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THE KHAZAR KINGDOM’S CONVERSION
TO JUDAISM*
OMELJAN PRITSAK

I
The Khazar Kingdom was ruled by the A-shih-na dynasty of Western
Turks TUrküts, who, after losing both Turkestans to the Chinese, took
over the territory of the former Ak-Katzirs ‘AKdtçtpot > Khazars in
southeastern Europe.’ T’ong She-hu yabyu, ruler from 618 to 630, ac
son established the new realm in the
quired the high title of .ad in 627; 2
630s and 640s. Gradually, the Western Turkic newcomers replaced the
Bulgars-Onoghurs Bulyar, Onoyur in Eastern Europe.
Other Western Turkic charismatic tribes whojoined in the new venture
were the Bare < WarãC
Waraz, the Kãbar, and the Aba. The most
important role was played by the BarC> BaM-an> Bolö-ãn>> Bo!ãn,3
which was the leading "brother-in-law tribe." Its members intermarried
with the ruling dynasty, and its chief held the high title of beg in Turkic,
ixe5 in Iranian. During the first period of Turkic-Khazarian history,
which was marked by an abortive struggle with the Arabs for hegemony in
the Caucasus, the chief was usually a military commander who gradually
attained the status of a majordomo.
The Turkic-Ithazar Pax, which was closely connected with the Western
"-

This paper is based on a lecture delivered at the Töru Haneda Memorial Hall ofthe
University of Kyoto on 16 September 1978, and at the Toyo Bunko, cosponsored by
the Töhö Gakkai, Tokyo, on 22 September 1978.
I
I deal with the Ak-Katzir/Khazar problem in volumes 4 to 6 of my study The Origin
of Rus’, in preparation.
2
T’ong She-hu, who was visited by the famous Buddhist pilgrim Huan-tsang in 630
see Hui-li, The Life of Hsuan-tsang. trans. by Li Yung-hsi [Peking, 1959], p.43, con
cluded an alliance with the Byzantine emperor Heraclius 610-41 against the Sassanid
emperor Chosraw II ParvCz 591-628 in 627. The Byzantine sources call him ZttIik
see Edouard Chavannes, Documents sur les Tou-Kiue Occidentaux [St. Petersburg,
1900], pp. 228, 252-53. Concerning Zti43i also see Gyula Moravcsik, Byzantino
turcica, 2nd ed., vol. 2 Berlin, 1958, pp. 130-31.
3
The Waraë/ Bari and others are discussed in volumes 4 to 6 of The Origin of Rus’.
*
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Turkic ruling clan, had three major provinces. The first province, Khwalis
<Khwali-As on the Lower Volga, was the realm of the trading East
ern Iranians; its twin city Amol/Atil, also called SdriyCin/Khamlikh
PVL: Xvalisy was ruled by a governor with the title of tarkhan As
tarkhan ,6 After the catastrophe of A.H. 104/ AD. 722-723, the capital of
the Turkic Khazars was transferred to the twin-city.8 The western city,
Amol or SAriyin, became the center of rites and government, while the
eastern city, Atil or Khamlikh, became the commercial district.
The second province, Semender/Sabir,9 lay in the Northern Caucasus.
Its ruler, who belonged to the Bare clan, resided in the town of Semender
on the Terek River. Until 722-723, Semender had been the capital of the
Turkic-Khazar realm.
Sarke!, the third province, was situated near the lower Don, in the area
where the Volga makes a bend. The province was a shipping crossroads,
for goods were portaged across the narrow neck of land that separates the
two great rivers there. In about 834 the Byzantine engineer Petronas, sur
named Camaterus, built a stone city, also named ärkel, in the province
at the request of the Khazar government.’0 The city was the seat of the
Khazars’ main customs office, headed by an official whom the Arabs
called "lord of the Khazars" cãhib al-Khazar 11
,‘

,

For the etymology, see Norman Goib and Omeijan Pritsak, Khazarian Hebrew
Documents of the Tenth Century Cornell University Press, in press.
5
The names of the twin-city are discussed in Goib and Pritsak, Khazarian Hebrew
Documents.
6 Astarkhãn A.s.t.r.khãn al-Khwarizmi appears in the Annals of at-Tabari
Ta’rikh, ed. by M. J. de Goeje, ser. 3 [Leiden, 1879-80], p. 328 as the Turkic Khazar
commander of a major attack against Transcaucasia in 762-764. The Armenian
historian Levond 8th c. called him Ra-tarkhan in his "History of Armenia" con
tinuation of Sebeos to AD. 788, ed. by K. Ezeanc’ St. Petersburg, 1900, p. 132; cf.
al-Ya’qubi, Historiae, ed. by M. J. de Goeje, vol. 2 Leiden, 1883, p. 446: Rã’s
Tarkhan, where Raf/Rã’s goes back to * avrs- * arspa- cf. E. G. Pulleyblank, Asia
Major, vol.9 [London, 1954], p.220. Cf. also Douglas M. Dunlop, The History of the
Jewish Khazars Princeton, 1954, p. 180, fn. 3; V. Minorsky in Oriens Leiden, 11
1958: 127, 136; and Károly Czegledy, "Khazars Raid in Transcaucasia in 762-764
A.D.," Ada Orientalia Hungaricae Budapest, 111960: 83-86.
Concerning these events see Dunlop, History of the Jewish Khazars, pp. 62-66.
8
In A.H. 119/AD. 737 the capital was already the city of al-Baidã’ Sariyin; see
Ibn al-Athir, Chronicon, ed. by Carolus Johannes Tornberg, vol. 4 Leiden, 1870,
p. 234.
9 The Semender/Sabir tribes are discussed in volumes 4 to 6 of The Origin of Rus’.
There the city of Semender is identified with modern Kizijar on the Terek River
Northern Caucasia.
10 Constantinus Porphyrogenitus, De administrando imperio, ed. by Gyula Moray
csik Budapest, 1949, p. 42 text p.43 Eng. trans., by R.J.H. Jenkins; cf. also p. 64
text = p. 65 Eng. trans..
II
See the emendations to Ibn Khurdadbeh, Kftãb a/-masalik wa’l-mamãlik, ed. by
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The pax also included tributory hereditary realms governed by kings
with the Turkic title el-tebir. There seem to have been seven such terri
tories:
realm of the Khazars proper, who,
1 Khotzir’2 < Akkatzir
once their leading role in Eastern Europe ended, found refuge on the
Crimean Peninsula, as had the Goths before them. Their ruler was called
khat’ir-litber by an Armenian source Levond in connection with events
of 764.’ Its capital was Phullai,’4 site of present-day Planerskoe, located
on the coast between Sugdaea and Theodosia.’5
2 Hun ‘‘
realm of the former masters of the steppe, who had settled
in the basin of the Sulak River, to the north of Derbend. Its capital was
called VaraC’an in the Armenian sources and Balanar in the Islamic7
3 Onoyur’t
realm along the banks of the Lower Kuma River.
Archeologists have identified its capital with the site of Madary.’9
4 "Turkoi"
Byzantine designation for the people who would be
come Hungarians20 in the ninth century they were settling in the basin of
the Sivers’kyj Donec’ Lebedia *21
-

-

-

M. J. Goeje, Bibliotheca Geographorum Arabicorum hereafter BGA, vol.6 Leiden,
1889, p. 154, that I give in "An Arabic Text on the Trade Route ofthe Corporation of
ar-RUs," Folia Orientalia Cracow, 12 1970: 254-57.
12 The name a Xotijpov/ó XotçIpov appears in the project of the Gothic archbishopric from the last quarter of the eighth century; see C. de Boor, "Nachtrage
zu den Notitiae episcopatuum," Zeitschrzftfür Kirchengeschichte 121891: 531,53334. On the connection between Xorçtp-and’AKárttp, see K. Czegledy, "Bemerkungen
zur Geschichte der Chazaren," Acta Orientalia Hungaricae 13 1961: 244. More data
about Xotçtp- and Khazar are given in volumes 4 to 6 of The Origin of Rus’.
13
< *khat’ir - ilteber, Levond, ed. by K. Ezeanc’, p. 132. Cf. K. Czegledy in Acta
Orientalia Hungaricae 111960: 84-85.
‘4
The seat of the bishopric ó Xorçipov was also in Phullai; see A. A. Vasilev, The
Goths in the Crimea Cambridge, Mass., 1936, pp. 97-98.
5
V. V. Kropotkin, "Iz istorii srednevekovogo Kryma," Sovetskaja arxeolog,ja 28
1958: 212-18. Cf. Jonathan Shepard in Byzantine Studies University of Pittsburgh,
1, no. 1 1974: 24-25.
16 This was also the name of the bishopric: 6 OSvvow. See de Boor, "Nachtrage zu den
Notitiae episcopatuum," p. 531.
17 Joseph Markwart was first to recognize that the Ba/angar of the Arabic sources
corresponded to the Varac’.’an of the Armenian sources, in his Os:europdische undost
asiatische Strefzuge Leipzig, 1903, p. 16. The subject is discussed in volumes 4 to 6 of
The Origin of Rus’; the identification of the city of Vara’an with Tarqu Tarkhu,
near Petrovsk now Maxa-kala, is also given there.
8 This was also the name of the bishopric 6 ‘OvooUpwv; see de Boor, "Nachtrage zu
den Notitiae episcopatuum," p. 531.
19 See N. A. Karaulov in Sbornik materialov dlja opisanija mestnostej i plemen
Kavkaza, vol. 38 Tiflis, 1908, pp. 20-21.
20
All data from the Byzantine sources are collected in Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica
2: 32 1-22. Cf. also 0. Pritsak, "Yowár und Kákzp Kãwar," Ura/-Altaische Jahr
bucher 36 1965: 383.
2!
The explanation for this localization of Lebedia is given in Omeljan Pritsak,
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5 Volga-Bulgar
the realm’s capital, Bulgãr Bulyar, was located
on the Volga.22
6 Volga-Sovar the realm’s capital, Sovãr, was also on the Volga.23
7 Furtas < *furt..as or ‘River-As’24
realm along the middle
Volga whose inhabitants the Islamic sources call Burãs.25
As in all steppe empires, commerce was the economic base of the
Khazar realm. Therefore the Khazars maintained good relations with
economic centers, and tried to control neighboring city-states whenever
possible, by either peaceable or military means. The sources mention
three types of Khazar rule over the city-states. The first type was through
an elected primate, referred to as "father of the city,"26 in Khazarian
babaguq.27 Such rule existed in two important Crimean cities: Cherson/
Korsun’ ca. 705-7 10 to 84028 and Phanagoria.29 The second type of
administration was through an appointed primate, whom the Khazars
called baliyCi, or "fishermen."3° Under such rule were Bosporus, on the
-

