Adrian Selin
(Saint-Petersburg)

Lithuanian Borderland in 1609:
View from Smolensk Chance!lery*

Introduction
Early Modern Moscow-Lithuanian prrderIand is well studied. Its trace
is the best investigated one among the borderlines of Muscovy. The case
of the Russian-Lithuanian borderline was the basis of important theoretical
~ reconstruction (by M. Krom and also A. Frolov!) in the sphere of the appe-
~arance of borders as signs of Early Modern states.

: ,»Smolensk archive” and Sapiehas .
New data for studying the Moscow-Lithuanian border is provided by the
acts from the Smolensk Chancellery 1609-1611. The ,,Smolensk archive”
_is one of the ,,divided archives” of early 17th century (like also ,,Novgorod
‘archive” and ,,Tikhvin archive” — term by Elisabeth Lofstrand). As in the
archive of Novgorod Chancellery 1611-1616 the Smolensk archive collected
1¢ random samples of acts; the acts concerning previously unknown sphe-
of Muscovite day-to-day life were not bad preserved. _
_ Traditionally the story of the Smolensk documents is considered as fol-
ows. They were the pure archive of Smolensk City Chancellery from the
iod.of the siege 1609-1611 and some previous months. After Sigismund
II took Smolensk it had become Polish military salvage and fall to Bereza
state archives. During Polish-Lithuanian »Potop” in mid-17th century Swe-
_des had conquered it and the archive was taken to Sweden as also a trophy.
1830s significant part of the archive was thieved by S. V. Solovjev and
10ved to Russia; then Solovjov sold some (all?) documents to Emperor’s
chaeographic Commission in St. Petersburg. In 1840s some acts were
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y the Al haeographlc Commission, some lost unpublished.
Now they are distributed to two archive collections in St. Petersburg Insti-
tute for Histor n 124 (S. V. Solovjov; the acts published in 1842
are also kept there) and Collcétlon 174 (Acts before 1613). The other part of
Smolensk Chancellcry in 17th century fall into Sko-Kloster Collection of
Brahe Comtes; then in 1893 the Brahe (or Sko-Kl6ster) Collection became
a part of State Archives (SVGnska Riksarkiv) in Stockholm.

However the fate of the ,,Smolensk archive” is not so easy. Among the
acts distributed to three archive collections (one in Stockholm and two in
St. Petersburg) one could found not only acts from inside Smolensk before
and during the siege of 1609-1611. Significant part of the documents were
the petitions of Moscow State Court members and also provincial gentry
(mostly from Smolensk and other West Russian towns) to Czar Wladislaw
Zhigimontowich, also letters by Vasilij Shujskiy’s adherents sieged in Troit-
sa to Moscow; letters by noble Muscovites to Chancellor Lev Sapicha with
petitions for intercession. Many of the documents originated not from Smo-
lensk but also from King Sigismund’s field cartip near it. Probably the story
of the Smolensk archive was more complicated.

In June 1611 the archive of the City Chancellery was taken not by ,,Po-
lish-Lithuanian officials” but personally by the Great Chancellor of Lithua-
nia Lev Sapicha. He also held the documents been accumulated during the
siege of the City in 1609-1611m especially concerning the relations with
different Muscovite civil acts. Then, according to Igor’ Tyumentsev, the ar-
chives of Lev Sapicha was kept for a while together with the field archives
of his twice removed brother Jan Petr Sapicha, False Dmitriy II’s hetman;
a kind of , diffusion” between the two archives happened?. Bereza archive
taken by Swedes in Lithuania in mid-17th which is known as ,,Smolensk
archive” is mostly the remains of lost Lev Sapieha’s archive with some acts
from field archives of his twice removed brother. Letters from Troitsa to
Moscow (including two letters of Xenia (Ol’ga) Godunova), 1609, belong to
hetman Sapicha’s archives, of course (Tyumentsev wrote about a number
of postings taken by Sapicha’s soldiers®). These documents (from hetman’s
field archives) had never been in Smolensk (they had the chance only after
city conquering in June 1611, on the way to Lithuania).

In 1910 the documents from ,,.Smolensk archive” were sent to Russia, to
Jurij Gautier for publishing; Gautier started to study the Smolensk acts in
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1897, in Sweden. The publication of Smolensk acts held in connection with
the-Jubilee of Romanov’s Dinasty in 1913 could not called average: Gautier
was in a hurry, did not make good titles and missed sorﬁetgmes words, so-
metimes parts of the acts. The publication of some Smolensk documents
provided 70 years before Gautier, in 1840s was done much better. Now the
documents of Smolensk archive in Stockholm are preserved in the same
order they were sent to Gautier in 1910, in boxes, mixed with each other. In
2014 the project of digital description of Smolensk collection started, with
the support of Rikbanken Jubileumfundet. The idea is also to reconstruct
its volume including the losses of 19th century.

