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Abstract

The present study offers a perspective on the problem of identifying
the status of the chronicle-mentioned Voronezh (“chronicle Vorone-
zh”), based on a textological analysis of chronicle sources and employ-
ing a statistical method. In particular, the chronicle texts are examined
with regard to the use of prepositions in different contexts referring
to specific geographical objects. The initial premise is the hypothesis
that additional arguments in favor of identifying the chronicle Vo-
ronezh may be derived from the contextual use of prepositions in
relation to other cities, fortresses, and settlements mentioned in the
Novgorod First Chronicle. The study is grounded in the proposition
that a correlation may be established between the nature of a geo-
graphical object and the preposition used to denote it.

Proceeding from the postulate that comparative statistical anal-
ysis possesses genuine scholarly potential for resolving the issue of
the chronicle Voronezh, the authors establish that the two most fre-
quently used prepositions referring to inhabited localities (“” and
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“aa”) occur in the chronicle with geographical objects of this type
(cities, fortresses, etc.) thirteen and two times more often, respec-
tively, than with rivers. Given that the Novgorodian chronicler or
editor employs standard prepositions typically associated with cities
when referring to Voronezh, the authors conclude that identifying
the chronicle Voronezh as a city (possibly a fortress) is justified.

Quantitative data on the use of prepositions provide an ob-
jective basis for determining the status of geographical objects
mentioned in the chronicles. It is important to note that the
proposed method does not preclude the necessity of a com-
prehensive approach to the study of the chronicle Voronezh,
including archaeological research, cartographic analysis, and
comparison with other written sources.

The proposed approach opens new prospects for the study of
toponymy and the historical geography of medieval Rus’ Statis-
tical analysis of prepositional constructions may be successfully
applied to other chronicle codices and documentary materials,
thereby refining the localization and status of various settlements
and natural features.
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ussian chronicle writing constitutes a body of evi-

dence on the history of Ancient Rus’ and the period

of dependence of the Russian principalities on the

khans of the Jochid Ulus/Ulus of Jochi (the Gold-
en Horde). At the same time, it is often exclusively the Russian
chronicles that preserve layers of information reflecting reports
of a unique (singular) nature concerning various processes and
phenomena in the development of Eastern European communi-
ties during the period under consideration.

Among such singular pieces of evidence are the first mentions
of settlements — towns — and, in particular, Voronezh, whose
name appears twice in Russian chronicles: first under the year
1177 and then in the account of Batu’s invasion of Rus’ under 1237.

The problem of the first mentions of settlements (towns) in
Russian chronicles is directly connected with identifying the
stages of the historical process in a given region. The question
of the functioning of the “chronicle” Voronezh remains a matter
of debate in historical scholarship. Thus, in his work The Chron-
icle Voronezh: History of Its Study: A Collection of Materials and
Research, the Voronezh local historian and professor of the De-
partment of Russian History at the Faculty of History of Vorone-
zh State University, G.N. Mokshin, notes that more than four
hundred scholarly publications addressed this issue between
1771 and 2022

The essence of the problem may be defined as follows: in
the corpus of Russian chronicles under the years 1177 and 1237,
there are two references to a geographical object called Vorone-

! AerommcHsrii Boponesk: mcTopmst m3ydeHms: COOPHMUK MaTEePUAAOB

n uccaeposanmii. Boponex, 2022. C. 5. (hereafter — Aertonmcusrit
Bopounesx...);Moxwun I'H. «Aetormmcusi Boponesk» XII-XIII 8B.: uTorn
" IepcreKTuBsl naydenns // Aonegkne arerns 2024: obpasosanne,
HayKa, MHHOBALJUM, KYABTYPa U BBI30BBI COBPEMEHHOCTH. MaTepnaast
IX MeskayHapoaHoOV HayuHOM KOHPepenunn. Aoneyk, 2024. C. 130-
132.
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zh, whose name appears in various forms (Boponosks, Boponasks,
Bopomnask, Bopoueskns, Boponeskns, Boponsks, etc.). This makes it
difficult to determine precisely the nature of the object indicated
in the texts. The first reference is associated with Prince Yaropolk
Rostislavich’s attempt to hide in the vicinity of this place (or in
the place itself) after his defeat on the Koloksha River; the second
relates to the first military clash between the forces of the Ryazan
Principality and the Mongol-Tatars during Batu’s invasion.

