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Abstract. The preamble to the Rus’ian-Byzantine treaty, which was concluded around 944, contains
dozens of anthroponyms — the names of members of the Kyivian elite, their envoys as well as mer-
chants. Several of them can be identified as Slavonic. The author attempted to answer the question
about the identity of these Slavs and their status within the “decision-making collective” of the early
Rus’ian state. He has compared the information contained in the treaty with material consisting
of other Rus’ian and Byzantine sources. Additionally the author compared the system of governance
in the state of the first Rurikids with the model present among the Yotvingians and other medieval
Baltic societies, which have also came under the influence of the Scandinavians.
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R elations with the Byzantine Empire, including those of a commercial nature,
played a special role in the formation of Rusi’an state in the 10" century'.
A unique testimony to these early contacts and the process of gradual incorpora-
tion of Rus’ into the Byzantine oikumene are the texts of treaties from the time
of the first Rurikids, which have survived in the Primary Chronicle (Tale of Bygone

* This article is an extended version of a paper presented at the III international conference “Col-
loquia Ceranea” (15-17™ April 2021). As author I am grateful to my scientific supervisors, Marcin
Bohm and Adrian Jusupovi¢, for their help and guidance.

' On trade between the Varangians and Byzantium cf.: A. Ha3APEHKO, [pesHss Pycv Ha medndy-
HAPOOHDIX nymsx. MeiOucCyunuHapHvle 04epKU KyIbMypPHbIX, MOP2OBHIX, NOTUMUMECKUX CBA3el
IX-XII s6., Mocksa 2001, p. 70-71, 213-2015 (further literature there); J. SHEPARD, Some Prob-
lems of Russo-Byzantine Relations c. 860—c. 1050, SEER 52, 1976, p. 27; T. NOONAN, European Rus-
sia, ¢. 500-c. 1050, [in:] NCMH, vol. 111, ed. T. REUTER, Cambridge-New York 2000, p. 490, 507;
S. JAKOBSSON, The Varangians. In God’s Holy Fire, London 2020 [= NABHC], p. 28. On the Byzantine
concept of oikumene cf.: D. OBOLENSKY, The Byzantine Commonwealth. Eastern Europe 500-1453,
London 1971, p. 52. From an archaeological perspective, the issue was discussed, e.g., by M. Boguc-
K1, Migdzy wagq a mieczem. Kupcy wikiriscy w Swietle Zrédet pisanych i archeologicznych, Ru 5, 2010,
p. 30-32.
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Years) as a Slavonic translation®. The question of how these sources came to Rus’
and, consequently, into the hands of the author of the Chronicle, remains a matter
of dispute’. However, it is likely that they were for him one of the main sources of
knowledge about Kyiv’s-Constantinople relations at that time - a kind of base on
which he has built his narrative®.

The most extensive, and also the most significant, is the text of the treaty, which
the author of the Chronicle placed under the year 6453 (c. 945)°. The object of the
agreement, which has been confirmed by a double (Christian and pagan) oath®,

2 The role of these treaties in the context of Byzantine politics in the 10" century is described by,
among others: M. Busukos, Texcmot 002060p0o6 Pycu ¢ epexamu 6 céeme BUAHMULICKOL OUnso-
mamuyeckoil npakmuku, [in:] Aumudopou: x 75-nemuio akademuxa PAH Iennadus Ipueopvesuua
JIumasputa, ed. C. Unaypos, Cauxr-Iletep6ypr 2003, p. 47-54.

* The Byzantine origin of the texts of the treaty is indicated by the use of the September style - in the
case of the majority of the Primary Chronicle it is the March style. Some scholars assumed that
the documents arrived in Kyiv shortly after the conclusion of the treaties, and in this form, at the
turn of the 11" and 12 centuries, monks from the Pechersky monastery gained access to them, cf.:
M. bubnkos, Texcmot. .., p. 56; P. CKPbIHHUKOB, Mcmopuueckuti paxm u nemonuco, TOIJI 50, 1997,
p. 316, 320-321. According to J. Malingoudis it took place around 1046 and was related to the conclu-
sion of another Rus’ian-Byzantine peace treaty, cf.: 1. Maimuryay, Pyccko-susanmutickue 002060pbt
6 X 6. 8 ceeme ounnomamuxu, BB 57, 1997, p. 69, 86 (the author used extensive comparative mate-
rial consisting of later Byzantine bilateral treaties); ]. MALINGOUDT, Die russisch-byzantinischen Ver-
trige des 10. Jhds. aus diplomatischer Sicht, Thessaloniki 1994; T. JlutaspuH, Busanmus, boneapus,
Upesnsas Pycv (IX — nauano XII 6.), Cankr-Iletep6ypr 2000, p. 78sq. S. Kashtanov formulated the
hypothesis that the author of the Chronicle used a compilation of copies of documents that had been
made for one of the Kyiv metropolitans (perhaps Nikephoros I) before his departure to Rus. This
hypothesis, in the context of Vladimir Monomakh’s foreign policy, has been expanded by O. Toloch-
ko, cf.: C. KamtaHOB, K 80npocy 0 npoucxoxdeHuu mexcma pyccko-8u3anmuiickux 002060pos X 6.
6 cocmase ITosecmu spemerHuix nem, [in:] Bocmounas Eepona 6 OpesHocmu u cpednesexosve. ITonu-
muueckas cmpykmypa Jlpesrepycckozo eocyoapcmea. Ymenus namsamu B.T. [lawymo, ed. E. ME/Db-
HMKOBA, Mocksa 1996, p. 39-42; A. Tonouko, Ouepku HauanvHoii Pycu, Kues—Cankr-IletepOypr
2015, p. 51-59. The treaties were also discussed by, i.a.: I. SORLIN, Les traités de Byzance avec la Russie
au X siécle (I-1I), CMR 2.3-4, 1961, p. 313-360, 447-475; M. BubsuKOB, Pyco 6 susanmutickoti ou-
naomamuu: 002060pvt Pycu c epexamu X 6., IPBM 1, 2005, p. 5-15.

‘He wrote about the essential role of treaties in the process of creating the Primary Chronicle,
cf.: A. Tonouko, Ouepku..., p. 49-59sq (there, inter alia, the concept of “symmetrical chronology”
of the medieval Rus’ian chronicles). However, this book should be treated with some reserve due
to the controversy it has generated within the academic world (it is a transcript of delivered lec-
tures and the back matter is rather scant), cf. e.g.: Y. MIKHAILOVA, [rec.:] Ocherki nachal noi Rusi by
Tolochko Aleksei..., SRev 4, 2017, p. 1117-1118; B. BOBMHA-JIEBENEBA, Yeacuiuil mup 0pesHepyccKux
siemonuceil: 632750 ce200Hst, PVI 4, 2019, p. 3-27; A. IIJaBENEB, CnassHckue «naemeHa» Bocmounoii
Esponvt X - nepsoti nonosunvt XI 6.: aymenmupuxkayus, nokanusauus u xpornonoaus, SSBP 2, 2015,
p. 103-104.

5 Jlaspenmvesckas nemonucy, [in:] IénHoe cobpdnue pycckux némonuceii, vol. I, lenuurpay 1926
1927 (cetera: Jlaspenmvesckas nemonucy), col. 46.

¢ Evidence of an evolution of the rising Rus’ian state is also provided by the fact that for the first
time some of its representatives took the Christian oath, cf. e.g.: A. Tonouko, Ouepxu..., p. 288;
S1. ManmvHryan, Pyccko-susanmuiickue 002080pul. .., p. 90.
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was to re-regulate the rules of the trade conducting by Rus’ian merchants with
Byzantium, the provision of armed aid, the staying of Rus’ians in the territory
of the Empire (with emphasis on the northern coast of the Black Sea), the prose-
cution of fugitives and several more minor questions’. Its concluding was a result
of Igor’s unsuccessful expedition against Constantinople. It is worth noting that,
compared to an earlier agreement concluded by Oleg, the text of which is given
by the author of the Chronicle under the year 6420 (c. 912), the terms of the trea-
ty were slightly less favourable for Rus®. When analysing a specific source such as
this treaty, we have to look at it through a double prism: of the Byzantine clerks
who perceived their Rus’ian partners in a certain way and referred them by a cer-
tain terms, and of the Rus’ian translator (perhaps the author of the Chronicle him-
self). The latter could have interfered with the text (as evidenced by the mention
of Pereaslav among the Rus’ian towns, the foundation of which is mentioned in
the pages of the Chronicle in the context of the reign of Vladimir the Great) and
adapted it to the reality of his times’.

