princes ‘summoned the Vyatichi’ (‘co3Bama Bsartuue’) to
give them instructions®” which certainly means that the Vyatichi still were a unity with some
degree of self-governence (though, as Pavel Lukin rightly sais, the Vyatichi here act in pas-
sive role®®). Secondly, s. a. 1147 and 1152% the word ‘Vyatichi’ is used as a geographical

S2TICPIL T. 1. M., 1997. C16. 479; T. 3. C. 292.

53 Tam xe. T. 1. Ct6. 65, 81-82.

3 Tam xe. Ct0. 247.

55 Tam xe. C16. 248.

¢ See: Jlyxkun 1. B. BOCTOYHOCTABSHCKUE «IIEMEHa» B PYCCKUX JeTonucsx: Mcropuieckas mamsrth
1 peanbHOCTh // OOpa3bl MPOIUIOro U KOJUIEKTUBHAS HASHTHYHOCTH B EBporie 10 Hauaia HOBOTO Bpe-
MeHu. M., 2003. C. 275-279 (with references). — Pavel Lukin believes that in the twelfth century the
Vyatichi were not a ‘tribal’ entity (though there could still be a memory of their ‘tribal’ past). However,
some recent scholars share the opposite opinion, see: @emucos A. A., [l]asenes A. C. Pych u pamumuyn:
HUcropus B3aumootHomieHuit B X—XI BB. // VicTopusi: DieKTpOHHBII Hay4HO-00pa30BaTeIIbHBIN )KypHAIL.
2012. Ne 5 (13) (URL: http://history.jes.su/s207987840000421-2-1 (nara nocemenuss — 01.11.2015 r)).
A0G3. 18-20.

STTICPIL T. 2. M., 1998. C16. 338.

38 JIykun I1. B. Boctounocnassickue «iiemenay... C. 278.

P TICPIL T. 2. C16. 342, 455.
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term but it is important that the Vyatichi are listed together with towns: this implies that there
were districts with central towns and there were, next to them, the Vyatichi, a district with a
‘tribal’ name. The very fact that the community name ‘Vyatichi’ designated a region in many
annalistic narrations until the late twelfth century®, which was not typical for that time®!, is
also significant.

Maybe such areas inhabited by autonomous ‘tribes’ existed in other regions as well.
A possible candidate are the Golyad, a presumably Baltic-speaking group (Galindians)®
in the basin of Protva, in the south-eastern periphery of the Smolensk Land, next to the
Vyatichi. The Golayd are mentioned in the annals only twice. In 1058 they were conquered
by Prince Izyaslav of Kiev®. In 1147 ‘the people Golyad’ (‘moau romsiap’)* were raided
by Prince Svyatoslav of Chernigov as a part of the campaign against Smolensk®. Thus the
Novgorodian Land with its Finnic ‘tribes’ was not an exclusion. If the annals of Chernigov
or Smolensk had survived, they probably would have had mentions of the Vyatichi and the
Golyad as participants of military campaigns.

Another obvious observation is the absence of any mention in the Novgorodian
annals of rural communities of the Novgorodian Land. It looks as if there were towns and
non-Slavonic ‘tribes’ but nothing and nobody in the space between them. Obviously this
is not true: rural communities are known from other sources. The treaty of 1266 between
Novgorod and Prince Yaroslav Yaroslavich mentions ‘Gexudane’ and ‘o6oHmxkane’, the
dwellers of Bezhetski Verkh and Onega region, who receive judicial immunity for three
years®. Birchbark documents of the 12™ and the 13" centuries know such community names
as ‘Bosiouane’ (i. e. dwellers of the basin of North Dvina®’), ‘umoBonoxane’, ‘xkabisuHe’,
‘ropoapiane’, ‘siceHsHe’, ‘XoTbIHsAHe , ‘KoTopsiHe . In most of the cases these names are used
in plural to designate collective addressers or addressees of the letters (e. g. petitions or
instructions)®. One of the interpolations to Prince Yaroslav’s Ustav o mostekh (‘Statute on
Paving’, ‘YcraB o moctex’) uses several community names from the countryside around
Novgorod (‘turoxane’, ‘xomomisiHe’, ‘Hepenuuane’, ‘Bepexkane’, ‘muanonsHe’)®, who
probably were responsible for the conveyance of wood for the pavement’. No doubt, the
absence of such rural community names from the annals of the twelfth and the thirteenth

60 Tam xe. Ct6. 310-311, 336, 343, 368, 371, 374, 459, 468, 502, 509, 637; T. 1. Cr6. 314-315, 341,
348, 350, 413.

1 Another example are the Dregovichi (again a ‘tribal’ name) mentioned s. a. 1116 and 1149 in geo-
graphical sense but again next to towns (see: Jlykun I1. B. BoctouHOocnaBsiHCKUE «IIeMeHay. .. C. 279).
References to other Slavonic ‘tribes’ in the twelfth century are more obscure (Tam xe. C. 280-283).
62 See on the Golyad: Cedos B. B. Tomsizs // I§ balty kultiiros istorijos. Vilnius, 2000. T. 75-84 (URL:
http://www.tarnautojai.lt/memo/modules/sections/index.php?op=viewarticle&artid=9 (mara mocemue-
aust — 31.10.2015 1)).