In determining the meaning that the authors of the chronicle
texts invested in the concept of Voronezh, two major approaches
can be distinguished: one insists on understanding the object as
a town, while the other considers that the object was something
else. Supporters of the first approach can, in turn, be divided into
apologists for the existence of the town and skeptics who, while
continuing to speak of Voronezh as a town (or settlement in gen-
eral), deny the validity of the theory that it existed at the time of
the chronicle references.

Among the apologists are M.M. Shcherbatov, V.N. Tatish-
chev, E.A. Bolkhovitinov, M.L. Slavinsky, M.P. Pogodin, M.M. Skia-
da, S.E. Zverev, LS. Abramov, M.N. Tikhomirov, V.P. Zagorovsky,
A.D. Pryakhin, AR. Berenov, and N.S. Sapelkin. Their argumen-
tation is based on trust in the chronicle texts, linguistic research,
and a positive interpretation of fragmentary archaeological data®

Among the skeptics, it is necessary to mention N.M. Karamz-
in, S.M. Solovyov, M.A. Germanov, P.P. Semyonov, S.N. Vveden-
sky, A.N. Moskalenko, A.V. Kozhemyakin, E.A. and Yu.E. Pulver,
A.O. Amelkin, A.Z. Vinnikov, and A.N. Akinshin. This current
emerged in opposition to the group of apologists due to doubts
about the legitimacy of trusting the chronicle texts. Their po-
sition is reinforced by the absence in the vicinity of Voronezh
of any significant archaeological finds that might attest to the

2 Aerommcupiii Boponesk... C. 5.
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existence of a large urban settlement in the twelfth—thirteenth
centuries’.

The second approach generally proposes that the chroni-
cle-mentioned Voronezh be understood as a river, a forest (or
forests), or a large natural-geographical region. Such theories
were advanced by N.I. Nadezhdin and K.A. Nevolin, D.I. llovaisky,
N.P. Barsov, G.M. Veselovsky, A.N. Nasonov, A.L. Mongait,
A.Z. Vinnikov (in his joint works with A.T. Sinyuk), PA. Popov,
A.V. Kozhemyakin in his later works, M.V. Tsybin, S.I. Andreey,
and A.D. Mayorova. Their position is essentially super-skeptical,
based on a broad distrust of all available evidence. It should be
added that the above-mentioned concepts and groups rely on the
same body of source material.

A certain summation of scholarly reflection was presented
in P.A. Popov’s monograph Voronezh: An Ancient Word and An-
cient Cities, as well as Ancient Forests and Ancient Rivers of Russia,
published in 2016. The researcher substantiates the view that the
chronicles refer neither to a river nor to a town, but to a natu-
ral-geographical region (for example, forests), a concept he fur-
ther expands into that of a natural-historical region®.

Undoubtedly, the resolution of the problem of the existence
of the “chronicle town” of Voronezh directly depends on the texts
of the sources that preserve accounts of the events.

At the same time, about fifteen written monuments transmit-
ting chronicle information, according to G.N. Mokshin, reproduce
the texts of the Laurentian and Hypatian Chronicles (Codices),
and only the Nikon Chronicle provides some additional details’.
The latter, as a source, is disputed among Russian scholars, and
the most substantiated view appears to be that of B.M. Kloss, who

3 Ibid. C. 5-6.

I1ono6 I1. A. BopoHesk: ApeBHEe CAOBO M APEBHME TOpPOAA. Boponesx,

2016. C. 9-17, 126-127.

Aetommcusiii Boponesk... C. 14.
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argues that a significant portion of its unique additional evidence
is the product of sixteenth-century political mystifications aimed
at strengthening the grand-princely authority®.