-

-

"From the Säbirs to the Hungarians," in Hungaro- Turcica: Studies in Honour of
Julius Németh Budapest, 1976, pp. 17-30.
22
The most detailed account on the Islam of the Volga-Bulgars is found in the
Risãle of Ibn Fadlan, which relates his journey of AD. 922: A. Zeki Validi Togan, Ibn
Failãn ‘s Reisebericht Leipzig, 1939; A. P. Kovalevskii Kovalivs’kyj, Kniga Ax
meda !bn Fadlana o egoputegestvii na Volgu v 921-922gg. Xarkiv, 1956. Cf. also V.
Minorsky, Jjudüd al-4 lam London, 1937, pp. 460-61; Minorsky, Marvazi on
China, the Turks and India London, 1945, pp. 109-122.
23
On the Sovãrs see Zeki Validi Togan, Ibn Fad/an’s Reisebericht, pp. 203-2 10.
24
More data on this etymology are given in volumes 4 to 6 of The Origin of Rus’.
25
Tadeusz Lewicki, "Ze studiów nad ródlami arabskimi. Czçd LII. I. Siedziby i
pochodzenie Burtasów," Slavia Antiqua Poznañ, 12 1965: 1-14.
26
The title was apparently of colonial Crimean Greek origin; see Constantinus
Porphyrogenitus, De administrando imperio, ed. by Gy. Moravcsik, p. 184 Eng.
trans., p. 185: Mpt yap Oco9tXou toi3 11aai&oc o6ic v arpatsiyàç thto tiiv
vta0Ocv thootc?olscvoc, à?X’ iv 6 rà itdvra &oiKthv 6 ?ayójsavoç itpcotc6ov .tcrà
KIlt rv irovotaCo,thvwv itatpov tflç itóAoç, i.e., "For up till the time of
Theophilus, the emperor [829-42], there was no military governor sent from here to
the city of Cherson Korsun’, but all administration was in the hands of the so-called
primate, with those who were called the fathers of the city."
27
See fn. 28. V. Minorsky, who was not aware of the Byzantine testimony given in
fn. 26, mistakenly took this title to be "restored as *Babajjq better * Babajuq ‘Little
Father,’ quite a plausible name in a Uralo-Altaic milieu," in Wiener Zeitschrjfl fur die
Kunde des Morgenlandes hereafter WZKM, 56 1960: 131.
28
In 705 Cherson was ruled by the emperor’s plenipotentiary, who had the title tudun
see fn. 34, and by the primate of Cherson itpotosto?dtic, named Zollus ZoI?oc;
Theophanes, Chronographia, ed. by C. de Boor Leipzig, 1883, p. 378 subsequent
references are to this edition. See also fn. 26.
29
The title has been reconstructed on the basis of an information in Theophanes’
Chronographia, which mentions, for ca. 703, a Khazarian official of Phanagoria called
flaitari3ç p. 373, 1. 8. Cf. fn. 31.
30
V. Minorsky, "Balgitzi - ‘Lord of the Fishes’," WZKM, 56: 130-37. The title is of
Alanian origin: Ossetian Kafly-Sar Khuyän-don-aldar ‘Lord of the Fishes, Prince of
the Strait’ Minorsky, WZKM, 56: 135.

THE KHAZAR KINGDOM’S CONVERSION TO JUDAISM

265

Kerch Strait,3’ and the city on the Taman Peninsula called Tamatarcha in
the Byzantine sources, Jewish SamkarC S.m.k.rJ a!- Yahüd32 in the
Islamic sources, and T"mutorokan’in the Rus’ Primary ChronicLe.33 The
third type of administration was by a Khazar governor called tudun.34
During the Khazars’ rule over the Crimean Gothic realm especially
A.D. 786 to ca. 810, the Gothic capital of Doros was so governed.35
In addition to the provinces and tributory realms, the Khazar pax
included several tributory peoples. According to King Joseph’s reply the
the VentiC W.n.n. i.y. t.,
long version, they were three Slavic groups
the Sever S.w.w.r., said by the Primary Chronicle to be descendants
of the Poijane and Derevljane, and the Slovene . 1. w.y. w. n. and three
Fennic groups
the Ar, the Ves’> !sü, and the ceremis.36
The Khazars’ most important trade routes passed through the basins of
the Don and Volga, along the shores of the Azov Sea, and across the terri
tories between the Black Sea, the Caspian Sea, and the Aral Lake. Some
time after the fall of the Avars, in the mid-ninth century, when Regens
burg Ratisbona became the capital of the eastern Carolingian state, a
transcontinental trade route developed from Regensburg to Itil, with
transit centers at newly founded Vienna and Kiev.37
The Khazar government maintained a standing army of 12,000 men.
The recruits were Eastern Iranians of the Muslim religion mainly
Khwrizmians called Arsiya. Their commander held the rank of minis
ter vezier in the Khazar government.38
-

-

-

Theophanes, Chronographia, p. 373, 1. 8-9: lvtctXdsavoç HaItcZttóV, tOy /K
itpoadntou aOto0 /nceiac i5vta, KIlt B&y1TçtV, tOy apxovta Boaópou, IVcL, &tav
bi?m0 aroiç, àVèUOaLV ‘IouatwtavOv "He [i.e., the Khazar emperor] commanded
Papatzys, who was his representative there [i.e., in Phanagoria], and Balgitzis, the
governor of Bosporus, to kill Justinian [LI, 685-95, 705-711], when a message would
come to them."
32
P. Kokovcov, A. Zajczkowski, and V. Minorsky correctly identified the ‘w
BWLSY of the MS "Schechter" fol. 2a, 11. 20-21 with the title baliyi’i Pavel K.
Kokovcov, Evrejsko-xazarskaja perepiska v X veke Leningrad, 1932, pp. 118-19,
fn. 6; A. Zajczkowski, Ze studiôw nad zagadnieniem chazarskim Cracow, 1947,
p. 36; Minorsky in WZKM, 56: 131-32.
3
About Tmutorokan’, see M. I. Artatnonov, Istorija xazar Leningrad, 1962,
pp. 439-45.
34
The Khazaro- Bulgarian form of that title was trun < tO5dn; cf. A. A.
axmatov, "Zametka oh jazyke vo1skix bolgar," Sbornik Muzeja antropologii iètno
graf Ii Petrograd, 5 1918: 398-400. Cf. B. F. Manz in this issue, p. 288.
35
See Vasiliev, Goths in the Crimea, p. 106. Cf. also fn. 28.
36
1TIC j’fl33 0’?15 1D’ltC 1K,0 is’m ouiu
&nt [KingJoseph’s reply the long
versionJ,"ed. P. K. Kokovcov, p.31,1. 11-12.
Fritz Rorig, Die Europdische Stadt und die Kultur des Bürgertums im Mittela/ter
Gottingen, 1964, p. 17.
38
See GoIb and Pritsak, Khazarian Hebrew Documents.
3’

266

OMELJAN PRITSAK

The religious tolerance typical of all nomadic empires is known to have
existed in the Khazar state. During the first half of the tenth century, the
Muslim traveler and prolific writer al-Mas’Udi confirmed its practice as
follows:
The predominating element in this country [Khazaria] are the Muslims, because

they form the royal army. They are known in this country as Arsiyah and are
immigrants from the neighborhood of Khwarizm. . . . They also have Muslim
judges quçlat. The custom in the Khazar capital is to have sevenjudges. Of these,
two are for the Muslims, two for the Khazars judging according to the Torah, two
for those among them who are Christians judging according to the Gospel, and
one for the aqaliba, RUs and other pagans judging according to pagan law, i.e.,
on theoretical principles: when a serious case is brought up, of which they have no
knowledge, they come before the Muslim judges and plead there, obeying what
the law of Islam lays down. .
If the Muslims and Christians there are agreed, the King cannot cope with
them. . .

In 737 the emperor qayan converted to Islam,4° which had already
been accepted in several quarters of the Khazar pax for instance, among
the Volga Bulgars sometime at the beginning of the tenth century.4’ An
heir-apparent to the Khazar throne who professed the Islamic religion is
mentioned as late as the middle of the tenth century.42 In 787, the Seventh
Ecumenical Council in Nicaea Niceanum II proposed the creation of a
Gothic metropolitanate as an archdiocese which would embrace the seven
bishoprics of the Khazar state.43 The document referringto this proposal,
the so-called De Boor’s "Notitia episcopatuum," is valuable in that it lists
the seven component parts of Khazaria.44
II.

From the time their state took form, the Khazars played a crucial role in
the Eurasian political community. As the Turks did before them, the

Les Prairies d’or, ed. Ch. Pellat, vol. 1 Beirut, 1966, p. 213,1. 8, and p. 214, 1. 13;
Eng. trans. in Dunlop, History of the Jewish Khazars, pp. 206-207.
°
The circumstances are discussed in Dunlop, History of the Jewish Khazars, pp.
83-84.
‘
See fn. 22.
42
Al-Istakhri, Via regnorum, ed. by M. J. de Goeje, BGA, vol. 1 Leiden, 1870, p.
224; Eng. trans. in Dunlop, History of the Jewish Khazars, pp. 97-98.
3
Vasiliev, Goths in the Crimea, p. 97.
See de Boor, "Nachtrage zu den Notitiae episcopatuum," pp. 531, 533-34. Cf.
Vasiliev, Goths in the Crimea. pp. 97-101.
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Khazars usually allied with the Byzantine emperor against the Arabs,
although they often coveted the Byzantine "climes" on the Crimea. The
first hundred years of their history was essentially a fierce struggle with
the Arabs for Azerbaidjan and for control of the trade routes leading to
Iran.