The documents of ,,Smolensk Chancellery 1609-1611” were used by his-
torians since its first publication in 1842 and especially after Gautier’s pub-
lication in 1912. Gautier also started to study the problem of borderline
conflicts in Spring-Summer 1609. These conflicts anticipated the king’s
direct invasion to Moscow State in late August from Orsha). Gautier had
also revealed a group of acts from Smolensk: Chancellery connected with
that conflicts and linked that group with acts been held in Archacographic
Commission collections.

The last important work where the problem of Smolensk-Lithuanian bor-
derland was considered is the book by S. Aleksandrov about the Smolensk

~siege 1609-1611. The researcher showed how brothers Gosiewskis had con-
- quered parts of Porechje and Schuchje Court districts, plotting on the texts
of Court peasants’ petitions and reports by outposts’ heads*.

Smolensk and Novgorod

The data from Smolensk archive is better to be studied in comparative
© prospective. Really, the data used by Aleksandrov is not unique; it is pos-
sible to place them in the context of similar documents of Moscow Time of

Troubles. The closest analogue is the archives of Novgorod the Great, 1611-
16175, The both archives, from Novgorod and from Smolensk were taken
- entirely, without preliminary classification of acts and books. In Natalja Ry-
balko’s paper the both City Chancelleries of Smolensk and Novgorod were
- considered as the two largest Chancelleries of Muscovite State®. I suppose
such a characteristic is more connected with the extent-of preservation of
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the archwes (and th extent of ‘1ts studying). But there could be found other
two factors important to embme the two archives. The borderline situa-
tion of both cities determit similar specific traits in local gentry services
(outpost, other boxderhne sexvmgs) In this direction the data from Smo-
lensk looks more: 11:1f(_)‘rrna1’mmf than the same from Novgorod.

The comparison of Smolensk governor Shein and Novgorod governor
Prince Odoevskij is often in historical (including public historical) litera-
ture. The sum of known documents does not allow contrasting the two
heroes of the Time of Troubles. They are too different and belong to dif-
ferent generations: Shein of 30 years old, typical product of adventurous
ctvil war period who seized upon power in sieged Smolensk; and old boyar
Prince Odoevskij who played the second roles in Novgorod government in
161121616 (died in 1616 in Novgorod still occupied by Swedes). No one co-
uld find in their fates the contrast of heroism and conformism. The date of
Prince Odoevskij is much more the fate of a person whose carrier started
in the age of Ivan the Terrible; Shein was a climber typical for the Time of
Troubles. Musketeer Semen Igumnov in his petition in December 1610 add-
ressed to ,,Muscovite State boyar and ruler Sovereign Mikhailo Borisovich
(Shein)”’ (in the same time in Novgorod a petition could be addressed to”
»Czar Wladislaw Zhigimontovich”). That was the unique case; in most peti-
tion the Smolensk inhabitants after August 1610 usually addressed to ,,the
Boyars of Muscovite state”,

The comparative analysis of the documents from Smolensk and Novgo-
rod also shows sustainability of the border guarding system. The system of
border-guarding in Smolensk-Velizh border gas quite close analogies in the
system of border-guarding on Swedish-Russian borderline after delimita-
tion in 1618 (and especially — after contr-epidemic measures in 1629-1630).
The documents on the Smolensk border of 1609 are the earliest data on the
- border-guarding in Muscovite tradition (in forest zone, not in steppe).

‘ Borderline attacks during the Time of Troubles

- Documents connected with the borderline control organizing in early
stage of the Time of Troubles are of most interest for studying the issue of
Russian-Lithuanian borderline. The same could be mentioned concerning
the documents of the time of the king’s army step up to Smolensk and
first weeks of the siege. The documents are mostly the correspondence of
Smolensk governors with outpoSt:ofﬁcers concerning the problems of en-

7 Slpka cTpeiblia CeMeHa I/Iry‘ cHOBA npuxasa B.T. Yuxauesa Ha CTPEJIbLA TOTO XKe.
mpukasa Huxury I/IBaHOBa csma Canoncﬂmca HOXBAJAIOLETOCS HA HErO PasHbI-
MH JIMX UM ,[[f_:ﬂaM__H_S asaHHym npaBay 1610 25.12, Apxus Cauxrt-Ilerepdypr-
CKOTO MHCTHTYTa HCTOPHU 174, om. 2, 1. 496.
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forcing the border and including , Lithuanian events”. Numerous peasants’
petitions from the borderline districts are also well preserved. They include
information on the attacks of brothers Gosiewskis and brothers Khripunovs
(former Muscovite subjects) and then — about the gradual conquering of
the Court districts by Lithuanians. The syncretism of the reports could be
found when the Smolensk inhabitants after crossing the Lithuanian border
made complains against the Lithuanian authorities who had accused them
to be spies and in the same time told the Muscovite authontles about the
moving of Lithuanian troops.