Looking at the text of the treaty, and especially at its preamble, we can notice
that it has the form of a solemn declaration of the representatives of Rus’ (the first
person plural has been used) to the Byzantine emperors: Romanos I Lekapenos
and his sons-coregents: Constantine and Stephen'’. Let us pay attention to how the
Rus’ian side is defined:

7 The problem of the presence of the Rus’ians on the northern coast of the Black Sea was discussed,
among others, by: JI. Mammuryan, Pyccko-euzanmutickue 002080pbL..., p. 88; J. SHEPARD, Some Prob-
lems..., p. 11; T. NOONAN, European Russia..., p. 490, 507 (this author wrote also about the expansion
of the “Rhos” into the lands of the Slavs and creates the concept of a “tributary state”).
Sﬂaspenmbescmﬂ nemonucy, col. 32-33; D. OBOLENSKY, The Byzantine Commonwealth..., p. 511;
B. ITamyTO, Brewnss nonumuxa Jpesneii Pycu, Mocksa 1968, p. 62; S. JAKOBSSON, The Varangi-
ans..., p. 51; SI. Manmuuryny, Pyccko-susanmuiickue 002080pui..., p. 82, 85; A. HA3APEHKO, KHasv
u OpysHuHa 6 3noxy 002060pos Pycu ¢ Ipexamu, [in] Pycv 6 IX-XII sexax. Obuiecmeo, 2ocyoapcmeo,
kynomypa, ed. H.A. Makapros, A.E. JIEOHTbEB, MockBa-Bosorga 2014, p. 15 (there a comparative
analysis of the treaties); M. Busnkos, Texcmut..., p. 51-54; A. VASILIEV, The Second Russian Attack
on Constantinople, DOP 6, 1951, p. 170-171sq (there is a review of the literature on Oleg’s expedition
against Constantinople). The claim that the treaty was less favourable than previous ones has been
criticised, among others, by I. JIntaspuH, Buzanmus..., p. 78-86 (further literature there).

® According to R. Skrynnikov, the Rus’ian translator has probably slavised some of the Scandinavian
names mentioned in the text of the treaty, cf.: P. CkpbIHHMKOB, Vcmopuueckuii paxm..., p. 319-320.
About Pereaslav cf.: S. JakoBssoN, The Varangians..., p. 40.

1 The fact that Roman I Lekapen’s reign ended in 944 allows us to set a terminus ad quem for the con-
cluding of the treaty. It is also puzzling that the text does not mention Constantine VII Porphyrogen-
netos, who, despite the lack of real power, held at that time the nominal dignity of the fourth in the
hierarchy of co-rulers. Perhaps the translator was surprised by the presence of two Constantines
in the text and thought that it was a single person. J. Malingoudis believed that we are dealing with
a written authorization (mocpegnudeckas rpamora), with which Igor equipped the Rusian envoys.
This, according to the author, was an adopted practice in the Byzantine diplomacy. This version is
also backed up by the mention in the treaty of written credentials with which the prince of Kyiv was
to equip envoys and merchants (HhINE e YREARAT €CTh KHASK HAWL. NOCKIAATH FPAMOTY KO LPTRY
nawemy), cf.: SI. MATMHTYIN, Pyccko-susanmutickue 002060poL..., p. 84.
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We are the envoys (and merchants) from the Rus’ian nation [...] sent by Igor, Great Prince
of Rus’ and from each prince and all the people of the land of Rus’ [...] Our Great Prince Igor
[and his princes] and his boyars and the whole people [of Rus’] [...] and the Great Prince

of Rus’ and his boyars [...] From Igor and all his boyars and all the people of the land of Rus’
[...] Igor, Great Prince of Rus’ and to his subjects'’.

In of the treaty concluded by Oleg we have similar terms: we of the Rus’ian nation,
Sent by Oleg, Great Prince of Rus’ and by all the serene and great princes and the
great boyars under his sway'>. We can see that the Rus’ian side was presenting itself
as a collective, headed by Igor, entitled “Great Prince of Rus™". He was responsible
for implementing the provisions of the treaty: he issued written credentials for the
envoys and merchants going to Constantinople, he was the trustee of peaceful rela-
tions, he was in charge of prosecuting fugitives, repurchasing captives, restoring
damages and enforcing other norms of law which are mentioned in the treaty'.
As a direct partner of the Empire, he also conducted diplomatic correspondence’.

sl ® goga Pyckaro. chan n rocmhe [...] nocaannn ® Hropa. Reankoro Kuasa Pyekaro. n ® Beakoa
KHAKKA H © BeBX AoAHH Pyekua 3emaa [...] BeAHKHH KiASK Hawk Hrogs. [H KNASH] 0 Boamge ero
H AOALE BeH [...] 4 REAHKHH KHASK Pycknn n Boaage €ro [...] ® Hpa 0 ® ReBXS Boamph. H © BekY Ako-

AHH. ® crpantsl Pyckna [...] ks Reankomy KHASK Pyekomy Hropern. n Kk apems ero, Jlaspenmvesckas
niemonucy, col. 46-48; The Russian Primary Chronicle. Laurentian Text, ed. S.H. Cross, O.P. SHER-
BOWITZ-WETZOR, Cambridge, Mass. 1953 (cetera: Primary Chronicle), p. 73-74. Noteworthy is the
use of the word “popp”, which is sometimes considered as a translation of the Old-Greek “yévoc/
yEVER, cf.: A. HA3APEHKO, KHasb..., p. 18-19 (the author has also suggested other forms of Greek
translations of the quoted fragments of the treaty). The word suggests a family/lineage or ethnic
group, but it can also mean a community of people united under something in common (“tribe’,
“nation”, “people”), cf.: Slovnik jazyka staroslovenskeho, vol. 111, ed. B. HAVRANEK, ]. PETR, Praha
1982, p. 644-645. From the perspective of linguistics, the treaty has been analysed, e.g., by: C. Os-
HOPCKUI, f3vik 002080p08 pycckux ¢ epexamu, SIM 6-7, 1936, p. 97-103.

2 mit ® poga Pyka’, nocaann ® Wara geanko’ kiisa Poy'ka”. n ® Bk 1 coy” not poykor € cBETAIK 1 Re-
AMKHY KAk, W €' ReAHKHY Roag, Jlaspenmvesckas iemonucy, col. 32-33; Primary Chronicle, p. 65-66.
1 0. Tolochko rightly stated that the then Rus’ was not exactly a state, but rather a group of people
engaged in common affairs: collecting contributions from the Slavonic tribes and trading these goods
at the markets in Constantinople. According to G. Litvarin, the “serene/great princes” mentioned
in Oleg’s treaty were Slavonic leaders, cf.: A. Tonouko, Ouepku. .., p. 280; I. JutaBPUH, Buzanmus. ..,
p. 103-104. The use of the title “grand (great) prince” may also be a kind of anachronism - in Rus,
until the 12™ century, it was a posthumous title, cf.: A. PoppE, O tytule wielkoksigzgcym na Rusi, PH
73.3, 1984, p. 423-439; 1. Mamuuryny, Pyccko-susanmutickue 002080pot..., p. 87; A. OUIIIOMKIH,
Tumynvt pycckux eocydapeii, MockBa—Cankr-IletepOypr 2006, p. 12-49; P. BoroN, Kniaziowie, kro-
lowie, carowie... Tytuly i nazwy wladcéw stowiariskich we wczesnym Sredniowieczu, Katowice 2010,
p- 81-97.

"In Soviet historiography, mentions of the “Rus’ian law” have often been regarded as evidence of
the high level of development of early Rus’ian state. In recent times, S. Jakobsson marked a similarity
to some norms of Scandinavian law, cf.: S. JaAkoBssoN, The Varangians..., p. 39.