Contacts between Byzantium and the Khazar state must have been well
established, for the Khazar and Byzantine dynasties intermarried. Jus

tinian II ruled 685-711 married Theodora, a sister of the Khazar
emperor, in 698. Constantine V 741-775 married the Khazar princess
Tzitzak, baptized Irene, in 733; their son became Emperor Leo IV the
Khazar 775-780. Some Byzantine spiritual leaders and prolific writers
were also of Khazar origin, for instance, Photius, patriarch of Constan
tinople 858-867, 877-886. Despite these direct ties, no Byzantine
author, not even the historian Theophanes d. 818 or the learned
emperor Constantine VII Porhyrogenitus 9 13-959, made any mention
of the conversion of the Khazar Kingdom to Judaism.
The first Muslim writers to mention that the Khazar ruler professed the
Jewish faith date to the early tenth century
Ibn RUste, ca. 912, and Ibn
al-Faqih, who wrote after 903.
-

2.
As far as we know, the contemporary centers of Judaism in Palestine,
Iraq, and Constantinople failed to record or take note of the Khazar con
version. Even in the first half of the tenth century, both Rabbanite and
Karaite sources mention the Khazars only matter-of-factly, without any
religious reference or designation.
Sa’adyah Gaon b. Joseph; b. 882, d. 942, who, although born and
raised in Egypt, became the greatest scholar of the gaonic period and
leader of Babylonian Jewry, mentioned the Khazars on several occasions.
For instance, he explained "Hiram, king of Tyre" as being not a proper
name, but a title, "like caliph for the ruler of the Arabs and khaghan for
the king of the Khazars."45 Also, in commenting on a biblical verse
Exodus 19:9, Sa’adyah mentioned a certain Khazar custom which
required a man executing royal orders not to tell his king melekh it was
carried out until he received another.46 In yet another instance, the gaon
Abraham Elija Harkavy, "‘iTun ui
T1KS ,‘iso [Rab Sa’adyah Gaon on the
Khazars]," Semitic Studies in Memory of Alexander Kohut Berlin, 1897, pp. 244-45.
Cf. Dunlop, History of the Jewish Khazars, pp. 220-21.
46
Harkavy, "Rab Sa’adyah Gaon," pp. 244-47. Cf. Dunlop, History of the Jewish
Khazars, p. 221.
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mentioned a certain Isaac b. Abraham as having left Iraq to settle in
Khazaria.47
Sa’adyah’s contemporary, the Karaite historian and jurist Jacob al
QirqisAni of Iraq d. ca. 940, in elaborating on Genesis 9:27 in his Kitãb
ar-riyaçl wa’l-I!?adã’iq [Book of gardens and parks], had this to say about
the Khazars:
The majority of commentators interpret this pun to mean liveliness and beauty. In
their opinion, it means that God had beautified Japheth to the extent that a
number of his descendants will enter into the Jewish faith.

. . . Now, some other

[commentators] are of the opinion that this verse alludes to the Khazars who
accepted Judaism. However, others hold that the Persians are here intended.
These converted to Judaism in the time of Mordecai, Esther and Ahasuerus even
as it is written [Esther 8:17]. "And many among the people of the land became
Jews."48
In the tenth and eleventh centuries Karaite writers disdained the
Khazars as bastards mamzer. For instance, a passage ascribed to
Yepheth b. ‘Au of Basrah fi. 950-980 explains the term mamzër as
"Khazars who became Jews-in-exile."49 This usage reflects the fact that
the Karaites distinguished sharply between two kinds of converts to
Judaism: those who converted before Nebuchadnezzar Ii’s conquest of
Jerusalem 587 B.C. were regarded as full-fledged, honorable members of
the congregation; those who converted after the Jews had been dispersed,
however, were of doubtful status, at best. The latter category, of so-called
bastards, had in the past included Amonites, Moabites, and others.5°
Although a popular Hebrew historical work written in Italy in the midtenth century, the so-called Sëpher Josippon, mentions the Khazars, it
fails to note their adherence to Judaism.5’ in the nineteenth century,
4

Harkavy, "Rab Sa’adyah Gaon," p. 245. Cf. Dunlop, History of the Jewish
Khazars, p. 221.
48
Maximilian Landau edited the passage in question in "‘in n’sn v ‘rms rmis
[The present-day status of the Khazar problem]," Zion Jerusalem, 8 1943: 96. A
translation was published by Zvi Ankori, Karaites in Byzantium: The Formative
Years, 970-1100 New York and Jerusalem, 1959, pp. 67-68.
See A. Harkavy, "Karaische Deutung des Wortes ‘nan" Monatsschr4fl für
Geschichte und Wissenschaft des Judentums Krotoschin, 311882: 171; Harkavy,
"Rab Sa’adayah Gaon," pp. 246-47; Ankori, Karaites in Byzantium. pp. 7 1-74.
However, Yepheth’s commentary on the Book of Jeremiah Jer. 50: 21, 25, has a
messianic passage which mentions the "King of Israel"; the simultaneous reference to
Bãb al-A bwãb Derbend suggests that it is the judaized king of the Khazars who is
being referred to. The commentary was published by A. Harkavy, "Rus’ i russkie v
srednevekovoj evrejskoj literature," Vosxod St. Petersburg, 2 1882: 239-51; cf.
Ankori, Karaites in Byzantium. pp. 77-78.
50 Ankori, Karaites in Byzantium, pp. 72-73.
SI
A. Harkavy, ed., "Skazanija evrejskix pisatelej o Xazarax i xazarskom carstve,"
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Karaite scholars, especially Abraham Firkovi b. 1785, d. 1874,52
created a myth about the Karaite origin of the Khazars - a far cry from

the attitude of Karaites of the tenth and eleventh centuries, who would, no
doubt, have decried any such ancestry.
3.
Modern Rabbinical scholarship continues to idealize the Khazars and
their conversion.53 This stance is due largely to Judah Halevi b. 1075,
d. 1141, who was first to view the Khazar conversion as a central event
in Jewish history.
Halevi, undoubtedly the foremost Jewish poet and thinker of the
Middle Ages, was born and raised in Andalusian Toledo or Tudela
while the city was still Muslim but had a vital Jewish religious community
and intellectual life. After a happy Wanderjahre, the young Jew returned
to now Christian Toledo during the reconquista, when one Jewish com
munity after another was being destroyed. His "Kitãb al-hugga wa’d
dalil fi nasr ad-din ad-dalil" [Book of argument and proof in defense of
the despised faith], known more commonly as the "Kuzari," was written
in Arabic Ca. 1120-40, in the style of a Platonic dialogue.54 The work
Trudy Vostol’nogo otdelenOa St. Petersburg, 17 1874: 298, 300 text, 301 Russ.
trans.: ‘rmx, pon mi ‘rnai tt21i 13’7i Oip’rn 7’Dt im ann mnawn iv an
-,nnt ‘itt mt xi, r,’n ‘-Un y aim am omaw ‘ss anmr,,t maw TiD a’nn nc
.‘i nn
‘ri-on imn ‘rip a’nn ‘tmam "Togarma [comprises] ten tribes, which are the
Khozar, Pasinakh, ‘Aliqanus
Uluéi, BUlgar, Ragbins ?, Turqi, *KJlj3 [Bwz;
Oyuz], ZikhUs, ‘Ungari, and Ti1ma. They all live in the north, and their lands are
named after them. They live along the river Hitl, that is 4t/[Volga], but the ‘Ungari,
Bulgar and PUsinakh[sid live along the great river called Danübi [Danube]." Cf. the

Arabic translation of Josippon: "Togarma [comprises] ten tribes. They are the al
Khazar, al-Baganaq, al-As-Alan, a1-Bular . . . Khyabar, Ungar, Talmis. . . . They all
live in the northern section, and their places are named after them. Some of them live
along the river A;il. But the al-Bulgar, al-Baganaq and Ungar live between the moun
tains of Danübin, i.e., Dunä [Danube]." Harkavy, "Skazanija evrejskix pisatelej,"
pp. 333-34.
52 Concerning A. S. Firkovi, see Ananiasz Zajczkowski, Karaims in Poland:
History. Language, Folklore, Science Warsaw, The Hague, and Paris, 1961, pp. 8488. See also Ankori, Karaites in Byzantium, pp. 58-65.
"
See Bernard D. Weinryb, "The Beginnings of East-European Jewry in Legend and
Historiography," in Studies and Essays in Honor of Abraham A. Neuman Leiden,
1962, pp. 445-502.
4
The work was translated into Hebrew in the middle of the twelfth century by Judah
b. Tibbon under the title "Sepher ha-hokhahah we-ha re’ayah le-hagganat ha-dat ha
bezuyah"; this translation and the original text are commonly known as "Sëpher ha

Khuzari" or the "Kuzari." A critical edition of the Arabic original based on the
Unicum Codex Bodleiana Hebraica, no. 284 and of Ibn Tibbon’s translation based
on the Codex Parisiensis, no. 677 was published by Hartwig Hirschfeld, Das Buch
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was not only a Jewish response to the challenge of Aristotelian philoso
phy, but also an original and, some scholars say, valid conceptualization
of Judaism which argued for its religious superiority. Writing during the
revival of Jewish Messianism and apocalyptic hopes, Halevi made the
proselytic Khazar king the central hero of his dialogue, and thus elevated
the Khazar conversion from a marginal happening in Jewish history to a

major event.
The following two passages in the "Kuzari" are relevant to our dis
cussion:
1 I was asked to state what arguments and replies I could bring to bear against
the attacks of philosophers and followers of other religions, and also against
[Jewish] sectarians who attacked the rest of Israel. This reminded me of some
thing I had once heard concerning the arguments of a Rabbi who sojourned with
the king of the Khazars. The latter, as we know from historical records, became a
convert to Judaism about four hundred years ago. To him came a dream, and it
appeared as if an angel addressed him saying: "Thy way of thinking is indeed
pleasing to the Creator, but not thy way of acting." Yet he was so zealous in the
performance of the Khazar religion, that he devoted himself with a perfect heart to
the service of the temple and sacrifices. Notwithstanding this devotion, the angel
came again at night and repeated: "Thy way of thinking is pleasing to God, but not
thy way of acting." This caused him to ponder over the different beliefs and
religions and finally [he] became a convert to Judaism together with many other

Khazars.55
2 After this the Khazari, as it is related in the history of the Khazars, was
anxious to reveal to his vezier in the mountains of Warsãn Ttwlm the secret of his
dream and its repetition, in which he was urged to seek the God-pleasing deed.
The king and his vezier travelled to the deserted mountains on the seashore, and
arrived one night at the cave in which some Jews used to celebrate the Sabbath.
They disclosed their identity to them, embraced their religion, were circumcised in
the cave, and then returned to their country, eager to learn the Jewish law. They
kept their conversion secret, however, until they found an opportunity of dis
closing the fact gradually to a few of their special friends. When the number had
increased, they made the affair public, and induced the rest of the Khazars to
embrace the Jewish faith. They sent to various countries for scholars and books,
and studied the Torah. Their chronicles also tell of their prosperity, how they beat
al-ChazarI des Abz-l-Ijasan Jehuda Hallewi im Arabischen Urtext sowie in der
Hebräischen Ubersetzung des Jehuda ibn Tibbon Leipzig, 1887. Hirschfeld trans
lated the "Kuzari" into German as Das Buch al-Chazari: Aus dem Arabischen des
Abu-l-Jjasan Jehuda Hallewi Breslau, 1885. The first edition of the English trans
lation by Hirschfeld was published in 1905. The most recent edition, with an introduc
tion by Henry Slonimsky, appeared in 1964: Judah Halevi - The Kuzari Kitab al
Khazari: An Argument for the Faith of Israel New York, 1964.
Edited by H. Hirschfeld, p. 3 Hebrew trans.; the Arabic original of the page is lost
p. 35 Eng. trans. by H. Hirschfeld, 1964.
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their foes, conquered their lands, secured great treasures; but their army swelled to
hundreds of thousands, how they loved their faith, and fostered such love for the
Holy House that they erected a Tabernacle in the shape of that built by Moses..

III.