Under these conditions of limited informational material, the
interpretation of each word — including prepositions — acquires
special significance. However, according to G.N. Mokshin, “the
absence in the texts of clarification such as ‘town’ or ‘river’, as well
as the possibility of using the word ‘Voronezh’ with the preposi-
tion ‘on’ or without any preposition at all, speaks in favor of the
idea that the chronicler had in mind a natural-historical region”.
The author further explains: “Although the version involving
a volost is gaining popularity, in our view it is less well-founded.
No one needs to prove the existence in the twelfth century of
ariver named ‘Voronezh’ But the presence here of a volost center
remains a big question, although it has already generated a con-
siderable body of literature”.

Nevertheless, in the opinion of the authors of the present ar-
ticle, the internal regularity of chronicle texts in their selection of
prepositions accompanying geographical objects may help clarify
the status of such an object and, in particular, that of Voronezh.

Observations of the texts show that, to denote human inter-
action with rivers, the chronicles most often use the prepositions
‘ua, ‘mo, and ‘B, the latter always meaning the placement of some
object into the waters of a river or its extraction from them — that
is, used in the sense of “into”. In none of the examined chroni-
cles is there anything placed “into” Voronezh; however, the prep-
osition B is consistently used with it, with the exception of one

¢ Kaoce B. M. Hukonosckmii cBop 1 pycckue aerormcu XVI-XVII ss. M,

1980. C. 186-189.

Moxwurn I'H. TlepBoe ymomnHaaHMe cA0Ba «BopoHesk» B ApeBHEPYCCKUX
aetormmcsix mmop 1177 ropom: Kk criopam o mpeaaore // Veropus
TOCYAQPCTBA Yepe3 UCTOPUIO IIPOBUHIUNU: IIPOOAEMBI M HEePCIIEKTUBEI
pasBuTma.  Marepmuaasl  Bcepoccmiickoi  HayYHO-ITPAKTMYECKOM

koupepenymn. Kypex, 2024. C. 154.
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instance in the Novgorod First Chronicle. Thus, judging by the
identified patterns, the term in the chronicles does not denote
a river.

This circumstance, with new argumentation, confirms
PA. Popov’s view that the entries under 1177 and 1237 in the
chronicles do not refer specifically to the Voronezh River®.

In his work On Ancient Voronezh and the Word ‘Voronezb,
V.P. Zagorovsky presented a survey of chronicle reports concern-
ing Voronezh’. However, the researcher did not set as his task
a comparison of chronicle accounts with one another in relation
to the specific features of chronicle traditions.

It should be noted that each chronicle or chronicle compila-
tion, by the time of its final redaction, represents a complete and
coherent work with its own ideological design, composition, and
content subordinated to that design. For this reason, the appear-
ance or absence of particular reports in chronicle monuments
cannot be accidental (except in rare cases of mechanical compi-
lation of heterogeneous texts). In this connection, the correlation
of chronicle evidence about Voronezh — both within individual
chronicle monuments and in comparison across different chron-
icle compilations — acquires research significance.

It has been established that the chronicle monuments pre-
serving references to Voronezh in connection with the events of
1177 include'®: the Laurentian Chronicle (“Bxasim B Boponosks’;

Kysneyo6 E.C. AerommcHble CBUAETEABCTBA O Ppexke Boporex:
ocobeHHOCTM yTOMMUHAHUI // AKTyaAbHBIC BOIIPOCH O0OIJecTBa, HAayKNU
n obpasoBanmsa: cObopumk crarern XXIII MeskayHapopHOU HaydHO-
npakTraeckoil koupepenymun. [lensa, 2025. C. 105.

Moxwurn I'H. BIL 3aropoBckmii KaK WMCCAEAOBATEAb BOIIPOCA O
ApesHem Boponeske // BectHmxk BopoHeKCKOro rocyaapcTBeHHOTO
yausepcutera. Cepust: Mcropumst. IToanrosornst. Cogmonormst. 2025. Ne
1. C. 69-74.

3azopobexuit B.I1. O apeBaem Boponeske n caose «Boponesk». Msa. 2-e,
ncipas. 1 Ao1L. Boponesk: Msa-so BI'Y, 1977. 104 c.