STICPJL T. 1. C16. 162; T. 2. Cr0. 151.

64 This wording, according to Lukin, indicates the Golyad’s ‘tribal” status — as against the Vyatichi
(VIyxun I1. B. BocTouHOCHaBSIHCKHE «TuieMeHay... C. 279).

S TICPIL. T. 2. C16. 339.

% I'pamotsl Benukoro Hosropoma u Ickosa / [Tox pexa. C. H. Banka. M.; J1., 1949. C. 11. Ne 2,

7 Banusnax A. A. IpeBHEHOBTOPOJACKHI THAJTEKT. 2-€ U3J1., Tlepepad. ¢ y4eToM Marepuaja HaXomIoK
1995-2003 rr. M., 2004. C. 291.

68 Tam xke. C. 291, 316-317, 383-384, 471, 482 (birchbark documents Ne 600, 640, 704, 739, 844, 872,
885; see also the texts at: www.gramoty.ru (nara nocemenust — 01.11.2015 r).

8 See the text: J[peBHepycckue KHsukeckue ycrassl... C. 149-152.

0 See: Anun B. JI. Ouepku KOMIUIEKCHOTO ucTouHuKoBeneHus: CpenneBekosiii Hosropon. M., 1977.
C. 116-120.
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centuries means only that these communities were not actors in events important enough to
be reported by the annalist.

Some contexts in the annals also suggest that there were areas in the Novgorodian Land
which were not embraced by ‘the towns and the tribes’. In 1196 Prince Yaroslav, expelled
from Novgorod, was sitting in Torzhok and collecting tribute from all [Bezhetski] Verkh,
and [river] Msta, and behind the Volok (‘u nanu momma mo Bcemy Bepxy m Mnbcte, 1 3a
Bonokoms Bb3bMa fanb’). These areas were outside both towns and ‘tribal’ territories. In
1242, after the Battle on Ice, the defeated Germans promised: ‘what we have seized with
sword: the Vods, Luga, Pskov, the Lotygola, all this we give up’ (‘uto ecmbl 3amu Bonp,
Jlyry, IlnbckoBs, JIoThITOTY Meuems, TOTO cs Bcero orcTynaems’). Here four areas are listed.
The Vods is a ‘tribal’ name. Luga is a river. Pskov is a town. The Lotygola is again ‘tribal’
name meaning Latgalians, the people of eastern Latvia (some parts of the Lotygola seem
to have been subordinate to Novgorod™). In 1244 the Lithuanians raided near Torzhok and
Bezhitsa (‘oxono Topxkky u bexwunn’), the first being a town and the second being an area.
This use of territorial names along with those of towns and ‘tribes’ implies that the structure
of the Novgorodian Land was even more uneven than it can be deduced from the annalistic
use of community names’. But we must note that in these contexts the geographical terms
designate not actors (as town-dwellers and ‘tribes’ usually do) but objects of collecting trib-
ute, or ravaging by enemies, or territorial claims.

Thus, the analysis of the use of community names in the Novgorodian annals in the
twelfth and the thirteenth centuries leads to conclusions of two sorts.

1) In most of the cases community names are used to designate political or military bod-
ies which can act and make decisions. Much more seldom community names mean not the
community as an actor but only some group representatives of the community. And, on the
contrary, sometimes geographical terms are used as community names (‘All Novgorod’, ‘All
the Novgorodian Land’, or ‘the Trade Side’ can act as political or military bodies). The com-
munities of the Novgorodian Land (the dwellers of Novgorod and its parts, of other towns,
Finnic-speaking ‘tribes’, and the Land as a whole) are regarded by the annalists as actors of
the events, their role being worth recording.

2) In the light of this analysis the Novgorodian Land looks as a hierarchy of town com-
munities: the central one (‘the Novgorodians’ with smaller communities inside) and a few
periphery ones (‘the dwellers of Pskov, Ladoga, Torzhok, etc.), which are supplemented by
three Finnic-speaking ‘tribal” communities (the Vods, the Izhora, the Korela). The Slavonic-
speaking rural periphery (which certainly existed and housed the majority of population) is
completely absent from the annals, though sometimes we meet geographical terms designat-
ing some areas outside the towns and the ‘tribes’ (Bezhetsi, Msta, Luga, etc.), which are not
regarded as actors. Does this picture reflect the real political structure of the Novgorodian
Land? At what time this structure emerged? What was the role of ‘rural’ areas in political life

" Haconos A. H. «Pycckast 3emisin... C. 76-77.