Why did the Khazars’ conversion to Judaism go unmentioned not only in
contemporary Jewish literature, but also in the Byzantine and Muslim
literatures, which were then more highly developed and have been well
preserved? The silence is especially puzzling because the Byzantine and
Muslim states had strong contacts, whether friendly or hostile, with the
Khazar realm, then ranking with the Frank, Byzantine, and Muslim Arab
as a great power, and they must have been interested in the Khazars’
activities. Let us look into this strange lack of interest in an event that
would seem to be of contemporary importance.
2.

St. Constantine, later apostle of the Slays, undertook a mission to the
court of the Khazar emperor sometime in the mid-ninth century. There,
as late as 860, he gave a disputation on religion and practiced baptism, but
said nothing about the exclusiveness of the Jewish religion in Khazaria.57
The earliest mention of the Khazars’ conversion to Judaism was by
Druthmar of Aquitaine, a Frankish Benedictine monk at the Corvey
monastery in Westphalia. The reference occurs in Druthmar’s commen
tary on Matthew 24: 14, written in 864. It reads:
At the present time we know of no nation gens in the world where Christians do
not live. For in the lands of Gog and Magog who are a Hunnish race gentes and
call themselves Gazari there is one tribe, a very belligerent one - Alexander
enclosed them and they escaped - and all of them profess the Jewish faith. The
Bulgars, however, who are of the same race, recently became Christians.58
Edited by H. Hirschfeld, p. 67 Arabic text = p. 68 Hebrew trans. = p. 82 Eng.
trans., by H. Hirschfeld.
"
Concerning St. Constantine’s mission, see Francis Dvornik, Byzantine Missions
among the Slays: SS. Constantine-Cyril and MethodiusNew Brunswick, N.J., 1970,
pp. 49-72; F. Dvornik, Les légendes de Constantin et de Méthode, vues de Byzance
Prague, 1933, pp. 148-211. About the mission of the Georgian saint Abo d. 786, see
Paul Peeters, "Les Khazars dans Ia passion de S. Abo de Tiflis," Analecta Bollandiana
Brussels, 52 1934: 21-56.
58 "Nescimus iam gentem sub caelo in qua Christiani non habeantur. Nam et in Gog
et Magog, quae sunt gentes Hunorum, quae ab eis Gazari vocantur, iam una gens quae
56
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Because Druthmar’s testimony is unchallenged, we can assume that the
Khazar conversion must have occurred before 864 AD., the date when his
observations were written.
3.
Apart from Halevi’s "Kuzari," there are three other non-contemporary
accounts of the Khazar conversion. They are best characterized as epic
narratives. Two have come down to us in Hebrew, and the third in Arabic.
The two Hebrew stories must have been written by the beginning of the
twelfth century, because Jehudah b. Barzillai al-Bargeloni an-Nasi,
rabbi of Barcelona ca. 1090 to 1105, refers to them in his "Sepher ha
‘ittim," a work dealing with the Sabbath and festivals on the Jewish
calendar.59
One of the Hebrew stories appears in the so-called Khazar corres
pondence that comprises the letter of Uasdai b. Shaprut b. ca. 915, d.
970 to the Khazars’ King Joseph and two versions of Joseph’s reply. The
authenticity of the correspondence, which continues to be controversial,
is irrelevant here, because the conversion story is taken as an epic
narrative, not an official contemporary account. According to the first,
60
short version of King Joseph’s reply, the conversion occurred
I An angel appeared to him in a dream and said: "Oh, Bol[]An!6’ The Lord sent
me to tell you: I heard your prayer and your petition. And so, I shall bless you and
multiply you, extend your kingdom to the end of ages and hand all your enemies

oven to you. Now rise and pray to the Lord." He did thus, and the angel appeared
to him a second time, saying: "I saw your behavior and approved your actions. I

fortior erat cx his quas Alexander conduxerat, circumcisa est, et omnem Judaismum
observat. Bulgarii quoque, qui et ipsi ex ipsis gentibus sunt, cottidie baptisantur,"
Maxima bibliotheca veterumpatrum Lugdun. Leiden, 15 1677: 158 =J. P. Migne,
Patrologiae cursus completus, Series Latina, vol. 106 Paris, 1864, col. 1456.
9
Kokovcov, Evrejsko-xazarskajaperepiska, pp. 127-28 Russ. trans., pp. 128-31.
60 Insofar as this story is concerned, there are no real differences between the two
versions.
61
Bolãn scholars normally use the incorrect spelling Bulan is a tribal designation
eponym, rather than a proper name. The form with I Bo/an is Turkic whereas the
form with M BoMan is Huno-Khazarian. Concerning this phenomenon in Altaic
linguistics called "lambdacism", see 0. Pritsak, "‘Der Rhotazismus’ und ‘Lambda
zismus," Ural-Altaische Jahrbflcher 35 D 1964: 337-49. The Huno-Khazarian form
survived in the "Ta’rih al-Bãb Wa arwãn," V. Minorsky, ed., A History of Sharvdn
and Darband Cambridge, 1958, p. 17: "In the year 288 the Khazars with their king
malik K.s’b. Bolãn bl’n al-Khazani came to attack Bãb al-Abwãb Derbend in
the month of Ragab [August 901]. Muhammad b. Halim with the gazi’s of al-Bab
Darband fought them, beat them off and defeated them with the help of the Almighty"

p. 42.
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know that you will follow me with your whole heart. I want to give you the com
mandments, the law and the rules; and, if you observe my commandments, laws
and rules, I shall bless you and multiply you." He answered and said to the angel:
"My master, you know the intentions of my heart and you have inquired into my
innermost self, and you know that I have placed my hope only in you. But the
people, over whom I reign, are unbelievers. I do not know whether or not they will
believe me. If I have found favor in your eyes and your mercy has come down on
me, appear to so-and-so, their chief prince [i.e., qayan], and he will help me in
this task." The All-Holy - may he be blessed - granted his request and appeared
to that prince in a dream. When he awoke in the morning, he went and told the
king about it. Then the king assembled all his princes, his slaves, and all his people
and told them all this. They endorsed it, and accepted [the new] faith, thus coming
under the protection of Shekhina ["the presence of God"]. And the angel again
appeared to him and said: "The heavens and the heavens of the heavens cannot
contain me, but you should [still] build a synagogue in my name." He answered,
saying: "Lord of the world, I am very ashamed that I have no silver and gold to
erect it properly, as I would like." He [the angel] answered him: "Have strength
and be manly! Take all your armies with you and go in the direction of Dar-i Alan
[the Danial Pass] and Ard[ab]il [located in Azerbaidjan]. I shall place in their
hearts fear and terror before you and hand them over into your hands. I prepared
two storehouses for you; one of silver and one of gold. I shall be with you and I
shall protect you [everywhere], wherever you go. You shall take [that] booty [i.e.,
goods], return with success, and build a synagogue, in my name." He believed him
and did as he had been commanded. He fought, laid a curse on the town and
returned safely. [Then] he blessed [the acquired] goods and from them con
structed: tents, an ark, a candlestick, a table, a sacrificial altar, and priestly sacred
vessels. Until the present day, these have remained whole and in my keeping.62
2 After this his fame spread widely. The King of Edom [Byzantium] and the
King of the Ishmaelites [Muslims] had heard of him and they sent to him their
envoys with great riches and many presents, as well as some of their wise men with
the plan to convert him to their own religion. But the king was wise, sent for a
learned Israelite, searched, inquired and investigated carefully. Then he brought
the sages together so that they might argue about their respective religions. Each
of them refuted, however, the arguments of his opponent, so that they could not
agree. When the king saw this he said to them: "Go home, on the third day I shall
send for you and you will come to me." On the second day the king sent for the
[Christian] priest and said to him: "I know that the King of Edom is greater than
the other kings, and that his faith is respectable. I already have liking as to your
religion. But I am asking you to tell the truth: if one takes the Israelite religion and
the religion of the Ishmaelites, which of them is better?" The priest answered him
and said: "May our Lord the King live long! Know the truth, that there is in all the
world no religion resembling the Israelite religion, since the All-Holy, bless him,

chose Israel from all the

nationsThe king answered him: "Now you have told

Kokovcov, Evrejsko-xazorskajaperepiska. p. 21, 1. 5, and p. 22,1.6 Russ. trans.,
pp. 75-77.
2

truth
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me. Truly, know that! will show you my respect. "The second day the king sent for
al-Qadi of the Ishmaelites, asked him and said: "Tell me the truth: what is the
difference between the religion of Israel and the religion of Edom, which religion

is better?" Al-Qadi answered him and said: "The religion of Israelis better, and it
is all the
On the third day he [the king] called all of them together and said to them in the
presence of all his princes and slaves and his people: "I wish that you make for me
the choice, which religion is the best and the truest." They began to dispute with
one another without arriving to any result until the king asked the priest: "If one
compares the Israelite religion with that of the Ishmaelites, which is to be pre
ferred?" The priest answered and said: "The religion of the Israelites is better."
Now he [the king] asked al-Qaji and said: "If one compares the Israelite religion
with that of the Edom which is to be preferred?" Al-Q.di answered him and said:
"The religion of the Israelites is better."
Upon this the king said, "Both of you admitted with your own lips that the
religion of the Israelites is the best and truest. Therefore I have chosen the religion
of the Israelites, that is, the religion of Abraham.. . . He can give me without labor
silver and gold which you had promised me. Now go, all of you, in peace to your
land."
From that time on the Almighty God helped him and strengthened him. He and
his slaves circumcised themselves and he sent for and brought wise men of Israel
who interpreted the Torah for him and arranged the precepts in order.
3 After those days there arose from the sons of his [Bolän’s] sans a king,
‘Obadiah by name. He was an upright and just man. He reorganized the kingdom
and established the [Israelite] religion properly and correctly. He built synagogues
and schools, brought in many Israelite sages, honored them with silver and gold,
and they explained to him the Twenty-four Books [the Bible], Mishnah, Talmud,
and the order of prayers [established by] the Khazzans. He was a man who feared
God and loved the law and the commandments.
After him his son Hezekiah became king, and after him, his son Manasseh.
The main elements that emerge from the story are these:
I The convert was an officer elevated to the rank of king but not

emperor.
2 There were two stages in the conversion.
3 The first, or Bol[]ãn, stage was connected with the Khazar victory
over the Arabs and their advance as far as Ardabil in Azerbaidjan, which,
according to Arab sources, took place in A.H. 1 12/AD. 730-73 1.65 This

chronology agrees with Halevi’s statement in the "Kuzari," written ca.
Kokovcov, Evrejsko-xazarskaja perepiska, p. 22, Il. 6-23, 15 Russ. trans., pp.
77-80.
64 Kokovcov, Evrejsko-xazarskajaperepiska, p. 23, 1. 18, and p. 24,1.4 Russ. trans.,
p. 80.
65 For sources and details, see Dunlop, History of the Jewish Khazars, pp. 68-77,
148.
63
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1130-1140, that the Khazar king became a convert "about four hundred
years ago." But this was a private conversion of the majordomo
Bo1[}an, which, possibly, was preceded by the kind of religious dis
pute that occurred before other royal conversions cf. the conversion to
Christianity of Prince Volodimer of Rus’ in 988 66
4.
The other of the two Hebrew stories about the conversion survived in a