'2]. Shepard has rightly remarked that due to the contacts with Byzantium the level of administra-
tion of the rising Rus’ian state was taken to a higher level: a chancellery, where worked the people
who knew the Old-Greek language, had to be established in Kyiv, cf.: ]. SHEPARD, Some Problems...,
p. 18-21; D. OBOLENSKY, Byzantium and the Slavs, London 1971, p. 54.
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Within the collective we can separate three groups: “the Great Prince of Rus™
(Reankun Knask Pyckun), the widely understood elite, probably Igor’s entourage
consisting of “his [the Great Prince’s] boyars” (Roaage ero, the term is used several
times in the treaty) or “all the princes” (® rcakoa kKnaxka, the term appears only
once) and “all the people of the land of Rus’ ” (& Rekxm atopnn Pyckna semaa).
The document consists of 75 (76 in the Hypatian Codex) anthroponyms — names
of witnesses categorised into the following groups: Igor and his envoy, 24 of
his relatives, and other members of the elite and the “other envoys” (wenkuun can)
representing them, as well as 25 merchants'¢. These tradesmen, as is clear from the
source, hold a distinctly lower status than the envoys and were probably the most
important “direct” contributors of trade with Constantinople'’. The most contro-
versial question is the composition of the group sending the envoys'®: according to
some scholars, the Old-Greek original of the document did not mention “boyars
and all the princes”, but only so-called apyovtec”. On this ground Alexandr

16 C. Beneuknit, Kmo maxoti Bonooucnas dozosopa 944 2.2, [in:] Hopra y ucmounuka Cyov6ot. Coop-
Hux cmameii 6 wecmv Enenvt Anexcandpostor MenvHukosoti, Mocksa 2001, p. 17. In Oleg’s treaty,
only 15 witnesses appear, with no indication of their hierarchy. The hierarchical structure in both
treaties has been analysed, inter alia, by A. Ha3APEHKO, Hexomopote coobpascenus o dozosope Pycu
c Ipexamu 944 . 8 céa3u ¢ nonumuueckoti cmpyxmypoii [IpesHepycckoeo eocyoapcmea, [in:] Bocmou-
nas Espona e OpesHocmu u cpedHesexosve. Tlonumuueckas cmpykmypa [lpesHepycckozo eocyoap-
cmea..., p. 58-63.

'7T. JIutaBPUH, Pyccko-susanmuiickue cési3u 6 cepedune X sexa, BV 6, 1986, p. 41-52; A. HA3APEH-
KO, «Cnvt u 20cmue». O cmpykmype nonumuveckoi anumot [[pesneii Pycu 6 nepeoii nonosume — ce-
pedune X 6., [in:] Bocmounas Eepona 6 opesrocmu u cpednesexosve. [lonumuneckue uHCMumymol
u eepxosnas énacmv. XIX UYmenus namamu B.T. Ilawymo, Mockea, 16-18 anpens 2007 e. Mame-
puanvt xougepernyuu, Mocksa 2007, p. 169-174; A. Tonouko, Ouepku..., p. 280-281; I. JInTABPUH,
Busaumus..., p. 119-120. G. Litavrin has referred to this group as “elite of the regional centres of
commerce and craft’, and O. Tolochko has named them “commercial agents of the ‘serene princes”™.
'8 One of the theories regards this group as the “senior druzhina” - Igor’s immediate entourage,
cf. e.g.: A. IIPECHAKOB, Knsaxoe npaso 6 [pesneti Pycu. Ouepku no X-XII sexam, Mocksa 1993,
p. 28-29, 317-318; B. GREKOW, Rus Kijowska, Warszawa 1955, p. 16, 130-131. Another version
mentions elites of various Scandinavian and Slavonic groups, cf. e.g.: b. Poisakos, Kuesckas Pyco
u pycckue ksmecmea XII-XIII eexos, MockBa 1982, p. 328-329; H. Kotsap, [pesHepycckas eo-
cyoapcmeennocmy, Cankr-IletepOypr 1998, p. 197. M. Sverdlov considered that members of these
elites could have been part of the druzhina of the ruler of Kyiv, M. CBEPI/IOB, JJomoneonvckas Pyco.
Kusszo u knsceckas enacmo va Pycu VI - nepeoii mpemu XIII 6.6., Cankt-Iletep6ypr 2003, p. 197.
¥ II. CrEeaHOBINY, Ko2o npedcmasnsanu nocivt «om poda pyckazo» 6 00eosope Pycu ¢ Ipexamu 944 2.2,
JIPBM 3, 2001, p. 109-110; 1DEM, [Ipassuas sepxyuika Pycu no pyccko-6u3anmuiickum 002060pam
X 6., TVIPM 11, 2013, p. 28-31. Nevertheless this term in Byzantine documents simply meant people
of sufficiently high status, and cannot be taken exclusively as the equivalent of “prince/member of the
ruling house”, cf.: E.A. SOPHOCLES, Greek Lexicon of the Roman and Byzantine Periods, Hildesheim-
Zurich-New York 1992, p. 259-260; A. KAZHDAN, Archon, [in:] The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium,
vol. I, ed. ipEM, Oxford-New York 1991, p. 160. According to M. Bibikov and V. Shusharin this title
the Byzantines referred to provincial rulers, military commanders, wealthy people, foreign rulers and
tribal chiefs, cf.: M. Busukos, B. IllymapuH, Komenmapuu, [in:] KOHCTAHTUH BArPAHOPOJIHBIN,
006 ynpasnenuu umnepueil, ed. I. JIntaspyz, Mocksa 1989, p. 291; P. BoroN, Kniaziowie..., p. 20-33.
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Nazarenko, Oleksiy Tolochko and some other authors concluded that we are talk-
ing only about members of the princely clan, which constituted a “decision-mak-
ing collective™.

Some scholars have compared the list of witnesses of the treaty with the record
of Princess Olga’s stay in Constantinople from the Book of Ceremonies by Con-
stantine VII Porphyrogennetos. She was surrounded by a group of women “in the
rank of archontissa’, as well as by 22 envoys (a number similar to that in the treaty)
and 44 merchants®'. According to one theory, the envoys were sent by approx-
imately the same members of the princely clan who have concluded the treaty
a few years earlier. Some authors noted that Olga was accompanied by her own
relatives, who were not members of the princely clan, however they could par-
ticipate in the negotiations with the Byzantines. It is also worth noting that in the
list of witnesses of the treaty, only for selected anthroponyms their relationship to
Igor was explicitly indicated (Vefast representing Sviatoslav, son of Igor [...] Slothi
for Igor, nephew of Igor [...] Freystein for Akun, nephew of Igor)*. It is also unlike-
ly that if merchants, representing themselves, took part in the concluding of the
treaty, members of the Igor’s entourage - representatives of Kyivian military circles
- would be deprived of this right.

» In the opinion of A. Nazarenko (who prefers the term “group of relatives”, Russian: “kpoBupoj-
crBeHHas rpynma’), the members of the druzhina were the envoys enumerated in the treaty — they
represented particular members of the clan. He believes that the term “wskunn can” used in the
source should be understood as “envoys of common archons” or “envoys of the commonwealth of ar-
chons” According to the author, Igor’s druzhina was an important body, but its members, as Igor’s
immediate subjects, could not send their own envoys. A. Rukavishnikov considered that we are fac-
ing the protoplasts of the “pagan lines” of the house of Rurik, cf.: A. Ha3apEHKO, Hekomopoie coo6-
pascenus..., p. 63; IDEM, Kus3b. .., p. 14-24 (there you can find a review of the literature on the role
of the druzhina and the boyars in the early Rus’ian state); A. Tonouxo, Ouepxku..., p. 277-279; A. Py-
KABUITHMKOB, IIpo6nema «HenpusHanus poocmea» 6 paHHecpeoHesexosvix xponukax u Ilosecmo
spemennvix nem, [in:] Bocmounas Eepona 6 dpesHocmu u cpednesexosve. MHumbvle peanvHocmu
6 aHMUYHOI U cpedHesexk060ti ucmopuozpaduu. Imenus namamu B.T. [lawymo, ed. E.A. METbHN-
KOBA, Mocksa 2002, p. 198-203.

! CONSTANTINE PORPHYROGENNETOS, The Book of Ceremonies, trans. A. MOFFATT, M. TALL, Lei-
den-Boston 2012 [= BAus, 18], p. 594-597; A. Tonouko, Ouepku..., p. 275-276; A. HABAPEHKO,
Hexomopuvie coobpancenus. .., p. 62; IDEM, Knaso..., p. 19-21 (according to O. Tolochko each mem-
ber of the princely house has sent one envoy and two merchants to Constantinople. Similarly, A. Na-
zarenko stressed that the status of the members of Olga’s entourage has been based exclusively on
this kinship - on this logic, the druzhina should be seen as a group strictly dependent on the prince
rather than autonomous); S. JAKOBSSON, The Varangians..., p. 55 (there is an interesting hypothe-
sis according to which the mention of Olga among the witnesses of the treaty is a later insertion);
I. JIutaspuH, Cocmas noconvcmea Onveu 6 Koncmanmuronone u «dapow» umnepamopa, [in:] IDEM,
Busanmuiickue ouepxu, Mocksa 1982, p. 71-92.