10
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parchment copy of 1377%), the Hypatian Chronicle (“bxasurie
Boponasxs ; Hypatian copy of the first quarter of the fifteenth
century’?), the Radziwilt Chronicle (“I1 exaBuie 8 Boponax”;
manuscript of the late fifteenth century®); the Simeon Chron-
icle (“Bxame Bb Boponexs'; sixteenth-century copy*), and the
Resurrection Chronicle (“u meamee s Boponesks’; copies of the
second half of the sixteenth century®).

Accounts mentioning Voronezh only in connection with Ba-
tu’s invasion in 1237 are preserved in the following documents:
the Novgorod First Chronicle, senior recension (parchment
Synodal copy of the thirteenth—fourteenth centuries: “Berbxarma
IpoTUBY nmb Ha Boponasks’°) and junior recension (Commis-
sion copy of the mid-fifteenth century: “Bemaornia mporusy nms B
Boponasks”7); the Novgorod Fourth Chronicle®® (fifteenth centu-
ry: “Berbxarma mpotusy umb B Boponasks ' ); the Sofia First Chron-
icle (fifteenth century: “u c¢hxama npotusy ums B Bopouske™2Y);
the Vologda-Perm Chronicle (late fifteenth—first half of the six-
teenth century: “u cebxama nmporusy um Bb Bopomssk™); the
Novgorod Chronicle according to the P.P. Dubrovsky Copy (six-
teenth century: “Berbxarma mpotusy ums B Boponask™); as well as

' TToanoe cobpanme pycckmx aetormcent (hereafter — IICPA). T. I: Lau-

rentian Chronicle. M., 1997. Ct6. 385.
2 TICPA. T. II: Hypatian Chronicle. M., 1998. Ct6. 606.
B TICPA. T. XXXVIII. C. 146.
4 TICPA. T. XVIIL Radziwilt Chronicle. A., Hayxa. 1989. C. 25.
15 TICPA. T. VII: Resurrection Chronicle. CI16., 1856; M., 2001. C. 94.

16 Novgorod First Chronicle of the Senior and Junior Recensions (HITA).
M,; A, 1950.C. 74 .

7 HIIA. C. 286.

8 The list is given in the chronology of manuscript copies.

Y TICPA. T. IV. Y. 1: Novgorod Fourth Chronicle. M., 2000. C. 215.

20 TICPA. T. V. Bommn. 1. A, 1925. C. 211.

2 TICPA. T. XXVI: Vologda-Perm Chronicle. M,; A., 1959. C. 71.

22 TICPA. T. XLIII: Novgorod Chronicle (according to the P. P. Dubrovsky

Copy). M.: fI3pikn caassackon kyasrypsr, 2004, C. 90.
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in the Belarusian-Lithuanian chronicle tradition, for example in
the Suprasl copy (first half of the sixteenth century: “BsrexaBmiee
IPTUBOY UMb BO Bopoubske”?).

The chronicle monuments in which both references to Vo-
ronezh are preserved include: the Yermolin Chronicle (1177: “u
IIEALIIEe B BOPOHOKD, M M3BIMALIIA €TO, BEAOLIA Bb Boroanmeps +;
1237 “u Beimpoma mpotusy uxb B Boponosks ?; chronicle of
the late fifteenth century), the Nikon Chronicle Compila-
tion (1177: “orbbxka 60 xuasp Apomoaxs PocTmcaaBudb B
BOpOHOK®B, 1 TAMO IIPEXOsKAIIlE OTH IPAAA BO IPAaAb, OT MHOTME
reyaAmn m ckopbm He BbAbIA cebs1 kamo capabTi. W Taxko mreanee
Bb BOPOHOKD, M3bIMAIIIA €TO, 1 BEAOLIA Bb Boaoaumepn 26, 1237
“I Tako HaYsALIA COBOKYIIASITUCS, W BBIMAOILIA IIPOTUBY UXb Bb
Boponoskp, xoTsixy GpaHp crBOpUTM Cb HUMM Tamo ; in the
Tolstoy copy: “He MyCTAIUUXBKD TOPOAY, BBIMAOLIA IIPOTUBY UMb