Geniza fragment which is now in Cambridge, England. The fragment has
recently been analyzed by Norman Golb, whose translation of the rele
vant passage reads as follows:67
Armenia, and [our] fathers fled before them. . . . for they were un[ab}le to bear the
yoke of idol-worshippers. [The people of Khazari]a received them. For the
pe[ople] of Khazaria were at first without Torah, while [their neighbor Armenia]
remained without Torah and writing. They intermarried with the inhabitants of
the land, in[termingled with the gent]iles, learned their practices, and would con
tinually go out with them to w[ar]; [and] they became one people. However, they
were confirmed only in the covenant of circumcision; only a port{ion of them
were] observing the Sabbath. There was [at the time] no king in the land of
Khazaria; but rather whoever would achieve victories in war would they appoint
over themselves as general of the army. [Thus was it] until the Jews once went out
with them to do battle as was their wont. On that day a certain Jew prevailed with
his sword and put to flight the enemies came against Khazaria. So the men of
Khazar appointed him over them as chief officer of the army according to their
ancient custom. They remained in this state of affairs for many days, until the
Lord took mercy and stirred the heart of the chief officer to repent; for his wife,
whose name was Serah, influenced him and taught him to [his] benefit; and he too
agreed, since he was circumcised. Moreover, the father of the young woman, a
man righteous in that generation, showed him the way of life.
Now it happened that when the kings of Macedon [ Byzantines] and the kings
of Arabia heard these things, they became very angry, and sent messengers to the
officers of Khazaria [with] words of scorn against Israel: "How is it that you
return to the faith of the Jews, who are subjugated under the power of all
nations?" They said things which are not for us to relate, and influenced the hearts
of the officers adversely. Then the great officer, the Jew, said, "Why should we
multiply words? Let there come [here] some sages of Israel, some sages ofGreece,
and some sages of Arabia; and let them tell, each one of them, before us and before
you, the deed of [his] Lord [from beginning to] end." They did so; [M]ace[do]n
sent some [of its sages, and also] the kings of Arabia; and the sages ofIsrael volun
Ca. between AD. 799 and 809. See also A. N. Poliak, "a’iran nIi"imn [The adoption
of Judaism by the Khazarsj," Zion 6 1941-42: 106-1 12, 160-80.
67 A critical apparatus and commentary by Professor GoIb will be published with the
translation in our joint Khazarian Hebrew Documents.
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teered to come [in accord with the request of] the officers of Khazaria. Now the
Greeks began to give testimony about Him[?] f[irst, and] the Jews and the Arabs
began to rebut him [sic]. Afterwards [began the Ara]bs, and the Jews and the
Greeks rebutted them. And afterwards began [the sages of Isra]el from the six
days of creation until the day when the children of Israel came up [from] Egypt
and they came to an inhabited land. The Greeks and the Arabs bore witness to the
truth and declared them right; but there also occurred a disagreement between
them. The officers of Khazaria said, "There is a cave in the valley of TYZWL;
bring forth to us the books which are there and expound them before us." They
did so. They went into the midst of the cave: behold, books of the Torah of Moses
were there, and the sages of Israel explained them according to the previous words
which they had spoken. Then Israel with the people of Khazaria repented com
pletely. The Jews began to come from Baghdad and from Khorasan and from the
land of Greece and strengthened the men of the land, and [the latter] held fast to
the covenant of the "Father of a Multitude." The men of the land appointed over
them one of the sages as judge. They call him in the language of Khazar[ia] KGN.
Therefore, the title of the judges who arose after him has been KGN until this day.
They changed the name of the great officer of Khazania to Sabriel, and made him
king oven them.
The importance of the Geniza fragment lies in the fact that it is an
indigenously Jewish account, rather than a proselytic one, of the con
version and religious disputation. Nonetheless, the accounts given in the
fragment and in King Joseph’s reply generally agree, and both refer to a
first stage in the Judaization of the Khazar kings. In the Jewish accounts,
however, the "Bol[]An" of King Joseph’s reply is styled as "Sabriel."68

5.
A1-Mas’Udi, author of a world history written in Arabic ca. 943, devoted
the seventeenth chapter of his "Meadows of gold" Murug ad-Qahab to
a description of the Caucasian peoples. There he singled out the Khazar
state:
The inhabitants of this [Khazarian] capital are Muslims, Christians, Jews, and
pagans. The Jews are: the king al-malik , his entourage, and the Khazars of his
tribe gins. The king accepted Judaism during the Caliphate of [HärUn] ar-Raid
[786-814]. A number of Jews joined him from other Muslim countries and from
the Byzantine Empire.
This was because the emperor, who in our time, i.e.,

All.

332/A.D. 943, is called

ArmanUs [Romanus I Lecapenus, 920-944] converted the Jews of his country to
Christianity by force . . and a large number of the Jews fled from Rum
[Byzantium] to the Khazar country.. . This is not the place for giving a report of
.

.

68

Cf. Dunlop, History of the Jewish Khazars, p. 158.
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the adoption of Judaism by the Khazar king for we have spoken of it in our earlier
works.69
Unfortunately, the earlier works that al-Mas’üdi refers to were lost. How
ever, an Arabic geographer of a later period, ad-Dimilqi fi. A.H. 727/
AD. 1327, made this reference to the conversion: "Ibn al-Athir [his
torian, d. 12321 tells how in the days of HärUn [ar-Raid] the emperor
forced the Jews to emigrate. They came to the Khazar country, where they
found an intelligent but untutored race, and offered them their religion.
The inhabitants [of Khazaria] found it better than their own and accepted
it."° The eminent German Orientalist, Joseph Markwart b. 1869, d.
1930, searched the History of Ibn al-AthIr in vain for the passage here
indicated. He came to the conclusion that it was the work of al-Mas’Udi,
not Ibn al-Athir, which ad-Dimilqi had meant.7’
In a geographical work written ca. A.H. 487/AD. 1094, the Muslim
Spaniard al-Bakri included an account which some scholars believe to be

a partial reproduction of Mas’Udi’s lost story. The passage reads:
The reason for the conversion of the king al-malik of the Khazars, who had pre

viously been a heathen, to Judaism was as follows. He had adopted Christianity.
Then he recognized the wrongness of his belief and began to speak with one of his
governors about the concern with which he was filled. The other said to him: "Oh
King, the People of the Book ahi al-kitab form three classes. Invite them and
inquire of them, then follow whichever is in possession of the truth." So he sent to

the Christians for a bishop. Now there was with him a Jew, skilled in debate, who
disputed with the bishop, asking him: "What do you say about Moses, son of
Amram, and the Torah which was revealed to him?" The other replied: "Moses is
a prophet, and the Torah is true." Then said the Jew to the king: "He has admitted
the truth of my creed. Ask him now what he believes." So the king asked him and
he replied: "I say that the Messiah, Jesus the son of Mary, is the Word, and that he

has made known the mysteries in the name of God." Then the Jew said to the king
of the Khazars: "He confesses a doctrine which I know not, while he admits what I
set forth." But the bishop was not strong in bringing proofs. So he invited the
Muslims and they sent him a learned and intelligent man who understood dispu
tation. But the Jew hired someone against him who poisoned him on the way, so
that he died. And the Jew was able to win the king for his religion.72
This account of the religious disputation is quite similar to that given in
69

Muraga-Iahab. ed. by Ch. Pellat, vol. 1, p. 212, 1.9 - p. 213,1. 1 Eng. trans. in
Minorsky, History of Sharyãn and Darband, p. 146.
7° Cosmographie, ed. by A. F. Mehren St. Petersburg, 1866, p. 263 = Eng. trans. in
Dunlop, History of the Jewish Khazars, pp. 89-90.
71
Markwart, Osteuropaische und ostasiatische Strefzuge, p. 3.
Edited by Baron V. Rosen in A. Kunik and Baron V. Rosen, Izvestija al-Bekri i
drugix avtorov o Rusi i slavjanax St. Petersburg, 1878, p. 44, 11. 1-13; Eng. trans. in
Dunlop, History of the Jewish Khazars, p. 90.
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King Joseph’s reply, and it says that the Khazar convert was king malik
melekh, rather than emperor qayan, as do the two Hebrew epic
narratives.

6.
Both al-Mas’udi and ad-Dimiqi dated the conversion of the Khazar king
to the reign of the Abbasid caliph HarUn ar-Raid A.H. l70-178/A.D.
786-809. This seems to be inconsistent with the Jewish tradition pre
served in the "Kuzari," which dated the conversion to more than a half
century earlier, ca. 730-740. The contradiction is readily resolved, how
ever, if one considers that the Muslim historians most probably under
stood the Khazar conversion to have occurred with its second stage - i.e.,
when the Khazar king ‘Obadiah accepted the Jewish religion publicly and
introduced the corresponding legal reforms - rather than with the first i.e., when General Bol[]än converted privately. This differing view was
all the more likely because in 737, at about the time of the conversion’s
first stage, the supreme Khazar ruler, the emperor qayan, converted to
Islam.73
That the emperor remained the supreme ruler and military commander
of the Khazar realm until 799 is confirmed by the data of the historian a!
Ya’qUbi d. 892. By 833, however, the emperor was already sharing his
power with the beg melekh . According to Constantine VII Porphyro

genitus ca. 948, Khazar envoys were now being sent to Byzantium not
by the emperor alone, but jointly, by both the emperor and the bego yap
Kal 6 7rè Xaapiac ."
xayavoc.
Sipce Harün ar-Raid died in 809, one may assume that the reforms of
‘Obadiah, i.e., the official conversion of the beg, took place sometime
between 799 and 809.
The major representative of the so-called classical school of Islamic
geography, al-Istakhri, who worked Ca. 930-951, gives an important
account of the Khazar realm:
.

.

The Khaghanate is in a group of notables who possess neither sovereignty [after
799] nor riches. When the chief place [the office of emperor] comes to one of them,
they appoint him without regard to what his condition is. A reliable witness told
me that he had seen in one of their markets a young man selling bread. They said
that when their emperor died, there was none worthier to the Khaghanate than he,

only he was a Muslim, and the Khaghanate is never [in the tenth century!] given to

‘

See p. 266.