2 Ryepacis Grarocaagan ciin Hroperms [...] Gaypamst Hrogerns. nemn Hroperms [...] Mpacrkins Akynms.
nern Hrogerns, Primary Chronicle, p. 73; A. Nazarenko considers that the information about the kin-
ship of some of the witnesses with Igor originates not in the text of the treaty but in the registry notes
annexed to it: A. HA3APEHKO, KHA30. .., p. 20.
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Let us pay attention to a fragment of the anonymous Life of Emperor Basil 1,
which is also known as the Vita Basilii (Biog BaotAeiov). This source probably
comes from the middle of the 10" century, so its appearance more or less coincided
to the time when the treaty was concluded®. In its cards an attempt to Christianise
the Rus’ (Rhos) has been described. The leader, referred to as “archon” (&pxwv),
cannot impose his will on his “subjects” He is surrounded by a group of “elders”
(yépovteq): the author of the Vita did not write that they were relatives of the prin-
cipal leader. Collectively they convened an assembly (cvAAoyoc) of all the people
of the “archon’, which was the decision-making body. Considering the probable
time of writing of the Vita, we can assume that its author described the domestic
system of the “Rhoses” as he knew it from his times: it is thus possible that the
source contains data relating to the middle of the 10" century, not the 9" century.
All this leads us to the conclusion that on the Rus’ian side the treaty was concluded
not only by Igor and his relatives, but by a broader military and mercantile elite*.

In comparison to the treaty of 912, the treaty of 944/945 differs not only in the
number of witnesses and the appearance of a clearly defined hierarchy, but also
because the preamble contains some Slavonic anthroponyms®. One of these
names is held by Igor’s son, Sviatoslav - its appearance within the Rurik dynasty is
the subject of debate®. It is highly probable that it can be considered as an evidence
of gradual slavisation of the princely house and all the Varangian elite of Rus. Much
more enigmatic is Volodislav, represented by his envoy named Gleb (Oyakgs)>.
He was mentioned directly after Igor’s closest relatives, and just before “Akun”, who

» The authorship of the source is usually attributed to Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos or to
a scholarly official of his court, Theodore Daphnopates, cf.: A. KazpHAN, A. CUTLER, Vita Basilii,
[in:] The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. IIL..., p. 2180-2181.

** Chronographiae quae Theophanis Continuati nomine fertur Liber quo Vita Basilii Imperatoris am-
plectitur, ed. L SEVCENKO, Berlin 2012 [= CFHB.SBe, 42]; S. JAKOBSSON, The Varangians. .., p. 30;
I1. Ky3EHKOB, M3 ucmopuu nauanvHo20 amana usanmuticko-pycckux omuouwenui, VIB 1, 2012-
2015, p. 84-85.

» According to J. Shepard and S. Franklin we are faced with an increase in the number of people
involved in the trade, which may also have included representatives of the Slavonic groups linked
to the Rurikids, cf.: ]. SHEPARD, S. FRANKLIN, The Emergence of Rus, 750-1200, London-New York
1996, p. 139; V. THOMSON, The Relations between Ancient Russia and Scandinavia and the Origin
of the Russian State, Oxford 1977, p. 131-132, 139, 140-141.

% According to R. Skrynnikov, this name is a Scandinavian version of the name “Sfendisleift”, cf.:
P. CKPbIHHUKOB, Mcmopuueckuti gpaxm...; I1. Ky3EHKOB, M3 ucmopuu. .., p. 319-320 (there on the
topic of the slavisation of the Varagians). A. Litvina and F. Uspensky proposed the hypothesis that
the Slavonic suffix “-slav” is equivalent to the Scandinavian “-leift’, cf.: A. JluTBuHA, ®. YCIEHCKUA,
Buibop umenu y pycckux xusseii 6 X-XVI es. JJlunacmuueckas ucmopus ck603b npusmy aHmponoHu-
muxu, Mocksa 2006, p. 41sq.

7 ]. KORPELA, Beitrige zur Bevolkerungsgeschichte und Prosopographie der Kiever Rus’ bis zum Tode
von Vladimir Monomah, Jyviaskyla 1995, p. 225. V. Tatishchev and some other authors believed
that Volodislav was the envoy of Gleb, however the construction of the list of witnesses makes this ver-
sion very unlikely, cf.: C. BEnELKI11, Kmo maxoii Bonoducnas..., p. 19-20 (literature review there).
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was also named as a relative of Great Prince?. Some scholars have pointed out
that this anthroponym is related to “authority” (due to the prefix “volodi-”, “to
rule”)?. The “West-Slavonic” provenance of the name is also emphasized (Volo-
dislav as a form of the name Vladislav)*. However, it is worth noting that later
in the Rus’ian sources the name “Volodislav” appears primarily as a boyar name,
rather than a princely (dynastic)*'.

The identification of this “Slavonic” witness of the treaty is the subject of dis-
pute. Some authors have considered him a member of the Rurik dynasty*. Others
believed that we have to do with an unrelated member of Igor’s immediate entou-
rage (“Slavonic boyar”)*. The “West-Slavonic” attributes of the name “Volodislav”
have generated several “Polish-Lendian” hypotheses*. Along with Volodislav, anoth-
er enigmatic female name “Predslava” is mentioned. The Princess Olga, also listed
among the witnesses of the treaty, appears immediately after Igor and Sviatoslav:
we may therefore assume that Predslava was the wife of Volodislav*. The fact that

8 P. CKPBIHHUKOB, Vcmopuueckuii pakm..., p. 317.

* C. BEcenosckuit, Onomacmuxon. [pesHepycckue umena, npossuua u damunuu, Mocksa 1974;
T. SKULINA, W. SwoBoDA, Wolodzistaw, [in:] Sfownik starozytnosci stowiatiskich. Encyklopedyczny
zarys kultury Stowian od czaséw najdawniejszych, vol. V1, ed. G. LABUDA, Z. STIEBER, Wroctaw—War-
szawa-Krakow-Gdansk 1977, p. 573; T. SKULINA, Staroruskie imiennictwo osobowe, vol. I, Warszawa
1974, p. 16-21; A. Tonouko, Ouepxu..., p. 277.

0 H. LowMIANSKI, Poczgtki Polski, vol. V, Warszawa 1977, p. 496 (literature review there).

1 H. Tynuxos, Crnosape dpesHepycckux nuunvix coocmeenHvix umer, Cankt-IlerepOypr 1903, p. 92.
2 M. Prisolkov wrote that Volodislav and Predslava were children of the “Igor the younger” men-
tioned directly before them, cf.: M. ITpucenxos, Kuesckoe eocydapcmeo emopoti nonosutvt X 6. no
susanmuiickum ucmounuxam, Y3J1 73, 1941, p. 241. J. Konovalov put forward a specific hypothesis
that Volodislav was the second husband of Olga and the father of Sviatoslav. H. Lowmianski, A. Na-
zarenko, A. Gorskiy and E. Pchelov considered Volodislav as a member of the princely clan without
pointing to a concrete form of kinship, cf.: X. JloBMmsaHbCKMI, Pyco u Hopmannvt, Mocksa 1985,
p. 221; A. HasaPeHKO, Hexomopuie coobpancenus..., p. 58-63; A. Topckuit, Pyco om cnassaHckozo
Paccenenus do Mockosckozo yapcmea, Mocksa 2004, p. 66-67; E. IT4En0B, Propuxosuuu. 1000 nem
001020 poda. Micmopus ounacmuu, Mocksa 2001, p. 54.

3 C. Beneukunit, Kmo maxoti Bonooucnas..., p. 22-23; b. I'’ekoB, Kuesckas Pycv, Mocksa 1957,
p. 107, 275.

 S.M. Kuczynski described him simply as a “Polish duke”. V. Pashuto wrote that Volodislav ruled
the lands “on the frontier with Poland” in the region of Cherven and Sandomierz. H. Lowmianski
and R. Skrynnikow recognised him as the “duke of Lendians” W. Swoboda wrote cautiously that
Volodislav may have been the leader of the Ulichians, Krivichians, Trivets or other Slavs who partici-
pated in the expedition against Constantinople. S.M. KuczyNsKi1, Studia z dziejéw Europy wschodniej
X-XVII w., Warszawa 1965, p. 15, 233; B. IIamyto, Brewnsas nonumuxka..., p. 32, 64; H. LowMIAN-
SKI, Poczgtki Polski. ..., p. 496, 499; P. CKPLIHHVKOB, Mcmopuueckuii pakm..., p. 317-318; T. SKULINA,
W. SwoBoDpA, Wolodzistaw..., p. 573. However, it should be noted that, according to R. Skrynnikov,
the “Lendians” were a great super-tribal body, which included, among others, the Dnieper Polans, the
Radymichians, the Viatichians and other “tribes” mentioned in the Primary Chronicle. According
to him, the Normans could not conduct great wars without the support of the Slavonic elites and the
Slavonic tribal forces. Volodislav and Predslava may have been members of a significant Lendians’ elite.
> P. CKPbIHHUKOB, Mcmopuueckuti pakm..., p. 317; A. POPPE, Przectawa, [in:] Sfownik starozytnosci
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this woman was represented by her own envoy shows her high social status. In the
context of possible links between the Rurikids and the Slavs, a question to which
I shall return, it is important to note that that this name, unlike Volodislav, sur-
vived within the Rurik dynasty (it was borne among others by one of the daughters
of Vladimir the Great). The names of two merchants, Sinko and Borich, are also
sometimes considered to be Slavonic, however their identity will not be the focus
of our study™.