The struggle for North-Western parts of Smolensk area started imme-
diately after the Jam-Zapolje armistice. After stopping the war in 1582 the
argue for Velizh district started; because the points of the armistice did not
regulate its borders. Moscow did not agree to transfer Velizh district to Lit-
huania because some parts of it belonged previously to Toropets. Shelama-
nova showed that Moscow did not succeed to keep these parts because of
very active position of Vitebsk elder Stanislaw Pac, who conquered lands
in Smolensk, Toropets and Velijie Luki districts after 1583. A. Filjushkin al-

- so wrote about non-stopped border war in this territory. According to him,
- on September 17, 1583 Boyar Council together with czar Ivan IV discussed
_attacks in Luki, Toropets and Nevel’”; then 2000 servicemen headed be’
Prmce Eletskij were sent to guard the border. Czar at that time was in great
_ depression, thus only generals had argued with each other in that council®.
- In 1583 Lithuanians destroyed number of villages and parish centers in the
. area and the village Ogryzkovo was the object of Lithuanians’ attacks also
in 1584 and 1585, then it was connected to Velizh district?.
“Ju. Gautier wrote in 1912 about the vanguard battles on the Velizh border
- in 1609 according to the order by governor Shein to outpost officer Bash-
. makov to stop robbery in Schuchje district. The activities of Lithuanians
from Velizh did not stop all the summer 1609. On July 21 they tried to or-
anlze the road cleaning and bridge making in Schuchje district in order to
~cut the rye in the district they named belonging to Velizh area. In the same
~ time 53 peasants of Elshovo ten had sworn to Simon Gosiewski. Outpost
fficers wrote to Smolensk that the local recruits who had been sent to the
_border were deserting; they asked governor for ,,true military powers” to
. defend the border. Officer Zhidovinov complained that on May 31 he had
o chance to go from Porechje district to Schuchje district because of alarm
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news. In the same time the musketeers and peasants from Porechje district
refused to help him and sabotage his orders. In Schuchje district there was
a local conflict: some of peasants followed their oath to Czar Vasilij Shuj-
skiy, the others (headed by Lesunovs family) had sworn to Lithuania and
received help from Velizh. On August 2 officer Bashmakov reported that
local peasants who had already deserted to Lithuania started propaganda
in Schuchje district for swearing Velizh Lord. At that point Bashmakov had
no chance to stay against the upcoming Gosiewskis’ invasion: he was har-
dly alone, the only gentleman with him, Boris Leskov was blind. Gautier
wrote that Gosiewskis had continuously attacked these borderline districts
to the extent that King Sigismund appeared from Orshal?.

The conflicts on the Velizh border started in March 1609 were not the
immediate reaction to the alliance between Muscovite State and Sweden.
It were described by the sources as a set of borderline attacks typical for
the borderland in 15-17th cc. One could found mutual calling each other
traitors by court peasants, swearing to ,,Velizh Lords” made the peasants fir-
stly traitors, then — ,,Lithuanians”. Not only Gosiewskis started the attacks
in spring 1609 but also former Muscovite subjects brothers Khripunovs.

The information on local geography of borderline in the documents of
Smolensk archive adds a lot about the concrete infrastructure in this part
of Smolensk area. In one petition Porechje peasants told the authorities that
they had received news about how Aleksander Gosiewski plan to attack
them: he ,,send his troops along three roads: through Schuchje district, di-
rectly throufg the wood and along the third road, through Surozh in boats
(that means they would come along the Dvina river).