Constantinus Porphyrogenitus, De administrando imperio, p. 182, 1. 27.
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any but a Jew. The throne and canopy of gold which they have are never set up for
any but the emperor. . .
Here al-Istakhri has brought up an element not mentioned in the Hebrew

accounts, namely, the Judaization of the institution of the Khaghanate.
The two earliest Islamic sources which mention Judaism as the religion
of the Khazars, written by Ibn al-Faqih and Ibn Rüste, respectively, date
to ca. A.H. 290/AD. 903. Ibn al-Faqih owed much of his material to the

works of Ibn Khurdadbeh, dating ca. 846-885, whereas Ibn RUste in
corporated data from the so-called Khorasanian corpus of information
on Eastern Europe and Central Asia, ca. 880-900. According to Ibn
Khurdadbeh, only the Khazar king al-malik professed Judaism.76 The
later Khorasanian Codex, however, described a different situation:
They have a king malik = melekh who is called ixlëô [ beg] . The supreme king
is Khazar khaqan [emperor]. He does not enjoy the obedience of the Khazars but
has the name, only. The power to command belongs to the ixëö. . . . Their
supreme ruler is a Jew, and likewise the ix.ëô and those of the generals and the
chief men who follow his way of thinking. The rest of them have a religion like the
religion of the Turks [known as the Tengri religion] 78
This development must have become known after 885, the date of the
"second" redaction of Ibn Khurdädbeh’s work, because the historian,

although then also head of Abbasid intelligence, did not yet know that the
Khazar emperor was a Jew.
In his De administrando imperii of 948, Constantine VII Porphyro
genitus mentioned a Khazar civil war:
The so-called Kabaroi were of the race of the Khazars. Now, it fell out that a
secession was made by them to their government [led by the beg] and when a civil
war broke out their first government [led by the beg] prevailed, and some of them
were slain, but others escaped and came and settled with the Turks [the future
Hungarians who were in the service of the khaghan] in the land of the Pechenegs
[i.e., modern Ukraine], and they made friends with one another.79
Unfortunately, the learned emperor gave no date for this civil war.
Via regnorum, ed. by de Goeje, p. 224, 1. 17 - p. 225, 1. 1; Eng. trans. in Dunlop,
History of the Jewish Khazars, pp. 97-98.
76 The most accurate version of the text is by al-YaqUt, Mu’gam al-buldãn, ed. by
Ferdinand Wustenfeld, vol. 2 Leipzig, 1867, p.437,1.8: wa-maliku-hum yahudiyyun
"and their [the Khazars’] king malik is a Jew."
In Ibn RUste’s manuscript the final -ô is dropped: the text has ‘yf’Kitãb al-a ‘laq
an-na/isa, ed. by M. J. de Goeje, BGA, vol. 7 [Leiden, 1892], p. 139,1. 13. Gardizi’s
text preserved the final -ô: ‘b’d, but Arabic b is to be corrected into y; W. Barthold,
ed., in Akademik V. V. Bartol’d: Soinenija, vol. 8 Moscow, 1973, p. 36,1.5; see also
Minorsky, Ijudad al-Alam, p. 451.
78
Ibn Rüste, ed. by M. J. de Goeje, p. 139, 11. 9-14.
9
Edited by Gyula Moravcsik, p. 174 Eng. trans., p. 175.
5
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Ahatanhel Kryms’kyj b. 1871, d. 1942 suggested that it probably occurred
between 833 and 843.80 He argued that by 833 the emperor, although

already having a secondary role, still took active part in the Khazar gov
ernment; by 843, however, he had lost all power, for the Arab caliph now
corresponded with only the beg, completely ignoring the emperor.

Probably the beg, in order to prevent another civil war, forced the
emperor to accept Judaism, and had the law passed that prompted al
Istakhri to write "the Khaghanate is never given to any but a Jew." Al

Istakhri added, however, that some members of the Khazar dynasty, even
the theoretical heir-apparent, still professed the Islamic faith as late as the
first half of the tenth century.
*

*

*

In the eighth to tenth century, two other Turkic peoples converted to
religions based on the revelation of divine truth: the Uighurs in Mongolia

converted to Manichaeism in 763; and the imperial Turks, or Karakha
nids, in Turkestan converted to Islam ca. 900. A perhaps contemporary
account by some Manichaean "electi"dindarlar, preserved in an Uighur
Turkic translation possibly dating to the ninth century, attributes the

decisive role in the Uighurs’ conversion to Central Asian merchants
sartlar having the low rank of Manichaean ‘hearers" niyo.ak!ar .8
The role of merchants is stated more explicitly in the conversion to Islam
of the Karakhanid ruler Satuq Buyra Qayand. A.H. 344/A.D. 955. Like
the Khazar king, he first converted privately and only some time later
professed his new religion openly and converted the ruling elite.82
Elsewhere, I have argued that the ar-Raaniya, a Jewish trading com
pany based in Provence, directly influenced the official Judaization of the
Khazar kings.83 Here, I emphasize that all three conversions of warrior
steppe societies in eighth- to tenth-century Eurasia occurred without pro
fessional missionaries or learned theologians sent from the respective

religious centers.
Long-distance merchants alone were responsible for the conversions of

the Uighurs, imperial Turks, and Khazars. The merchants’ regular con°

UraI-Altaische Jahrbücher 36 1965: 390-92.
Edited by Willy Bang-Kaup and Annemarie von Gabain in Tflrkische Turfan
Texte II Berlin, 1929, pp. 3-14.
82 See Omeijan Pritsak, "Von den Karluk zu den Karachaniden," Zeitschrjfl der
Deutschen Morgenlandischen Gesellschaft Wiesbaden, 1011951: 290-92; 0. Prit
sak, "Die Karachaniden," Der Islam Berlin, 311953: 24-25.
85 The problem is discussed in The Origin of Rus volumes 4 to 6; see also my
inaugural lecture, The Origin of Pus ‘Cambridge, Mass., 1976, pp. 19-20.
SI
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tacts made them familiar with these societies and allowed them to act as
proselytizers of their respective faiths. The merchants presented their
beliefs in a popularized version attractive to people unaccustomed to

theological abstractions. Had trained religionists approached the steppe
warrior societies, their dogma and ideology would have been totally alien
and incomprehensible. It was precisely because they did not, and because

the three conversions were achieved by unofficial merchant popularizers,
that the events themselves went unrecorded in the respective religious
centers of the time.84
Harvard Universi’

One answer to the much-disputed question of what happened to the Khazarian
Jews after they were conquered by Prince Svjatoslav of Rus’ is proposed in my Origin
of Rus volumes 4 to 6.
"

THE CLANS OF THE CRIMEAN KHANATE,
1466-1532

BEATRICE FORBES MANZ

The Crimean Khanate, founded by Iajji Girey in the early fifteenth cen
tury, was ruled by a khan in conjunction with four karachi who were the
begs of the four main clans of the land.’ This system of government seems

to have been instituted first by Uzbek Khan of the Golden Horde. Under
him, the council of four clan begs held great power; its signature was

required for all important documents, and its agreement for all major
undertakings.2 Scholars analyzing the government of the Crimea or ex
plaining its policies have attributed a like degree of power to the four
karachi and to the clans they represented.3 Agysh, beg of the greatest clan,

the Shirin, was able to boast: "Are there not two shafts to a cart? The right
shaft is my lord the khan, and the left shaft am I, with my brothers and
children."4 As an expression of the position which tradition assigned to
the karachi, this is not too great an exaggeration, and it is to this aspect

The same form of government was found in the Khanates of Astrakhan, Kazan’,
and Kasimov. An institution so widespread deserves thorough study, but unfortu
nately there are almost no sources on the history of these three Khanates. Therefore
what conclusions we can draw must come almost entirely from the Crimea.
2 M. G. Safargaliev, Raspad Zolotoi Ordv, Uchenye zapiski Mordovskogo gosu
darstvennogo universiteta, vol. 11 Saransk, 1960, pp. 68-69.
V. E. Syroechkovskii, "Mukhammed-Girai i ego vassaly," Uchenve zapiski Mos
kovskogo ordena Lenina gosudarstvennogo universiteta/Istoriia 61, no. 2: 3-71. A.
Bennigsen and C. Lemercier-Quelquejay, "Le Khanat de Crimée au debut du XVP
siècle: Dc Ia tradition mongole a Ia suzereineté ottomane, d’aprCs un document inédit
des archives ottomanes," Cahiers du Monde Russe et Soviétique 13; C. Lemercier
Quelquejay, "Les khanats de Kazan et de Crimèe face ala Moscovie en 1521, d’aprCs un
document inédit des archives du musée du palais de Topkapi," Cahiers du Monde
Russe et Soviétique 12; and E. Keenan, "Muscovy and Kazan’, 1445-1552: A Study in
Steppe Politics" Ph.D. diss., Harvard University, 1965, pp. 82ff.
G. 0. Karpov, ed., Pamiatniki diplomaticheskikh snoshenii moskovskogo gosu
darstva s krymskoiu i nagaiskoiu ordami i s Turtsiei, in Sbornik Imperatorskogo
russkogo istoricheskogo obshchestva hereafter RIO, vols. 41 and 95 St. Petersburg,
1884 and 1895, 95: 39-40.
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that scholars have devoted their attention. Whether the karachi and their
clans in fact wielded such great power in the Crimea is much less certain.
This is the question that I shall address here.
This article covers a restricted period, from 1466, when Mengli Girey
came to the throne of the Crimea, into the reign of the sixth khan, Sa’Adat
Girey l524-l532.5 It is this time, as well as the reign of the first khan,
UäjjI Girey, which is considered the heyday of the Crimean clans; it ended
when Sa’adat Girey, finding the clan begs intractable, set out to weaken
them and to introduce a more Ottoman form of government.6 While the
clans may have been at their strongest then, the history of these years
suggests that it was only at the beginning of the period that their power
was as great as their official status. Although in theory they were the only
counterweight to the khan, in fact there were other powerful groups with
whom they had to compete for influence. The clans could and sometimes
did disagree with the khan, but their attempts to defy him were not
successful. During this period, moreover, their power declined steadily
until, in the reign of Sa’adat Girey, it was possible for the khan to carry
through an extensive purge of their leaders.
The information for this article is drawn largely from the Crimean
diplomatic correspondence with Muscovy, which has been published for
the years 1476-1521, and the correspondence with Lithuania, published
for 1478-1515. During most of this period, Lithuania and Muscovy were
competing for influence in the Crimea. Each state had a number of ad
herents among the clans and courtiers of the Crimea, people who pleaded
its case with the khan and kept it informed of local events. The reports of
these men make up part of the correspondence and, with the khan’s
letters, provide considerable information on the internal workings of the
Khanate and the position of the clans within it. This correspondence is the
fullest source on the period, since few Crimean letters to the Ottoman
Porte have survived from these years. I have not attempted to use narra
tive histories of the Crimea, which were written in Ottoman at a later date.
The transcription of Crimean personal names is a problem because many have
come down to us only through Russian sources. Names which are obviously Islamic I
have restored to their original form. For all others I have adopted the spelling used in
my sources.
Syroechkovskii, "Mukhammed-Girai," pp. 59-60.
RIO. vols. 41 and 95: and K. Pulaski, ed., Stosunki z Mendli-Girejem, in Stosunki
Polski z Tatarszczvznq odpolowy XV wieku, vol. 1 Cracow and Warsaw, 1881 here
after Stosunki.
6
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I. The Four Main Clans8