27— the largest monument of sixteenth-century

Bb BopoHokp’
Russian chronicle writing); the Lviv Chronicle (1177: “I1 Bxante
Bb BOpOHIK®, sm1a ero, u mocasumia Bb Boroaumepn Bb mopy6s
KO npounmp’ 23; 1237: “Beimpomna mpotmsy ux B Boponosk™?; six-
teenth-century chronicle), the Moscow Chronicle Compilation
(1177: ‘N meamee Bb BOpoHOKD sI11a €r0 CaMM U IPUBEAOIIA

Bb BOAOAMMEDD U BCaaMIa €ro Kb IPOYUM KHSI3€M B TOPyOn Y

31

1237: “Beimpoma mpotusy mx B Boponox”™; sixteenth-century

manuscript), and the Kholmogory Chronicle (1177: “Pasanys:

B TICPA. T. XVII: West Russian Chronicles. M., 2008. C. 17.
24 TICPA. T. XXIII: Yermolin Chronicle. M., 2004. C. 52.

2 TICPA. T. XXIII. C. 74.

26 TICPA. T. X: Nikon Chronicle. M., 1965; 2000. C. 5.

27 TICPA. T. X. C. 105.

28 TICPA. T. XX: Lviv Chronicle. CI16., 1910. 4. 1. C. 133.

2 TICPA. T. XX. 4. 1. C. 156.

30 TICPA. T. XXV: Moscow Chronicle Compilation of the Late 15th Cen-
tury M.; A. 1949. C. 89.

ST TICPA. T. XXV. C. 126.
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Ke, 3AyMaBlle, pema: ‘Bpares Hama mornbaa B YIOXKEM KHsI3M.
M exama B Bopomesx, sama ero, mocapmma B Boaopmmupe B
norpe6”*%; 1237: “Kusssp ke pesancknin FOppe Mursapesuuns 6Gpar
ero AAEKCaHAP MYPOMCKME KHSI3W U IPOHCKME, XOTsuje OpaHb
CTBOPUTH, M BBIMAOIIIA TPOTUBY UX B Boponesx’ *3; copy of the late
sixteenth century).

Thus, we see that the earliest chronicle monuments — the
Laurentian and Hypatian Chronicles — preserved a reference to
Voronezh only under the year 1177. The chronicle tradition of
Northeastern Rus), deriving from the protograph of the Lauren-
tian Chronicle, retained this testimony down to the later chroni-
cle writing in the form of the Resurrection Chronicle.

The mention of Voronezh under 1237 in connection with
Batu’s invasion is preserved mainly in monuments of Novgoro-
dian origin. The exceptions are the Vologda-Perm and Suprasl
Chronicles. However, the section of these manuscripts relevant to
our inquiry was influenced by Novgorodian chronicle writing®,
which does not allow them to be excluded from the general cor-
pus of monuments. Moreover, there are solid grounds for believ-
ing that the Novgorod First Chronicle (which served as the basis
for subsequent Novgorodian chronicle writing) preserved a nar-
rative of Ryazan origin, close to The Tale of the Destruction of Ry-
azan by Batu, but not containing the anachronisms that abound
in the latter text®.

32 TICPA. T. XXXIII: Kholmogory Chronicle. A., 1977. C. 54.
3 TICPA. T. XXXIII. C. 66.

* Aypoe A. C. Aetormcs Boaoroacko-Tlepmcerkast // CaoBaps KHUSKHUKOB

n kamwknoctn Apesuenn Pyen / http:// lib.pushkinskijdom.ru/De-
fault.aspx?tabid=4277 (30. 07. 2017. 15:55); Aypve 4. C. Aeronmcnu
6eaopyccro-antosckue (3amapHopycckue) // CAoBaph KHMKHUKOB U
xkamkaoctn Apesneit Pycn / http://lib.pushkinskijdom.ru/ Default.
aspx?tabid=4269 (30. 07. 2017. 16:00)