New political concepts of the Time of Troubles (treason, deserters) ap-
peared in the lexica of acts in both the Chancelleries. Those concepts are
very characteristic for the civil war and help to find the interpretation of
locals as strangers: it appeared in bureaucratic discourse of acts but also
had political and social senses. Different cases of usage provide different
meanings. In the case of Novgorod documents the concept of treason ap-
peared in the logic of struggle for estates; in Smolensk case — mostly in
the context of struggle with Velizh neighbors for villages in Porechje and
Schuchje districts. When parts of those districts were forced to swear to
Lithuania by Simon Gosiewski the peasants who preserved to be Moscow
subjects had complained that some of their former comrades had become
traitors, followed the Lithuanians’ orders and paved the roads from Velizh

10 10. B. Fotse, Tpedic
Boin. 6: Tamamr

. TrLKH cxa 1609-1611 2z., non peaaxumei u ¢ npe-
JIUCIIOBHEN IOB T

24




to Porechje!l. However there were acts that vindicated the ,jtraitors” also
compiled in the context of ,,Russian-Lithuanian” opposition. According to
the explanation of local peasants of Schuchje district some of them had to
go to the Lithuanian side, but they had been forced by Lithuanians and Tar-
tars ,,with sabers” in the same time there were no ,,previous felony””12. Just
simply these texts show that the situation in Smolensk-Velizh borderland in
1609 was not simple and Gosiewskis were not only just conquerors but had
a kind of positive program (probably primitive enough). The report of offi-
cer Zhidovinov told in details about the ,,Lithuanian Jaremka” from Velizh
agitation in Schuchje district all over the parishes where the peasants had
sworn to Velizh Lords: ,,go to Velizh with Your gold coins!” That Jaremka
also came up to his outpost near St. Nicholas parish in Plai and threatened
local peasants forcing them to swear to Great Dux of Lithuania because
,.the only one your modest parish lost in Muscovite hands!”!3,

Also the documents from Smolensk archive give examples of rhetoric con-
cepts typical for the deposited city: siege service is a special merit; fear of futile
charge of treason (slander, picking up red-handed evidences). In the conditions
of repressive policy by governor Shein the concepts were actual indeed.

«The genuine border» described in Shein’s letter to Velizh elder Aleksan-
der Gosiewski could not be based on any covenant!4. The border in that pla~
ce as Shelamanova had shown was traced unilaterally and the final borderli-
ne agreement was not achieved even up to 1667 (Andrusovo armistice)!’.

Conclusions
The gradual conquering the parts of Porechje and Schuchje districts by
- Lithuanians according to the data of Smolensk archive was very similar
“to the processes studied by Viktor Temushev in the area of Gomel’-Staro-
“dub border century before. That was one of the most important points of
_ the Smolensk archive data. Methods used in 1609 by Lithuanian elders in
_conquering parts of these districts were the same that had been used by
- Muscovite officials when conquering parts of Gomel’ and other Lithuanian
 districts. Temushev described the Muscovite methods as follows: first, bor-
j_f.d_er districts were proclaimed to be belonged to Moscow. Then they were
_ connected with the old Moscow districts. Also ,.extortionate attacks in bor-
_derland in order to make life conditions insufferable” had been initiated'®.

W Hamamuuru oboponst Caionencka..., poxymentsl 29, 30,
- 12 Ibidem, mok. 38.
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Very similar things one could see in Smolensk-Velizh border in late 16
— early 17th cc. but in opposite order: Originally after the armistice in
Jam-Zapolje Muscovites archly tried to transfer Velizh to Lithuania wit-
hout countryside district; the result of further borderline argues (as cruel
as skirmish) was the unilaterally delimitation from the Lithuanian side in
160117, Then Lithuanians insisted on the parts of Porechje and Schuchje
districts to be Mikulino district of Vitebsk land: the same model of conqu-
ering that was used by Muscovites in late 15th c. AS Sgelamanova showed
territories conquered by Gosiewskis were just that ,,Mikulino district”; af-
ter Smolensk itself had been conquered by King Sigismund in 1611 the is-
sue of the border in the area lost its actuality and the districts were returned
to Smolensk land.

In practice the relations between Lithuanian and Smolensk inhabitants
during the Time of Trouble were not as cruel as it comes from the literal
reading some documents of Smolensk archive. That was proved with the
data studied by V. Nazarov and B. Florya in 197418, The merry meeting of
Aleksander Gosiewski and his troops in Velikie Luki is well known. The
governor in Velikie Luki Fedor Plescheev clearly was a hostage of rebels
who had usurped power in the town; thus he met Lithuanians as the emanci-
pators. In this area of Easter Europe the final stage of the Time of Troubles
was followed with numerous compromises and lical armistices!?. The stu-
dying of the concrete borderline between Porechje and Schuchje districts
from one side and Velizh district from the other — those ,,genuine border”
that appeared in Shein’s letter to Gosiewski is the interesting direction for
next research.