Much is unknown about the clans of the Crimea, and much may never be
known. Their official status and traditional rights are well documented by
the diplomatic protocol and the assertions of clan begs writing to Mos
cow, and the influence of certain people within them can be estimated by
their prominence in the correspondence. But the most basic facts about
the clans remain obscure. One can only guess at their numbers, and
almost no information is available on important aspects of their internal
organization. However, even though one can reach few firm conclusions
about the size, composition, and organization of the clans, these are
questions which should not be ignored.
The four main clans of the Crimea were the Shirin, Barin, Qipchaq,
and Arghin.9 These were joined in the early sixteenth century by some of
the Manghits, or Mansurs, a large and powerful clan of the Nogay con
federation which quickly became important in the Crimea. As the sources
offer much more information on the Shirin than on any of the others, it is
primarily through them that one can study the Crimean clans.
About thirty-five people are identified in the sources as Shinins, and
these are spread among several generations. Twenty-five can be identified
fairly definitely as descendants of Tegene Beg, whose son, Eminek, was
the beg of the Shirin during the early reign of Mengli Girey. Four genera
tions of Tegene’s descendants appear in the Crimean sources as the
leading power within the Shirin.’° There are about ten Shirin whose
ancestry cannot be traced to Tegene, and who may therefore be beyond
the range of third cousins. Some pairs of brothers are among them, but no
lineages can be distinguished." The small number of people mentioned is
striking, since the Shirin had been in the Crimea from the time of the
Mongolian conquest,’2 and they must have been a large group by this
The word clan seems clearly the most appropriate one for the groups of people I am
discussing. The sources mention few people with clan names, and most of those men
tioned in each clan are clearly related.
8

There is some disagreement about which of the Crimean clans were the chief ones.

The Shirin and the Barin are always included, but in place of the last two one some
times finds the Manghit and Sedjeut. I have chosen the four above as those most often
mentioned together in the early treaties. See Syroechkovskii, "Mukhammed-Girai,"
p. 29, and RIO, 95: 20, 51, 156, 211.
10 See the appendix, p. 308, for a family tree.
I
Bakshibek and Kudoiar, brothers, Chibelek and his father Bostai, Kazy Mansur,
Ideshka and Satylgan, sons of Karach, Khoziai Mirza, Chamak, son of lunus Beg,
‘Umar, son of Mavkin. RIO, vols. 41 and 95, passim.
12

Safargaliev, Raspad. p. 94.
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time. It is clear that authority was reserved for a small set of closely related
people.
Although rather few Shirin are mentioned, the clan seems to have had
authority over a large number of people. The Shirin beg Agysh, karachi
from 1508 to about 1523, claimed that he could put twenty thousand men
into the field.’3 On this occasion Agysh called his followers "brothers,"
but there are indications that the Shirin controlled people not related to
them; there are references to "servants," both as messengers and as
soldiers, including one "servant of the Shirin."4 The relation between the
followers and their masters remains unclear. The patent Dawlat Girey
granted to the Arghin beg in 1551, confirming him in his ancestral hold
ings, gave the beg the right to control people and territory and to collect
taxes. The yarlyk mentions agricultural lands, summer and winter pas
ture, and permanent settlements.’5 This suggests a territory of mixed
population, including both nomads from whom the Arghin might raise
their troops and settled agriculturalists.
Other sources, however,indicate a rather more complicated system and
a greater separation between the clan and its subjects. We know that the
central part of the Shirin territory lay between Kaffa and the city of Staryi
Krym, which they controlled.’6 This land was almost certainly agricul
tural; a yarlyk of the fourteenth century recorded the granting of farm
land in that area, and the ambassador Marcin Broniewski, who visited the
Crimea in 1578, described the district’s fields and vineyards.’7 Nor is it
likely that farming in this region suffered a decline between these two
periods, for the Ottoman records on Kaffa show that large quantities of
agricultural products were exported from the Tatar regions of the Crimea
in the early sixteenth century.’8 It is possible that at this time the Shirin
also controlled the steppes of the Kerch peninsula, as they did later, but
that territory was definitely not the seat of their begs.’° Broniewski,
moreover, stated that the Tatar aristocracy lived not on the steppes, but in
13
‘4
13

RIO. 95: 649-50.
RIO, 41: 147; RIO, 95: 173.

F. Lashkov, "Sbornik dokumentov pa istorii krymsko-tatarskogo zemlevlade
niia," Izvestiia Tavricheskoi uchenoi arkhivnoi kommissii, vols. 22-25; vol. 23, doc.
56, p. 126.

Syroechkovskii, "Mukhammed-Girai," pp. 27, 30.
Syroechkovskii, "Mukhammed-Girai," p. 9, "Opisanie Kryma ‘Tatariae descrip
tio’ Martyna Bronevskogo," Zapiski Odesskogo obshchestva istorii i drevnostei 6:
16
17

347, 351.

M. Berindei and G. Veinstein, "RCglements de SUleiman P concernant Ic livA de
Kefe," Cahiers du Monde Russe et Soviétique 16: 62.
18
‘

Syroechkovskii, "Mukhammed-Girai," p. 30.
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the woods and vineyards, where their agricultural work was done by
Greeks and prisoners of war. The common Tatars lived on the steppe and
were all slaves and servants of the khan or nobles, whose herds they
tended.2° Further evidence of this system appears in a yarlyk of Muham
mad Girey II l577-1584giventothe scion of a line of shaykhs, whofrom
the time of Uajji Girey had controlled thirty-two nomadic au/s.2’ The evi
dence given here is too slight to support definite conclusions. It seems that
there was considerable distance, even geographically, between the clan
leaders and their following, but without much more research the details of
their relationship cannot be known.
Unlike their internal organization, the clans’ official status is well
described in the sources. The four karachi confirmed the khan in his
office, just as the khan confirmed them in theirs.22 It is clear that the oaths
of the karachi were required on treaties with foreign powers, along with
those of numerous other people: the khan’s brothers and sons, religious
leaders, the khan’s close advisors, and other prominent clan members.23
Members of the main clans, particularly the Shirin, were in some demand
as ambassadors and hostages; Lithuania often requested ambassadors
from the Shirin, and once asked for the begs of both the Shirin and the
Barin.24 The Qipchaq and the Arghin were less sought after, as these clans
were considered less important, and their karachi ranked below those of
the Shirin and the Barin.25 We know that the Shirin, at least, had the right
to collect a special tax, since part of the transit tax at Perekop went to
them.26 All the clans had certain ancestral rights, which included the free
dom to switch allegiance.27 The Shirin and the Manghit, furthermore,
often intermarried with the Girey dynasty.28
To determine whether the clans actually had all the power to which
their status entitled them, one must assess the influence of the individuals
within them. The begs of both the Shirin and the Manghit were clearly
powerful figures within the Khanate, as were some other members of their
20
21

"Opisanie Kryma," p. 357.
"Krymskie khanskie iarlyki," Zapiski Odesskogo obshchestva istorii I drevnostei
2: 679.
22
RIO, 95: 313.
23 Syroechkovskii, "Mukhammed-Girai," p. 40; Stosunki, p. 315; RIO, 95: 20, 211.
24 Stosunki, pp. 222, 234, 267, 384; RIO, 95: 613; Lemercier-Quelquejay, "Les
khanats," p. 486.
25
Stosunki. p. 228.
26
RIO. 41: 312.
27
RIO, 95: 51.
28
RIO, 95: 40, 401; RIO, 41: 59, 274.
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clans. When the Lithuanians and the Russians wrote to the khan, they
included letters to these men and their replies were returned with the
khan’s. The Shirin and the Manghit begs were present at audiences with
foreign ambassadors, and they were often asked to influence the khan in
favor of Moscow or Lithuania.29 The members of the Barin clan were
much less prominent; there is little mention of anyone but the karachi,
and even they were not as consistently powerful as the karachi of the
Shirin and the Manghit. The Barin karachi under Mengli Girey, Kazy
Barin, karachi from 1477 to ca. 1501, is hardly mentioned in the sources,
and his name is often not on the lists of those sending or receiving mes
sages.30 Kazy Barin’s successor, Dawlat Bakhty, karachi from about 1501
to 1526, was much more conspicuous. He is mentioned as having been at
ambassadors’ receptions and on campaigns and as belonging to the party
favoring Lithuania.3’ Yet there were many people in the Crimea who
played a more important part in government affairs. For instance,
although Dawlat Bakhty was an active member of the Lithuanian party,
he was not considered the most prominent. The leader of the party was
not a clan beg at all, but a man of unknown clan, ‘Abd al-Rahmãn.32 The
karachi of the Qipchaq and the Arghin played a much smaller part in
Crimean affairs than did those of the more powerful clans; in the
correspondence their names rarely occur outside the text or the negotia
tion of treaties, and their public functions cannot be determined.33
The Crimean clans, then, were not all equally powerful. The Shirin
were much the strongest, and the Manghit, after entering the Crimea,
quickly became the second strongest.34 The number of people from each
clan mentioned in the correspondence illustrates the difference in power.
29

500.
3°
3!
32

See, for example, RIO. 41:40; RIO, 95:39-40,81, 172, 185,252,280,330,357,371,
RIO. 41: 67-68, 102-104, 120, 143-45, 203, 311-12, 341-42, 464-65.
RIO, 95: 70, 173, 280, 361, 396.
RIO, 95: 204, 361; Stosunki, p. 382; Syroeehkovskii, "Mukhammed-Girai," p. 52.
RIO, vols. 41 and 95, passim; and Syroechkovskii, "Mukhammed-Girai,"passim.
When considering the size and power of the Crimean clans one should note that

they were branches of larger clans, scattered among a number of Khanates and still to
some extent allied. Syroechkovskii, "Mukhammed-Girai," p. 29. Outside connec
tions were particularly important to the Manghit, who began migrating into the
Crimea after the destruction of the main horde in 1502. The Manghit held preeminent
places in both the Noghay confederation and the Kazan’ Khanate, and they had
longstanding diplomatic and marriage relations with the Girey dynasty. Syroech

kovskii, "Mukhammed-Girai," pp. 32-34. This helps to explain their quick rise in the
Crimea. Azika Beg Manghit, for instance, was taken into the Crimea in 1504, against
the khan’s will, and by 1509 was a powerful beg, occasionally mentioned even before
the beg of the Shirin. RIO. 41: 520; RIO, 95: 70, 172; Stosunki, p. 434.