Auxaueb A. C. TloBects o pazopenun Psazann // CaoBapp KHMIKHMKOB
n kavokaoctn Apesnert Pyen / http:/ /lib.pushkinskijdom.ru/Default.
aspx?tabid=4840 (30. 07. 2017. 15:50)

35
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Voronezh is mentioned twice (under 1177 and 1237) in the
late all-Russian compilations (from the late fifteenth century
onward). In each of these, there are no textual variations in the
use of the word “Voronezh”, which indicates a unified redaction
of the relevant chronicle entries. Accordingly, we may state with
full justification that the editors of these compilations under-
stood the “Voronezh” mentioned in both instances to refer to the
same geographical object — for authors of the late fifteenth and
sixteenth centuries, there was no distinction between the “Vo-
ronezh” mentioned in 1177 and the one mentioned in 1237, sixty
years apart. At the same time, in the largest monument of six-
teenth-century Russian chronicle writing — the Nikon Chronicle
Compilation — Voronezh was regarded as an extensive territory
within which one could move from town to town*®.

The earliest references to Voronezh must be recognized in the
parchment Synodal copy of the thirteenth—fourteenth centuries
of the Novgorod First Chronicle (senior recension), in the form
“brbxama mpotusy ums Ha Boponasks ¥’ (in connection with the
events of 1237), and in the parchment copy of 1377 of the Lau-
rentian Chronicle, in the form “Bxasum B8 Boponosks™® (in con-
nection with the events of 1177).

Thus, the first mention of Voronezh is associated with the in-
vasion of the Mongol-Tatar forces led by Batu and is presented in
the Novgorod First Chronicle (senior recension) as follows:

“B abro 6746 [1238] ... B To akrO mpmaoIa mHONAEMEHBHMIIN,
raaroaemmm  TaTapoBe, Ha 3eMAI0 DPA3aHBCKYIO, MHOKBCTBO

Oermcaa, akel IPys3K; 1 IepBoe Impuireanre u crama o Hysak, n

6 Ceaesne6 FO. B. IlepBoe m Bropoe ymommuanue Boponeska: 0630p

ACTOIIMCHBIX m3BecTuit // <«Bopomesk — dJopnoct Poccmiickoro
rocypapctsa» (kK 840-aetnio mepsoro ymommHaHMs I. Boponeska
B PYCCKOM AETOIMCAHUM): MaTEPUAAbl BCEPOCCUICKON HAYIHO
koHdepenyun. Boponesxk, 2017. C. 5-6.

7 HIIA. C. 74.

3 TICPA. T. 1. Cr6. 385.
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B3AINIA 10, M CTallla cTaHOMb Ty. M oTToab mocaara mocasr cBos,
SKEHY 4apOABUIIO U ABA My3Ka C HEIO, Kb KHS3EMb PSI3AHbCKBIMBb,
POCSIYE Y HUXD AECSITUHBL BO BCEMB: U B AIOAEXD, U Bb KHSI3€XD,
" Bb KOHUXD, BO BCIKOMB Aecsitoe. Kusasn sxke Pasarsctun [Toprn,
Muprsoposs 6pars, Osers, Pomans MEbroposnys, 1 MypombeKker 1
I TpOHBCKBIN, HE BBITYCTSIYE Kb IPAAOMb, BEIBXAIIIA TPOTUBY UMb HA
Boponasks. Il pexomra mmp KHA3M: «OAHA HACH BChXDb He OYAeTD,
TO>Ke BCe TO Balle byaeTs». 1 orroad myctnma nxs kb FOpsio Bb
Boaopammups, n orroat nycrtuma o Hyxak Tataper spBoponaskmn.
[Tocaama ske psi3aHbeTMM KHA3U Kb FOppio Boaoammupscromy,
IPOCSIYE TIOMOYM, UAU caMOMy rtouTn. FOpbi ske camb He TIOUAE,
HI IIOCAYINA KHSI3M PSI3AHBCKBIXB MOAOBI, HO camb XOTH 0cobb
6panp ctBopuTn. Ho yske Osrre 60kmio THEBY HE IIPOTUBUTMCS,
AKO pedeHO 6bICTh ApEBae Mceycy Hayrmuy OGoroms; eraa Bepe s
Ha 3eMAI0 00BTOBaHYIO, TOTAA Pede: a3b ITOCAIO Ha HsI IIPEKE BACh
HEAOYMEBHME, U TPO3Y, U CTPaXb, U TPENETD. TAKOKE U IIPEKE CUXD
OTBsI TOCIIOAD ¥ HAChH CHAY, & HEAOYMBHME, 1 TPO3Y, U CTPaxb, U
TPENEeTb BAOKM B HAC 3a IpBxpl Har.”?’