It seems most probable that Volodislav and Predslava were members of the
elite of a Slavonic group - probably linked to the Rurikids by ties of dependence
or cooperation. We can read about this kind of Slavonic “princes” in the Rus’ian
chronicles: the Primary Chronicle informs about a Drevlians’ “chief” named Mal.
In an 11™ century context, the author mentioned Khodota - the leader of the Viat-
ichians”. The descriptions of Oleg and Igor’s expeditions against Byzantine Empire
includes lists of reinforcements staged by various Slavonic “tribes”*®. At this point
the question arises: with which ethnos might Volodislav and Predslava have
been related?

Let us turn our attention to the treatise On the Governance of the Empire (the Latin
title De administrando imperio), which is a kind of “handbook” written under the
auspices of Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos for his son, Emperor Romanos II
(the Greek title of the source is: IIpog tov idtov viov Popavov). It dates from the
turn of the fifth and sixth decades of 10" century, so around the time when
the treaty with Rus’ had been concluded. Even if some of the information that Con-
stantine (or rather a collective headed by a literate emperor) was in possession of,
would have been from earlier times, we can suppose that the image of the “Rhoses”
(Pwg) more or less corresponds to the situation in the middle of the 10" century™.

stowiatiskich. Encyklopedyczny zarys kultury Stowian od czasow najdawniejszych, vol. IV, ed. G. La-
BUDA, Z. STIEBER, Warszawa 1970, p. 37 (A. Poppe believed that Predslava was the daughter of Igor
and Olga).

% According to T. Skulina, the name “Sinko” may derive from the Slavonic “siny” (blue) or be
a diminutive of the Christian name “Xenophon” The Polish author associates the name of Borich
with the “Borich crossing”, which was described by the author of the Primary Chronicle when he
wrote about Drevlians’ legation to Princess Olga, cf.: T. SKULINA, Staroruskie imiennictwo..., vol. 11,
p. 61; P. CKPbIHHMKOB, Vcmopuueckuii pakm..., p 318.

37 Jlaspermvesckas nemonucy, col. 56, 248; T. NOONAN, European Russia. .., p. 506.

3 A. IIIABENEB, «I[InemeHa» 80CMOUHDBIX C/IABSTH dMANbL 3A80€8AHUS U CMeNeHb 3a8UCUMOCIU OM
Oepacasvl Propukosuueii 8 X 6., [in:] Pyco anoxu Bnadumupa Benuxoeo. [ocydapcmao, uepkosv, Kynv-
mypa, ed. H. MakapoB, A. HA3APEHKO, MockBa-Bosnorga 2017, p. 46 (literature review there).

¥ CONSTANTINE PORPHYROGENITUS, De administrando imperio, ed. G. MORAVCSIK, trans.
R.J.H. JENKINS, Washington 1967 [= CFHB, 1] (cetera: CONSTANTINE PORPHYROGENITUS); A. IITA-
BEJIEB, CriassHckue «niemenar. .., p. 106; IDEM, «IInemenar..., p. 39; B. [1amyro, /lemonucnas mpa-
OUUUS 0 «NIIEMEHHDIX KHANEHUSIX» U 8apsaycKuti 6onpoc, [in:] IDEM, Pycw, IIpubanmuka, nancmeo,
Mocksa 2011, p. 167-176. About the sources of the information which the author of De adminis-
trando imperio had at his disposal cf. e.g.: ].B. BURY, The Treatise De administrando imperio, BZ 15.2,
1906, p. 517-577; ]. HOWARD-JOHNSTON, The De administrando imperio: a Re-Examination of the
Text and a Re-Evaluation of its Evidence about the Rus, [in:] Les centres proto-urbains russes entre
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The information contained in the ninth and thirty-seventh chapters of De admi-
nistrando imperio is especially relevant from the point of view of our study. Con-
stantine has repeatedly mentioned various “tributaries” of Rus, whom he referred
to as “paktiots” (maktwwtai)®. He named the lands inhabited by them as “Exter-
nal Rus™*. This list, which includes, among others, the Drevlians, the Dregovi-
ches, the Krivichians, the Severians and “he rest of the Slavs’, largely corresponds
to the information given by the Primary Chronicle. Constantine stressed that these
groups had their own towns - therefore they had relative independence®. In chap-
ter thirty-seven, we read about the Slavonic groups that bordered the various
“themes” of the Pechenegs®. Constantine made a clear distinction between the
“Rhoses”, neighbouring the “theme” of Charaboi, and the ethnoses bordering
the Iabdiertim - the Ulichians, the Drevlians, the mysterious Aev(evivot and “the

rest of the Slavs™.

Scandinavie, Byzance et Orient, ed. M. KazANsK1, Paris 2000 [= RByz, 7], p. 301-336; A. Tonouko,
Ouepku..., p. 211-212; E. MENIBHUKOBA, Pocvl u ux nakmuomor 8 mpakmame «O0 ynpasneHuu um-
nepueti» Koncmanmuna VII Bazpsinopodrozo, [in:] «Io n1066u, 66 npasdy, 6e30 6cAKkue XUMpocmu».
Zpysvs u xonneeu k 80-nemuto B.A. Kyuxuna, Mocksa 2014, p. 75-88.

4 This term comes from the word “naxtd” (Latin pactum — agreement, pact) meaning either “trib-
ute/tribute” or “arrangement” and “dependence/affiliation”. The author of De administrando impe-
rio uses this term to describe the nations inhabiting the territories over which the Byzantine Em-
pire claimed sovereignty. The word “naktwwtai” can also be compared to the Roman term foederati
(the status of foederati did not involve interference by a “superior” in internal matters of autonomy),
cf.: A. Tonouxo, Ouepku..., p. 202, 207, 216-217; 10. KosnmaHos, Ionodve. A6nerue omeuecmeen-
HOtl U 6cemupHoti ucmopuu yusunuzayuti, Mocksa 1995; C. TeEmyEB, Hanoeu u JdaHb 8 Jpesneii
Pycu, Munck 2015; D. SIMON, Pacta, [in:] The Oxford Dictionary of Byzantium, vol. II..., p. 1550-1551.
1 A. Tonouko, Ouepku. .., p. 203-205, 208. The author believes that, by default, “internal Rus” was
the relatively small territory directly subordinate to the Rurikids: mainly Kyiv with its adjacencies
and the “northern outpost” in Novgorod.

2 CONSTANTINE PORPHYROGENITUS, IX, 9-10, 16, p. 56-58. On the Slavonic “tribes” in the Primary
Chronicle and its “ethnographic” aspect cf.: A. Tonouko, Ouepxu..., p. 69sq (literature review there),
203, 214sq; A. IITABENEB, CrassaHckue «nnemenar..., p. 99-133; IDEM, «[Inemenar..., p. 24-48 (the
author discusses various forms of dependency of the Slavonic groups); A. Kusnub, Om Amsssu 0o
JIumevt. Pycckoe nozpanuuve ¢ ameseamu u /lumeoti 6 X-XIII eexax, Mocksa 2014, p. 9-15 (there
a critical view of the “cabinet” concept of the Slavonic “tribes”), 31-32.

# On the Pechenegs in the De administrando imperio, also in a Rusian context, cf.: A. VASILIEY,
The Second Russian Attack..., p. 185-187; VI. KOoHOBAJIOBA, ITeuenesxckoe docve Koncmanmuna
Bazpsnopoonozo, [in:] Bocmounas Espona 6 OpesHocmu u cpedHesexosve. IIpobnemvl nnunuzma
u obpasosanus bocnopckoeo yapcmea. UYmenus namamu B.T. Ilawymo, ed. A. TlonocnHos, Mo-
ckBa 2009, p. 139-146; C. Kozjios, Koncmanumun BazpsHopooHuiil o neueHemckux «gﬁemax» (DAL
cap. 37) u npobnema ez0 ucmouHukos, [in:] Bocmounas Eepona 6 dpesHocmu u cpedHesexosbve.
Muczpayuu, paccenenue, 6otina Kax dakmopuvl nonumozeresa. Ymenus namamu B.T. Iauymo,
ed. T. 'KAKCOH, Mocksa 2012, p. 113-120; A. Tonouko, Ouepxku..., p. 196; A. PARON, Pieczyngowie.
Koczownicy w krajobrazie politycznym i kulturowym Sredniowiecznej Europy, Wroclaw 2015; IDEM,
The Pechenegs. Nomads in the Political and Cultural Landscape of Medieval Europe, Boston-Leiden
2021 [= ECEEMA, 72]; IDEM, Pieczyngowie na kartach “De administrando imperio” Konstantyna VII
Porfirogenety, AUW.CW 27, 2007, p. 97-112; S. JAKOBSSON, The Varangians..., p. 36.