> And all these lists do not correspond at all with the second interpolation to Ustav o mostekh (the
1260s, see note 69), where a list of eight or nine areas of the Novgorodian Land is given. Of these one
(“Vochskaya’) corresponds with one of the ‘tribes’ (the Vods), and two correspond with ‘geographi-
cal’ names in contexts quoted above (‘Bezhichkaya’/Bezhitsi, ‘Luskaya’/river Luga). Other names
are unknown to the annals. Frolov argues that the interpolation lists only rural districts subordinate to
Novgorod itself but not to any of its subordinate towns (like Ladoga or Rusa) (@ponog A. A. Ycras kHs3s
Spocnaga...). However, the list includes at least one of the ‘tribes’ (the Vods), and thus still contradicts to
the picture deduced from the annals.
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and the formation of the army? How this picture can be reconciled with the second interpola-
tion of Ustav o mostekh™ and with later administrative division? These questions are not to
be discussed here. My task was only to analyze the territorial structure of the Novgorodian
Land as it can be deduced from the annalistic usage of community names.

HaHHbIe 0 CTarbe

Paboma evinonnena 6 I'ocyoapcmeennom Axademuyeckom yHugepcumeme yMaHUmMAapHuix HayK 6 pamkax
eoczadanus Ne 2014/321 Munobpnayku Poccuu (npoexm «ITucbmo u nosceonesnocmn: [Ipesusisi Pyco 6
CPABHUMENLHO-UCIOPUHECKOU NePCNEKMUBEN).

ABtop: ['umon, Tumodeii BanentrHoBrd — [ocynapcTBEHHBIH akaJieMHUYECKUH YHUBEPCUTET T'yMaHHUTap-
HBIX HayK, MockBa, Poccust, TOKTOp HCTOpHUYECKUX HayK, CTapIIMil HAyqHbIH COTPYAHHK, guimontv(@mail.ru
3arosoBok: Community names in the First Novgorodian Chronicle and the territorial structure of the
Novgorodian Land (1115-1272) [KomektuBHble 0603HaueHus xuteneii B HoBropoackoit 1 ieronucu n
TeppuTopHansHas crpykrypa Hosroponckoit 3emimn (1115-1272)]

Pesiome: B By MOYTH TOJHOTO OTCYTCTBHS MCTOYHHKOB, BIPSIMYIO PACKPHIBAIOIINX HAM TEPPHUTOPHU-
QIBHYIO CTPYKTYPY APEBHEPYCCKUX KHSDKECTB, IEPBOCTEIICHHYIO 3HAUMMOCTh PHOOPETAIOT JICTOUCHBIE
yrnomuHaHus. Cpeiu HUX BaKHOE MECTO 3aHUMAIOT KOJUIEKTHBHEBIE 0003HaYEHHS OOJIBIIHX TPYIIH JIIOAeH —
«TIIEMEH», TOPOXKAH («KHUSHE», «HOBTOPOAIBI») U JP., KOTOPBIE BOCTIPHHIMAIOTCS JICTOMHCIIAME KaK JeH-
CTBYIOIIIME JIMLIa MHOTHX COOBITHH. B crarhe aHanusupyercs ynorpedieHne KOJUIEKTHBHBIX 0003HaueHNiT
sxkureneit HoBropockoii 3emMin («HOBIrOPOAIBI», XKHUTEIH OTIEIbHBIX paifonoB HoBroposa, skutesn HOBro-
POZICKUX «IIPUTOPOIOBY», PUHHO-YTOPCKHE TUIeMEeHa, «Bcsi HoBropoackast 3emisn») B Tekcre HoBroponckoit [
neronucu 3a 1115-1272 rr. Ananusupyercs T0, B KakuxX (DYHKIHMSX BBICTYINAIOT B JISTOITHUCH OTH TPYIIIIBI:
KaK BBIICHSCTCS, B AOCOIIOTHOM OOJIBIIIMHCTBE CIIy9aeB 3TO HMEHHO KOJUIEKTHBHBIE JIEHCTBYIOMINE JINIIA,
a He MPOCTO «COBOKYIHOCTH xkuTenei». OHM MOTYT NpeACTaBIsATh COO0H BOWCKO, MPUHUMATH MOTUTHIE-
CKHe pelieHus, ObITh CTOPOHAMH KOH(IIMKTOB, OTCYTCTBOBATh B CBOEM ropoje (Kak « HoBropoaus» B 1211,
1217 rr. m «uckoBuum» B 1213 1) n 1. 1. U3 aHanm3a yrnoMuHaHHUIT XKHUTeIel BHIPHCOBBIBACTCS CIIEIYIO-
masi TeppuTopransHas cTpykrypa HoBropoackoit 3emun: oHa coctout n3 Hosropozpa (BHyTpH KOTOpPOTO,
B CBOIO OY€pellb, €CTh «CTOPOHBD», «KOHIIBD U «YJIHIB), TOXKE BBICTYNAIOIINE B Ka4eCTBE ICHCTBYIOLIMX
T cOOBITHIT), HECKOIBKHX 3aBHCUMEIX OoT Hero roponoB (Ilckos, Jlagora, Topxok, Pyca, JIyku, Bomox
Jlamckuii [?]) ¥ TpexX pUHHO-YTOPCKHUX «IIeMEH» (BOAb, MKOpa, Kopena). CTaTyc «IIpUrOpOIOBY H «ILIe-
MC€H» BO MHOI'MX OTHOIICHHUAX CXO0XK, KaK CXOX U XapaKTEep UX yHOMl/IHaHHﬁ B HOBFOpO}lCKOI‘/'I JICTOITUCH.
Takass HecHMMeTpHYHAsI CTPYKTypa (ropojia W «IUIEMEHa») XapaKTepHa He TOibko 1t HoBropomckoit
3emyn: B UepHurosckoii 3emiie B X1I B. Hapsiay ¢ ropogaMu ObUTH «BATHYI», @ B CMOIEHCKON — «TOJISAIbY.
B HoBropozckoii jeTonyucu nojJHOCTbIO OTCYTCTBYIOT YIIOMUHAHUS IPYIII JKUTENeH CeIbCKO MECTHOCTH
(TakoBBIE U3BECTHEI IO PYTUM HCTOUYHHKAM), XOTS HECKOJIBKO pa3 BCTPEYAIOTCsl HA3BaHUSI HEKOTOPBIX Tep-
putopwmii. Bonpoc o craryce u aIMHHUCTPaTUBHOM JAEJICHUH Celbckoil mepudepun HoBropoackoii 3emimu
JOJDKCH pellaTbCs Ha OCHOBAHUU JAPYTUX UCTOYHHKOB: B JICTOIIUCHU €€ COCTABHBIMH YaCTAMH BBICTYNAIOT
TOJIBKO FOPOJA U «ILICMEHAY.