In the account of the appearance of Batu’s hordes at the bor-
ders of the Ryazan Principality, “Boponesx/Boponax” is men-
tioned twice: once with the preposition ‘ua’ and once with the
preposition ‘B.

Observation of the use of the preposition ‘Ha’ in the text of the
Novgorod First Chronicle (senior recension) shows that, as an in-
dication of direction in relation to rivers, it is used thirty times?.

The indication of direction toward a town is expressed with
the preposition ‘ua’ seventy-three times. References to such towns
as Torzhok appear twenty-two times*! in the chronicle text; Luki

# HIIA. C. 74-75.

4 Tbid. C. 17,19, 27, 30, 32, 35-36, 50, 55-56, 62, 64, 73, 75, 80-81, 85-86,
94, 96-97, 100.

4 Ibid.C. 27, 30, 35-37, 42, 52, 54, 57, 60, 64, 68, 70-71.
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—nine times*; Novgorod — eight times*; Suzdal — four times*;
Pskov (Pleskov) — fou r times®; Moscow — three times*’; Riga —
three times?; Kiev — twice*; Ryazan — twice*; Yaroslavl — twice™.
The chronicle also contains the directional form “to the town of
Koporye” (“aa ropoas Konoprro”)3L,

Thus, within the framework of indicating direction toward
a geographical object, the preposition ‘ua’ is predominantly used
in reference to an inhabited locality, as a rule, a town. Conse-
quently, the author or editor of the senior recension of the
Novgorod First Chronicle most likely had in mind a town in his
first mention of “Boponesx,/Boponax’.

Further, with regard to the geographical object called
“Boponesk/Boponask”, the author of the Novgorod First Chron-
icle uses the preposition ‘8" (“in/to”). The standard context for
the use of this preposition is the entry of a certain actor — usu-
ally a prince or official — into an inhabited locality. In total, the
chronicle text contains 236 such cases, the significant majori-
ty of which — 131 instances — refer to Novgorod*. Other fre-
quently mentioned locations include: Pskov — 20 times®*; Tver>*

4 Ibid.C. 27, 32, 39, 4344, 52.

# Ibid.C. 32, 82, 88-89, 99.

# Tbid.C. 23, 27, 35.

# Ibid.C. 25, 40, 66, 85.

4 Ibid.C. 96-98.

47 Ibid.C. 66-67.

# Ibid.C. 25, 28.

# Ibid. C. 71, 96.

0 Ibid.C. 75.

1 Ibid.C. 78.

2 Tbid.C. 16, 19, 21, 23, 25, 30, 32-45, 49-58, 60-61, 64-66, 69-74, 77—
100.

% Ibid.C. 23, 29, 65-66, 71-72, 77, 79-80, 82, 85, 87, 94, 97-98, 100.

* Tbid.C. 55, 84, 89, 92, 94, 96, 98.
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and Torzhok - 8 times each; Pereyaslavl — 7 times’’; Lado-
ga’’ and Chernigov - 6 times each; Galich — 5 times*’; Kiev®,
Medvezhya Golova®,, and Toropets - 4 times each. Frequent
references to political centers close to Novgorod and to towns
in general — Pskov, Tver, Torzhok, Ladoga, Medvezhya Golova,
Toropets — are unsurprising, whereas the relatively frequent
mentions of foreign capitals — Pereiaslavl, Chernigov, and Kiey,
in precisely that order of frequency — are more noteworthy.
All other instances of the use of this preposition are isolated
(settlements mentioned up to three times): Bern®, Bogolyubo-
vo®, Bryn®, Vladimir®, Koporye?, Korelsky Gorod®, Lyuderev®,
Opoka™, Orekhov”, Peremyshl”, Pechory”, Polotsk”™, Radilov?,

% Tbid.C. 39, 55, 68, 82, 92, 95-96, 99.
% Tbid.C. 56, 70-72, 78, 96.
57 Tbid.C. 29-31, 65, 98.
% Ibid.C. 67-71.