4 CONSTANTINE PORPHYROGENITUS, XXXVTI, 40-45, p. 168.
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The ninth chapter is a description of the annual cycle of the “Rhoses”, the cen-
tral elements of which are: collecting of tribute from the “paktiots” and trading
with Constantinople. In this context the emperor highlighted the names of two
ethnoses - Kpiprtonvot and Aev{avivor*. According to Constantine, these Slavs
inhabit in the Dnieper basin and manufacture boats (povo§uhov), which they
then float to Kyiv and sell (rather than give as tribute) to the “Rhoses™. The name
KpiPironvol can be quite clearly linked to the Krivichians, known from the Pri-
mary Chronicle as a people inhabiting the basin of Daugava and upper Dnieper
rivers”’. The question of Aev{avrjvot is less clear — this ethnonym does not appear
in the Rus’ian sources*. In my opinion, the most likely hypothesis is that Aevie-
vivol was a large frontier ethnos (even a proto-state organism) — the same one
mentioned by the Bavarian Geographer under the name Lendizi. This organism,
referred by the author of the Chronicle as Jlsxu, became the object of Vladimir
the Great’s expedition, mentioned under the year 6489 (c. 981)*.

4 Constantine also used the form Aev{evivol.

* CONSTANTINE PORPHYROGENITUS, IX, 1-19, p. 57-58; A. Tonouko, Ouepku..., p. 201;
PM. STRASSLE, To Movo&vlov in Konstantin VII. Prophyrogennetos’ Werk «De Administrando Impe-
ro», EB 2, 1990, p. 93-106; L. HAVLIKOVA, Slavic Ships in 5"-12" Centuries Byzantine Historiography,
BS 52, 1991, p. 89-104.

*7 Significantly, among the towns belonging to the “paktiots’, Constantine mentioned, inter alia,
Miliniska - a toponym identified with Smolensk, probably the main centre of the Krivichians. About
the Rus’ian towns in the De administrando imperio wrote, e.g.: S. JAKOBSSON, The Varangians...,
p. 54; A. Tonouko, Ouepku. .., p. 202-203, 210; A. IIJABENEB, Cnassaxckue «niemenar..., p. 118-119;
A. Kusunb, Om fImessu..., p. 35, 99-101.

® Some authors identified Aev{evivot with the Radimichians or the Dnieper Polans. This version
does not correspond to the division between “External Rus” (1] ¢{w Pwoia) and the “heart” with the
centre in Kyiv, i.e. in the land of the Dnieper Polans, cf.: M. J)Kux, /lendssne Koncmanmumna Baeps-
HOPOOHO020 U padumu4u «om poda /Iaxoe», https://zapadrus.su/slavm/ispubsm/1969-lendzyane-kon-
stantina-bagryanorodnogo-i-radimichi-ot-roda-lyakhov.html [15 III 2021]; M. IIpucenkos, Kues-
ckoe 20cy0apcmeo..., p. 235; P. CKPbIHHUKOB, Vcmopuueckuti gaxm..., p. 313 (there the concept
of the “Lendians” as a large supra-tribal organism in the Dnieper basin, which included, among oth-
ers, the Polanians, and which collapsed under the influence of Scandinavian expansion); O. Tpyba-
YEB, DmHozeHe3 U Kynvmypa opesHeiiuiux cnassau. JTunesucmuueckue uccnedosanus, Mocksa 2002,
p. 234, 286; A. LLIABENEB, «[Inemenar..., p. 39; IDEM, Euje pas 00 udenmuguxayuu u n0Kanu3ayuu
cnassinekozo «nnemenu» Aeviavipvor / Aevievivor / * ledjane, [in:] Bcnomozamenvtovle u cneyuanvtole
nayxu ucmopuu 8 XX — nauane XXI 6. IIpuseariue, meopuectnso, 00uiecmeenHoe caysienue ucmopu-
xa. Mamepuanvt XXVI Mew0ynapooHoii nayuroti koHgepenyuu, Mocksa 2014, p. 424-427; IDEM,
Crnassnckue «niemerar..., p. 111-113 (there the concept that “Polans” is a native name and “Len-
dians” - a given name).

*T. LEHR-SPLAWINSKI, Ledzice — Ledzianie — Lachowie, [in:] Opuscula Casimiro Tymieniecki sep-
tuagenario dedicata, Poznan 1959, p. 195-197; H. LowMIANsKI, Ledzianie, SA 4, 1953, p. 97-116
(there a hypothesis of “Lendians-Volhynians”); IDEM, Poczgtki Polski..., p. 496-498. According to
the author, Constantine mistakenly classified the “Ledyans” among the “paktiots” of Rus’ - in fact
they were the commercial partners of Kyiv. Cf.: A. HA3APEHKO, Hemeykue 1amunosA3viuHble UCHOY-
Huxu IX-XI sexos. Texcmui, nepesod, kommenmaputi, Mocksa 1993 [= IVIBE], p. 31-34 (literature
review there). According to De administrando imperio, the territories of these “paktiots” were located


https://zapadrus.su/slavm/ispubsm/1969-lendzyane-konstantina-bagryanorodnogo-i-radimichi-ot-roda-lyakhov.html
https://zapadrus.su/slavm/ispubsm/1969-lendzyane-konstantina-bagryanorodnogo-i-radimichi-ot-roda-lyakhov.html
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Another worth-noting detail contained in De administrando imperio is that the
description of the journey of the “Rhoses” to Constantinople includes information
on numerous hydrographical points, including porohs on the Dnieper River. Very
significant is the fact that two names of each of them - Scandinavian and Slavonic
— are given™. It can be assumed that Constantine obtained some of his information
from the Slavonic participants of the trade, which had a dual, Scandinavian and
Slavonic, character’'. In this context, therefore, it would not be surprising if at least
certain members of the Slavonic “tribal” elite, who at the same time were part
of the “commonwealth of interest” centred around the Rurikids, were involved
in concluding agreements with Byzantine partners™.

When we discuss the relationship between the Rurik dynasty and the Slavs, the
question of possible family ties comes up naturally: could Volodislav and Pred-
slava have belonged to Igor’s family? In the case of the 10" century and the source
material we have, it is impossible to draw any definite conclusions. However, if we
consider some other source information we will obtain some indications that may
be helpful in at least partially explaining this issue.

The Primary Chronicle contains mentions of the possibility of such links: after
the death of Igor, the elders of the Drevlians offered Olga to marry their “prince”
Mal>. This story may be a testimony of memory about the character of rela-
tions linking the first Rurikids with members of the elites of the Slavonic groups.
Of a slightly different character is the information about Malusha, Sviatoslav’s con-
cubine and Vladimir the Great’s mother. Her brother Dobrynia already during
the reign of Sviatoslav entered not only the circle of family rulers of Kyiv, but first
of all became an influential member of the elite of the Rus’ian state*’. Significant
for our study is a mention from the year 6496 (c. 988) about the names of the

in the mountains (¢i{ t& 6pn). Some scholars have tried to consider this information with the Dnie-
per mountains, mentioned in the Primary Chronicle. In my opinion, in some of the critical editions
of Constantine’s work, the word opog has been mistranslated: it can mean not only mountains, but
also a border, an estate or a district, cf.: E.A. SopHOCLES, Greek Lexicon..., p. 819; A. IIIABEJEB,
Crnassrickue «nnemenar. .., p. 112, 118 (there more about the “geographical” location of the ethnoses
mentioned in De administrando imperio).

*» CONSTANTINE PORPHYROGENITUS, IX, 25-65, p. 58-61.

' P. CKPBIHHUMKOB, Mcmopuueckuii gaxm..., p. 311; H. LowMIaNsk1, Poczgtki Polski..., p. 497
(according to H. Lowmianski, the information on Slavonic groups was provided to the author of
De administrando imperio by the Pechenegs).