Streszczenie .
Granica z Litw3a 1609 roku — perspektywa smolenska
Wspblczesna granica rosyjsko-litewska jest najlepiej zbadanym terenem spo$rod
wszystkich obszaréw granicznych Rosji. W artykule wykorzystano informacje z Archiwum
w Smoleasku, jednego z archiwéw podzielonych, jak Novgorod Ockupationsarkivet
{ Tikhvin arkivet. Konflikty przygraniczne, ktore powstaly w okolicach Wieliza
w marcu 1609 roku nie stanowily natychmiastowej reakeji Litwindw na sojusz rosyjsko-
szwedzki. Dokumenty okrelaja tg sytuacje jako zaczepne dzialania przygraniczne
typowe dla tych regionéw w okresie miedzy XV a XVII wiekiem. Stopniowa aneksja

17 Y. H. BanTeiu-Kamerckuit, [epeniicka meacdy Poccueti u Monviuedt, T. 1. 1487-
1584, Mocksa 1861, c. 184-186;idem; O630p sHewux croutenuti Poccuu (no 1800
200), 1. 3, Mocksa 1897, ¢. 110-111. ‘

18 B. JI. Hazapos, b. H. ®nops, Kpecmusuckoe soccmaniie nod npeosooumersCmeom
H. Y. Bonomnuxosa u Peus Tocnonumas, [in}} Kpecmonnckue sotinet ¢ Poccut
XVI-XVII eexos: npobneast, nouck, naxooku, Jleannrpan 1974, c. 335-338.

19 Cgoprur Pycci mopuL _oGuecmsa, T. 142, Mockga 1913, ¢. 4, 7, 10,
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przez Litwinéw okregow granicznych Porieczje 1 Szczuczje w 1609 roku w znacznym
stopniu przypominata podobne procesy, jakie rozgrywaty si¢-w poprzednim wieku na
granicznych terenach migdzy miastami Homel a Starodub. W 1609 roku pojawily sig
w dokumentach smolefiskich nowe pojecia, charakterystyczne dla okresu wielkiej smuty,
takie jak ,,zdradzi¢” lub ,.dezerterzy”. Byly one czgscia wizerunku ,,swoi” / ,,inni”, ktory
charakteryzowal w czasach wojny domowej w XVII w. dyskurs sztuki, polityki oraz nauk
spotecznych.

Stowa kluczowe: Archiwum Smolenskie, wielka smuta, Sapxeha Szein, Gosiewski,
Wieliz.

_ 3mecT
Mska 3 Jdirsoi 1609 roaga — cmanenckas nepenexTsBa
CyuacHast pycka-TiToyckas Mska — HAHJIENIU BBIBYYaHas TIPBITOPEIL 3 JKy. eix

' mpeirpaHiHbIX paéHay Pacii. ¥ apTeikyne BbIKapbiCTaHa iH(apMaubLi ca CwmaneHckara
. apxiBa, ajHaro 3 TMaj3eNeHHX apxisay y ,,Novgorod Ockupationsarkivet” i ,,Tikhvin
arkivet”. TTamexxspia KauHAiKTEL, AKiA Y3Hikami ¥ HaBakonni Bemika ¥ caxasiky 1609
rofa, He ObUT BBIHIKAM HeagKIaIHATa PIAraBaHHs:d JHTOYIAY Ha PYyCKa-IIBEJICKi caios3.
©JlakyMCHTHI HA3BIBAIONG [ITYIO CITYAlBlIO HACTYIATBHBIMI MAMEKHBIMI A3ETHHAMI,
- XapaKTOIPHEIMI LA CITEIX pagnay mamin XV i XVII erer. [TacTyrioser saxon JiToyuami
namexHeix paéHay Iapouua i uyuae § 1609 r. y 3uauHaH cTyImeHi HaraaBay nagoOHBIA
TPaLaCE, KIS pA3TOPTBAIICS ¥ MiHy/IBIM CTArOA31 HA IIPBIrpaHiuHaH TOPBITOPBII MAMDK
rapagami Tomens i Crapany6. ¥V 1609 r.y CMasIeHCKIX JaXyMeHTax 3'gBUIiCS HOBBIA
AHANIH, XapakTOPHBIA JUIA Iepsiafy Bamixall cMyTel, Takis K ,30pamsile” ansbo
Jlosepmpm” BeuTi AHBI 9acTKal iMiuKy ,.cBae” / iHmBIA", Akl ¥ 4ac rpawzazx3aﬁcr<an
Baiiuer ¥ XVII cr. XapakTaps3aBay QBICKYPC MacTanTBa, MaliTsiki | rpaMajiasHayabIx
HABYK.
Caospi-ka0ubl: CMarescki apxiy, Bsautikas cmyTa, Canera, 1vin, Nace¥eki, Bemik.
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