% Tbid.C. 53, 59, 62, 74.
© Tbid.C. 53, 74.

st Ibid.C. 72-73, 79.

2 Tbid.C. 52, 77, 79.

¢ Ibid. C. 48.

¢ Tbid.C. 34.

6 Ibid.C. 68.

% Ibid.C. 56, 74, 84.

7 Tbid.C. 78.

8 Tbid.C. 94.

¢ Ibid.C. 95.

0 Tbid.C. 99.

1 Tbid.C. 100.

72 Tbid.C. 60.

7 Ibid.C. 38

7 Tbid.C. 77, 84.

7 Ibid.C. 56.
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Riga”, Rome”’, Rusa’”®, Smolensk”, Tesva®®, Chalcedon (Khalk-
idon)®, Khodynitsy®*?, Khoruzhka®, Tsargrad (Constantinople)®,
and Yuryev®,

It should be particularly noted that in various passages of
the senior recension of the Novgorod First Chronicle there are
narrative episodes in which different prepositions relating to
towns are used within a single sentence. Thus, under the year
1211 we read: “mocaa xHsa3p Mcermcaas Amumrpa SIkyHmys Ha
AyKBI Cb HOBrOPOALIM TOPOAQ CTABUTH, 4 CAMDB MAeEe HA ThP>KbKb
OAIOCTH BOAOCTHM, UCH TBPOKKY MAee BB Toporrsup, ncslopomnna
mAee Ha AYKBI M CBHSICS Cb HOBTOPOADBIIM; 2 AVISTHOMD AQ || KHs3sT
Boaoammmpa TlabckoBbckaro»®. A little later, in 1228, the
source contains the following information: «K Koasmauio ecte
xXoAmBbIIe<..> a cammu nmompocre B Hoswvropoas, <.> a y Kecn
TaKo Ke, a y Measbike roaosb tako sxke»™ u «arpusitit cyTh mocan
HOBropopbcTums CmoaeHckk, 65 60 Toraa B bpsiay H C CBIHOMBD, "
nouae B 60psbx Ha TepsKbKb, M IPUAE HA BEPHOHMIIO B THpsKbKD .5

These details are all the more significant because Voronezh
is mentioned in precisely the same form in the chronicle un-
der 1237: “He BpIyCTSIYE Kb IPAAOMB, BbrbXama MpoTUBY UMb Ha
Boponaskp» and «kb FOpbio BbBoaoAMMUPS, 1 oTTOAB TIyCTHMIIA

6 Tbid.C. 74.

77 Ibid.C. 46.

8 Ibid.C. 43—-44, 89.
7 Ibid.C. 31, 60, 67.
80 Tbid.C. 72.

81 Ibid.C. 77, 92.

82 Ibid.C. 51.

8 Ibid.C. 39.

8 Tbid.C. 46.

5 Tbid.C. 61, 73.

8¢ Ibid. C. 52.

8 Ibid. C. 66.

88 Tbid. C. 67-68.
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o Hyxak Tatapsr Bb Boponaskn”® Here we see that in the entries
for 1211 and 1228, specific towns are named — this fact may serve
as a basis for the theory that the entry for 1237 likewise refers
to a specific town, Voronezh. In total, aside from the cases men-
tioned above, the chronicle contains only eight more references
of the same format, which gives grounds to regard the identified
tendency, and the theory based upon it, as at least plausible.

Thus, an analysis of the chronicle account of Batu’s invasion
of Rus mentioning “Voronezh” makes it possible to suppose that
the compiler or editor of the senior recension of the Novgorod
First Chronicle understood the named object to be an inhabited
locality, most likely a town.
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