52 A. Tonouxko, Ouepku. .., p. 213. According to the author, this information could have been provid-
ed by the Rus’ian envoys on the occasion of the conclusion of the treaty. Imperial clerks registering
the Rus’ian merchants, who are mentioned in the text of the treaty, may also have been involved
in obtaining information. As an additional indication of the “double” nature of trade with Constan-
tinople, we can take these fragments of the Primary Chronicle concerning the participation of the
Slavs in the expeditions of Oleg, Igor and Sviatoslav against Byzantium, cf.: /laspenmovesckas nemo-
nuco, col. 21, 33; A. IIJABENEB, «[Inemenar..., p. 28-29.

33 Jlaspermvesckas nemonucy, col. 54-55.

>t JTaspenmvesckas nemonucy, col. 69.
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sons of Vladimir®. Four of them, mentioned as the last, also bore names with
a West-Slavonic provenance: Stanislav, Pozvizd and Sudislav®. These sons were
not mentioned in the note under the same date about Vladimir’s division of the
Rus’ian towns between his descendants. As the name of Volodislav, their names
did not gain a dynastic status among the house of Rurik, but became popular
among the Rus’ian boyars.

Thus, we are dealing with a set of non-standard (“West-Slavonic”) anthropo-
nyms, occurring at one time within the princely house and later becoming popular
among the Rus’ian boyars”. It is possible that up to a certain moment (e.g. until
the baptism of Vladimir), family ties between the Rurikids and members of the
upper classes of the Slavonic and Varangian groups remaining in the Kyiv’s sphere
of influence have been something common. In this context we can mention the
story of Vladimir’s marriage to Rogneda of Polotsk, the daughter of a local Scandi-
navian leader. However, these ties were not important enough to make knowledge
about them a part of the dynastic tradition: possibly the sons from such marriages
did not achieve a high position, as can be seen by the very laconic references in the
Rus’ian chronicles®. As the state became more consolidated and powerful, Rus’ian
rulers wanted to establish family ties with other Christian dynasties: Vladimir’s
marriage to Anna Porphyrogenneta is the most prominent example of these policy
(we also know of a number of marriages between the Rurikids and members of the
Polish, Hungarian, French and German dynasties). In the mid-10" century, family
ties to local Slavonic (Volodislav?) and Scandinavian (Rogvolod) leaders may have
been important, but fifty years later they may have lost relevance. Christianisation
of the princely house prevented the ruler of Kyiv from having several spouses and
forced him to conduct a more cautious dynastic policy directed at relations with
more powerful allies.

The preamble of the treaty contains one more specific anthroponym which is
difficult to clearly qualify as Slavic or Scandinavian. Among the Rus’ian envoys,

> Jlaspermvesckas nemonucy, col. 121.

% B. Kopojtok, 3anaduvie cnassame u Kuesckas Pyco 6 X-XI 66., MockBa 1964, p. 98; J. KORPELA, Bei-
trige..., p. 200, 210, 212. A. Briickner wrote that Stanislav and Pozvizd were the children of Vladimir’s
“Polish consort” (this view was partly supported by T. Skulina). According to L. Voitovych Stanislav
and Sudislav were sons of Adela — daughter of a “duke” of the Croats based in Przemyfl, cf.: A. BRUCK-
NER, Polska pogariska i stowiariska, Krakow 1923, p. 14; T. SKULINA, Staroruskie imiennictwo..., vol. I,
p. 112, vol. 11, p. 17; J1. BovttoBud, Knssa 0o6a..., p. 274, 277 (there a review of the information from
the later Rus’ian codexes). Only in the case of Sudislav we have reliable information on his further
fate - he lost the Pskov principality as a result of a conflict with his brother Yaroslavl. He was then
captured and freed by his nephews after two decades. He died as a monk and the last surviving son
of Vladimir the Great. Stanislav and Pozvizd died probably while their father was still alive.

%7 This fact could also serve as an indication that the later Rus’ian boyar’s class had their origins not
only in the Great Prince’s immediate surroundings, but also in the Slavonic elites.

* Then A. Rukavishnikov’s hypothesis about “forgotten pagan lines of the house of Rurik” has some
signs of rightness.
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a person named “Yatvyag — the envoy of Gunar” was mentioned®. This name may
be related to the Yotvingians, a Baltic ethnos mentioned in Rus’ian sources, with
whom Vladimir the Great and his son Yaroslav have been fighting®. As the Yot-
vingians did not create any written sources, their identity and origin is a subject
of debate among historians, archaeologists and philologists®’. In recent times,
a hypothesis by the Russian historian Alexei Kibin’ has gained popularity: he
made a thorough analysis of the origin of the ethnonym, concluding that it does
not necessarily have the Baltic origins®. According to Kibin, the form “Yatviagi”
(Armarn), appearing, for example, in the Primary Chronicle, is similar to such terms
as “Variagi” (Rapasn) or “Kolbiagi” (Koararn), which refers to members of various
Scandinavian groups. A. Kibin’ also associates the name of Yatviag with the Scan-
dinavian name “Eadwig” stating that Yotvingians could mean “the descendants or
people of Yatviag™®.

In the basin of the Neman river, areas traditionally identified as the Yotvingian
lands, we encounter some traces of the existence of Scandinavian culture in the
10" and 11" century*’. According to A Kibin, not only the “Rhoses” of Kyiv but
also many other groups of Scandinavians operated in the Central-Eastern Europe
at that time. In a certain way, this is confirmed by those fragments of the Prima-
ry Chronicle that mention Rogvolod of Polotsk, the mysterious Tury (legendary
founder of Turov) and Princess Olga, who, according to the Chronicle, came from
Pskov. According to the Moscow scholar, a not large but well-organised group

9 Armars. TyHapoRs.

& JTaspenmvesckas nemonuco, col. 82, 153. . POWIERSKI, Najdawniejsze nazwy etniczne z terenu
Prus i niektorych obszarow sgsiednich, KMW 2, 1966, p. 161-183; IDEM, Czynniki warunkujgce rozwdj
polityczny ludow zachodniobattyjskich, ABS 19, 1990, p. 96; IDEM, Battowie i ich relacje z Polska do
kotica XII wieku (na tle stosunkéw w strefie baltyckiej), [in:] IDEM, Prussica. Artykuty wybrane z lat
1965-1995, vol. II, Malbork 2005, p. 622. According to some authors this man’s name was “Yatviag
Gunarov”). J. Powierski believed that it was a Yotvingian envoy of Gunar - a Varangian governor
of his native lands. The dispute over his identity was aptly summarised by B. Uspensky. Russian au-
thor stated that Yatviag could be someone from the Yotvingian tribe, someone resembling a Yotvingian
or having connections with the Yotvingians, cf.: ®. YcneHckuit, Ckanournasot. Bapseu. Pycv. Mcmo-
puxo-gunonozuueckue ouepxu, Mocksa 2002, p. 61. Also noteworthy is that the Yotvingians were
not mentioned in the list of peoples and “tribes” included in the Primary Chronicle, cf.: M. ENGEL,
Jaéwieskie osrodki grodowe, Warszawa 2020, p. 278.

' H. LowMIANSKI, Prusy pogatiskie, Torun 1938, p. 15; A. Kusunb, Ameseu 6 X-XI 66.: «banmckoe
nnemsa» unu «bepezosoe 6pamcmeo»?, SSBP 2.4, 2008, p. 117-132; 1DEM, Om Amesasu..., p. 18sq,
44-46; M. ENGEL, Jaéwieskie osrodki. .., p. 274.

2 A. Kusunb, Om SImeéssu..., p. 50-53; M. ENGEL, Jaéwieskie osrodki. .., p. 274.

8 A. Kusnub, Om Ameasu..., p. 54-56, 61, 70; M. ENGEL, Jaéwieskie osrodki..., p. 280. A. Kibin’
emphasises that it is necessary to differentiate between the ethnonym “Ja¢wings”, which the author
of the Primary Chronicle used to describe events taking place in the 10™ and 11™ centuries, and the
later “Yotvingia” (Sudovia), which in his view is a geographical name rather than an ethnonym.

¢ A. Kusunue, Om Amessu. .., p. 62-63.
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of Scandinavians, engaged in military and trading activities, could take control
over part of the Baltics and introduce their social model, including the system of
governance®.

The hypothesis of A. Kibin’ was recently endorsed by Marcin Engel, who com-
pared written sources with archaeological data. According to his observations, for
the period from the 9" to the middle of the 11" century in the Neman basin we can
see signs of major cultural transformations (including the development of strong
settlement centres) and the Scandinavian element has played a decisive role in this
process. At the end of that period many local centres collapsed, which may be
connected with the military actions of the Rurikids against the Yotvingians, which
the Primary Chronicle informs us about. According to M. Engel their result was the
elimination of the independent elite groups, which dominated in the Prussian area
during the Viking period and the removal of the elite groups which determined the
shape of culture®.