KuroueBsie cinoBa: Hosropon, peBusis Pycp, CpenHue Beka, KOJUICKTHBHBIE OOO3HAUCHHS JKUTENEH,
Hogropozckas 3emitsi, uHHO-yrpHl, IiieMeHa, HoBroposckas [ neromnuics, neronucanue
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Summary: There are only few written sources which present direct information on the territorial structure
of early Rus, and in this situation the evidence of the Rus chronicles (annals) is of primary importance. In
particular, it is interesting to study from this point of view the annalistic usage of community names —
those of ‘tribal’ entities, dwellers of cities and towns (‘the Kievans’, ‘the Novgorodians’), etc., those entities
being often presented in the annals as actors. The paper is dedicated to an analysis of the usage of such
community names inside the Novgorodian Land (‘the Novgorodians’, the dwellers of districts or Novgorod,
the dwellers of towns subordinate to Novgorod, the Finnic-speaking ‘tribes’, ‘all the Novgorodian Land”)
in the text of the First Novgorodian Chronicle for 1115-1272. The author follows the functions in which
such communities can act: it is shown that in most of the cases the community names designate collective
actors, and only rarely the meaning is ‘some members of the community’. A community can act as an army,
as a political body (which can, for example, invite or depose a prince), as a side in a conflict; it can be away
from the city (as ‘the Novgorodians’ in 1211 and 1217, and ‘the Pskovians’ in 1213), etc. The following
structure of the Novgorodian Land can be deduced from the analysis of the annalistic usage of the commu-
nity names: the Land consists of Novgorod, the leading city (inside which, in turn there are ‘sides’, ‘ends’,
and ‘streets’ which also can act in events), several subordinate towns (Pskov, Ladoga, Torzhok, Rusa, Luki,
Volok Lamsky [?]) and three Finno-Ugric ‘tribes’ (the Vods, the Izhora, and the Korela). The status of the
towns and the ‘tribes’ seems to be similar in many respects, as well as the character of references to them
in the annals. Such uneven structure (towns and ‘tribes’) was characteristic not only for the Novgorodian
Land: in the Chernigov Land there were the Vyatichi next to towns; similar is the position of the Golyad in
the Smolensk Land. No rural community names are used in the Novgorodian annals, though a few times we
meet geographical terms designating large areas. The question of administrative status of rural periphery of
the Novgorodian Land must be answered on the base of other data: in the annals the Land is made up only
of towns and ‘tribes’.
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