Let us take a brief look at the sources mentioning “Yotvingians” and other Balts
with particular emphasis on the internal structure®”. The Bavarian Geographer
while writing about the “Bruzi” people (Prussians?) stressed that they occupied
a large territory, however the author did not provide any information about the
number of their towns. Some scholars consider this to be evidence of the non-uni-
fied structure of this folk®. The account of Wulfastan’s journey to Truso, included
in the Book of Alfred, King of Wessex, contains data about the “Estes” — people,
who inhabited the land called “Estland”. The author of the source mentioned that
they had many strongholds ruled by chiefs who competed with each other. The
description of the funeral rites of the “Estes” gives us information on social strati-
fication®. The Life of Saint Adalbert of Prague by Bruno of Querfurt (Sancti Adal-
berti Pragensis episcopi et martyris vita altera) includes information on the Prus-
sians (“Pruze”): their lands were divided into districts headed by primas, with an
assembly as the supreme governing body. Bruno also mentioned a man named Sic-
co, whom he described as “primus dux et magister nefarie” - such a combination
of chieftainship and religious role was present also in the 13" century Yotvingia”.

8 Ibidem, p. 60-61, 69; M. ENGEL, Ja¢wieskie osrodki. .., p. 279-280, 283.

% A. Kusunb, Om Smessu..., p. 59-60; M. ENGEL, Jaéwieskie osrodki. .., p. 284.

¢ Cf.: H. LowMIANSKI, Stosunki polsko-pruskie za Piastow, [in:] IDEM, Prusy — Litwa — Krzyzacy,
Warszawa 1989, p. 97sq.

5 Opis grodéw i terytoryéw z potnocnej strony Dunaju czyli tzw. Geograf Bawarski, ed. S. ZAKRZEW-
SKI, Lwéw 1917, p. 4-5; A. Kusunb, Om Imessu..., p. 34; M. ENGEL, Jaéwieskie osrodki. .., p. 261.

% Scriptores rerum Prussicarum, vol. 1, ed. T. HIRscH, M. TOEPPEN, Leipzig 1861, p. 732-734;
cf.: M. ENGEL, Jacwieskie osrodki..., p. 276 (further literature there).

70 Sancti Adalberti Pragensis, episcopi et martyris vita altera auctore, ed. A. BIELOWSKI, Lwow 1964
[= MPH, 1], p. 180, 182, 220, 221; Wojciecha biskupa i meczennika Zywot pierwszy, ed. J. KARWA-
SINSKA, Warszawa 1962 [= MPH.SN, 4.1], p. 46; Adalberti Pragensis episcopi et martyris Vita al-
tera auctore Brunone Querfurtensi, ed. J. KARWASINSKA, Warszawa 1969 [= MPH.SN, 4.2], p. 39,
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Adam of Bremen wrote that the Prussians did not recognize any lord or super-
ior authority over them”'.

Much of the information on 13™ century “Yotvingia” and the local leaders
comes from the Galician-Volhynian Chronicle. Its author, describing the way of
conducting wars by the Yotvingian “princes’, stressed several times that they
operated as a collective’>. When negotiating peace with the Rus’ian princes, Yot-
vingian legations very often consisted of several leaders and were sent on behalf
of “all Yotvingia””*. Very important is also the mention of the deputation of sev-
eral Lithuanian kunigai to the widow of Roman Mstislavich and her sons: Daniel
and Vasylko. The written document which was drawn up then included a list
of their names with a classification into “older” and “younger” princes™.

We can conclude that this “collective” way of decision-making reminds us of
the situation we faced in the case of the Rus’ian-Byzantine treaty. The 13" century
“Yotvingia” appears as an archaic form of society organised in a manner similar
to that of the early Kyiv state. The decision-making body was a community bring-
ing to mind the model known from Scandinavian societies (ting — an assembly
of all free men)”. If the theory of A. Kibin’ is correct, we can suppose that this
model was implemented in the early Middle Ages in the lands of the Balts. Later,
although the expansion of the Rurikids caused the collapse of other Scandinavian
groups, this “collective system of government”, known from the time of Oleg and
Igor, in the Neman basin could survive until the 13™ century’.

Let us summarise the main conclusions. The Rus’ian-Byzantine treaty, which
is placed in the Primary Chronicle under the year 6453 (c. 945) but was actually
concluded in 944 at the latest, is an agreement between two sides: the Byzantine
emperors and a commonwealth of interest consisting of several dozen individuals,

68; A. KaMINSKI, Jaéwiez. Terytorium, ludnosé, stosunki gospodarcze i spoteczne, L6dz 1953, p. 146;
H. LowMiIAKsKl, Studia nad dziejami Wielkiego Ksigstwa Litewskiego, Poznan 1983, p. 326, 327,
after: M. ENGEL, Jacwieskie osrodki. .., p. 277.

! AbAM VON BREMEN, Hamburgische Kirchengeschichte (Magistri Adam Bremensis Gesta Hammabur-
gensis ecclesiae Pontificum), ed. B. SCHMEIDLER, Hannoverae-Lipsiae 1917 [= MGH.SRG, 2], p. 245.
72 Chronica Galiciano-Voliniana. Chronica Romanoviciana, ed. A. Jusupovi¢, D. DABROWSKI, Kra-
kéw-Warszawa 2017 [= MPH.SN, 16] (cetera: Chronica), p. 123, 267-268, 300-310; A. KusnHb,
Om Amessu..., p. 48-50.

73 Chronica, p. 300-310, 362-276, 472-474, 494.

7 Chronica, p. 71-74. Cf. also: A. JusuroviC¢, Kronika halicko-wolyriska (Kronika Romanowiczéw)
w latopisarskiej kolekcji historycznej, Krakéw—Warszawa 2019, p. 54.

7> On the Slavonic veche and the Scandinavian ting cf.: Jpesueiiwue 2ocydapcmea Bocmounoil
Esponvi. Mamepuanvt u uccnedosarus. 2004 200. Honumuueckue uncmumymot JJpesreti Pycu,
ed. T. TumoHn, E. MEbHUKOBA, MockBa 2006, p. 139. On the veche among the Balts cf.: H. Low-
MIANSKI, Prusy..., p. 29-30.

76 It is also worth highlighting that this area remained pagan for a very long period, which was also
not favourable for the consolidation of the Balts, cf.: H. LowMIANSKI, Prusy pogafiskie..., p. 15sq;
A. Kubunb, Om AImessu..., p. 104.
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which was headed by the Kyivian ruler Igor - the executor of the terms of the
treaty. This group was multi-ethnic and included various people involved in trade
with Constantinople: members of the princely clan, other noble Scandinavians
(called “boyars” by the Slavonic translator), representatives of merchants and lead-
ers of Slavonic groups connected with Kyiv by ties of dependence or partnership.
The latter include witnesses of the treaty who bore Slavonic names: Volodislav
and Predslava (his wife or daughter) — people of high position within the Rus’ian
commonwealth. They should be considered as members of the Slavonic elite. Two
another Slavs, Sinko and Borich, were present among the merchants. When ana-
lysing the work of Constantine VII Porphyrogennetos, we have highlighted two
Slavonic ethnoses: Kpipitonvot (Krivichians) and AevCavijvoi/Aev(evivor (“Len-
dians”). These Slavs were not simply “tributaries” of the “Rhoses”, but also their
partners and participants of the international trade, which had a dual Scandina-
vian-Slavonic character. Volodislav and Predslava probably came from the elite
of one of these groups, which would explain their high status. The “West-Slavon-
ic” features of the anthroponym “Volodislav” indicate that this man might have
belonged to the “Lendians” - of course, if we accept the hypothesis according to
which they inhabited the area of the later Polish-Rus’ian borderland. It is possible
that these people had family bonds with the house of Rurik, although it is difficult
to formulate a definite thesis in this case. The leader (“prince”) of a large Slavonic
group affiliated with Kyiv, and connected to Igor by family ties, could be treated
as a rightful member of the “Rhoses™ elite.

Considering the structure of the Balts as presented above, we can conclude
that in the early medieval Central-Eastern Europe the Scandinavian model of gov-
erning became widely adopted. It involved a collective decision-making on, for
example, agreements with foreign political organisms. The internally diversified
community acted as one in such cases. The Rusi’ian — Byzantine treaty shows that
this model existed in the early Rus’ian state. Among the Balts it survived until the
13" century as a kind of political archaism.
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