288

BEATRICE FORBES MANZ

Whereas about thirty-five Shirins and sixteen Manghits are mentioned,
the Barin, the Qipchaq, and the Arghin can claim only three to six people
each. These numbers are strikingly low, and the impression they give is
confirmed by the dearth of information about these clans. The Barin clan
is occasionally mentioned with the Shirin; the others, although listed
together on ritual occasions such as the ratification of treaties, and on one
particularly large campaign, are almost never mentioned individually.35 It
seems likely that their privileged status reflected past glory, rather than
their importance at the time we are concerned with. When discussing the
Crimean clans, therefore, I shall concentrate on the most powerful ones,
the Shirin in particular and to a lesser extent the Manghit and the Barin.
The other clans apparently did not play a significant role in the Crimea; in
any case, information about them is too scarce to permit an analysis of
their position.
II. The Position of the Clans
At the beginning of the period under discussion, the clans, especially the
Shirin, were a great power in the Crimea. The events that illustrate their
strength, however, are the very ones that precipitated their decline. There
is scant information available on the clans during Uãjji Girey’s lifetime.
After his death the Crimean throne alternated between his two sons, NOr
Dawlat and Mengli Girey, changing largely at the will of the Shirin begs,
first Mamak and then Eminek.36 It seems likely that the beg of the Shirin
was the most powerful man in the Crimea at the time, his authority
strengthened by his position as tudun of Kaffa.37 The tudun, who was the
representative of the Tatars of Kaffa and its surroundings, had con
siderable power and income. He was appointed jointly by the notables of
Kaffa and the khan; at this time candidates were apparently chosen from
the Shirin. Eminek succeeded his older brother Mamak as tudun in 1474,
but he did not hold the office long, partly because of the machinations of
Mamak’s widow, who wanted it for her son. At her instigation Eminek
was dismissed on the charge of collusion with the Ottomans. This proved
unwise; Eminek won most of the Tatars to his side and attacked Mengli
Girey, who, unable to hold out against him, took refuge in Kaffa. Emi’nek
RIO, 95: 42, 51, 156, 211, 388, and passim; Stosunki. pp. 384, 437 and passim.
Syroechkovskii, "Mukhammed-Girai," p. 30; L. Kolli, "Padenie Kafy," Izvestiia
Tavricheskoi uchenoi arkhivnoi kommissii 54: 131.
M. Malowist, Kaffa - Kolonia genueiska na Krpmie Warsaw, 1947, pp. xxvi!

36
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then called in the Ottomans and helped them to conquer the city.38 The
events of the next few years are not well known, but it is certain that
Eminek played an important part in them. His letter to the Ottoman
sultan in 1476 makes it clear that he was to command a forthcoming
Crimean expedition.39 In 1478 Eminek wrote to the sultan to request that
he send back Mengli Girey as khan, since Mengli Girey’s brothers, NOr
Dawlat and aydar, then in power, were in disagreement. The Ottomans
were to make sure that the new khan would be tractable: "You should give
good advice to Mengli Girey that he should come and seek well what is
suitable for the country, and that he should not disregard Eminek’s
advice."40 The sultan complied with Eminek’s request, and Mengli Girey
again became khan. Shortly thereafter Eminek was instrumental, it
seems, first in deposing Mengli Girey in favor of Janibeg, and then, after a
few months, in reinstating him.4’ The Barin karachi at the time, ‘AbdullAh,

was much less powerful than Eminek, but he did occupy an honorable
position; his signature was required on treaties, and he corresponded with
Moscow and was asked to influence the khan.42
‘Abdullãh died probably in 1477-1478, and Eminek in 1484. Their suc
cessors seem to have been much less powerful. Once the Ottomans had
conquered Kaffa, the office of tudun was no longer at the disposition of
the Crimeans, or, therefore, of the Shirin. The subsequent history of the
Shirin suggests that the loss of this office lessened the power and prestige
of the Shirin beg. Mengli Girey, once reestablished on his throne, became
a strong khan, and no clan beg after Eminek presented a challenge to his
authority. It is true that for much of his reign, clan begs figured promi
nently among the few influential people around the khan. This group
included Mengli’s wife NOr Sultan, his brother and heir apparent Jam
gurchei, his sons Muhammad and Abmad, with Barash Beg Shirin
karachi 1485/ 86 to ca. 1504, Barash’s brother Dovletek, and lankuvat
Beg Manghit. Four other people were occasionally included in messages:
Berdovlet, Tulpar, Khoziash, and Sobak Duvan. They were usually men
tioned together, without clan affiliation, and little is known about them.43
H. tnalcik, "Kirim Hanl,,nin osmanli tâbiliine girmesi ye ahidname meselesi,"
Belleten 8, no. 30 1944: 204-205; F. Babinger, Mehmed der Eroberer und seine Zeit
38
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Nonetheless, after Eminek’s death there is scant evidence of inde
pendent activity by the clans. Although once or twice the Shirin were said
to be in disagreement with the khan, it is not clear what about or how
seriously.44 At one of these times the Russian ambassador reported that
Mengli Girey’s nephew had intended to go to Moscow but was invited to
the Crimea by the Shirin.45 One cannot tell whether these two events were
connected, or what the outcome of the second one was. From 1487 to
1506 the situation seems to have remained constant. Mengli Girey was
firmly in power, surrounded by the same few people, all of whom were
apparently thoroughly subservient to him.
It is the Lithuanian correspondence of 1506 that gives the first indica
tion of a major change. People sending messages that year were the khan’s
wives, the princes the khan’s close relatives, and a number of clan
leaders: Tevekel Beg Manghit, Dovletek Beg Shirin karachi ca. 15041508, Dawlat Bakhty Barin, Islam Mirzã, and Agysh Mirzä Shirin.46 Of
the people listed, Islam MirzO does not appear again, but all the others
were important figures in the time to come. Along with them came several
other new people. Both the number and the importance of the men
around the khan increased greatly at about this time, perhaps due to
the aging of Mengli Girey, who had been ruling, off and on, since 1466.
The change was even more noticeable in the reign of the next khan,
Muhammad Girey 1515-1523, who was not as strong a leader as his
father had been. Muhammad’s brother, Ahmad Girey, complained of this
to the Russian ambassador in 1516: "You see yourself, what sort of person
my brother the khan is. When our father was khan, he alone was khan and
we his children obeyed him, and the begs and all his people also obeyed
him, but now our brother is khan and with him his son is also khan, and
the begs with him are also khans; they lead him where they will."47
As the khan’s rule weakened, a number of people and groups acquired
power. Among them were several clan leaders; the begs of the Shirin, the
Barin, and the Manghit, along with one or two members of their clans,
were important figures in the Crimea. But they were not much more
numerous or powerful than their predecessors under Mengli Girey
Barash, Dovletek, and lankuvat
had been. The people who took
greatest advantage of the new situation were not the clans, but the princes
-

-
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and the "service begs,"48 people usually of unknown ancestry who owed
their authority not to their clans, but directly to service to the khan.
The princes had always held considerable power, which now increased,
but the service begs rose within a few years from obscurity to considerable
prominence. As stated above, several people without clan affiliation were
mentioned during the first part of Mengli Girey’s reign, and these may be
considered service begs. They do not seem, however, to have played an
important part in Crimean affairs. By the time of Muhammad Girey, the
service begs had acquired both power and influence; a number held gov
ernorships or had the right to collect certain taxes, and commanded
troops which they joined to the khan’s.49 It is important that the leaders of
the two rival factions
Appak of the Muscovite and ‘Abd al-Rahmän of
were not karachi, but service begs.5°
the Lithuanian
These two men were the most powerful ofthe service begs. Rather little
is known of ‘Abd al-Rahmãn’s origins or connections. He did not bring his
family to power with him; his father’s name is not given and only one or
two of his "brothers" are mentioned in the correspondence.5’ ‘Abd al
Rahmãn became active about 1510, and soon afterwards entered the
circle close to the khan. He corresponded regularly with Lithuania,
figured prominently in court intrigues, and participated in several cam
paigns.52 He was also governor of the city of Islam Kerman, and had
personal troops of about two hundred men.53
Appak, unlike ‘Abd al-Rahmän, was part of a large and cohesivegroup.
Its importance seems to have begun with his "older brother," Muham
madshãh, who first became prominent about 1506 and died soon after
wards.54 Appak himself began his rise to power during the last years of
Mengli Girey’s reign; first noticeable about 1509, by 1515 he had clearly
become one of the most powerful people in the Crimea, a close advisor of
the khan’s and a leader of the Muscovite party.55 About eighteen people
--

-
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came to power with him. The relationships among these men were closethey referred to each other as uncle, brother, or nephew much more often
than did, for instance, the Shirin.56 These terms were used loosely and
inconsistently, however, and so do not allow us to fix many exact rela
tionships. Most of the people called "brothers" did not have the same
father, and one cannot tell whether they had the same grandfather. Nor
can one fix people in generations, as the terms brother, uncle, and nephew
were sometimes interchanged. Appak, on one occasion, referred to his
nephew as his brother, and Ahmad Pasha, although frequently referred to
as Appak’s brother, twice called him uncle.57 It is impossible, therefore, to
fit all these people on one family tree.
Syroechkovskii stated that all of Appak’s group belonged to the
Qipchaq clan; he seems to have based the identification on the fact that
one member, Khalil Beg, is known to have been a Qipchaq.58 It seems
likely, however, that much of the group’s kinship was fictive, and that
only some of its members were Qipchaqs. The fact that the marriage ties
among this group are much more precisely and consistently described
than their actual kinship supports this supposition.59 In any case, Appak
and his associates did not form the central part of the Qipchaq clan, and
their relationship to the main beg of the Qipchaq is nowhere stated. They
were therefore certainly service begs who owed their prominence to the
power of one member of their group, Appak, and they were united less by
kinship than by common interests, including support of Moscow.
The close cooperation within this group was shown in a number of
ways. Not only did they refer to each other as relatives, they also acted
together. Hence when Muhammadshãh Beg, Appak’s "older brother,"
went to Moscow as ambassador, he was accompanied by a "relative,"
‘Abd al-Shaykhzada.6° In 1518 two ofAppak’s"relatives,"KudoiarMirza
‘AbdullAh, RIO, 95: 170; Ahmad Pasha, RIO, 95: 170; ‘Abd al-Shaykhzada, RIO,
95: 399; MuhammadshAh, RIO, 95: 197; Kudoiar, RIO. 95: 495; Mubammad Aga,
56
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and Muhammad Aga, were sent to Moscow together, and in 1519, when
Appak himself went, he took with him KhalIl’s son, Muhmmad Pasha.6’
In 1516-1517, when the Muscovite alliance was particularly shaky, Khalil
told the Muscovite ambassador that although he himself would not be
with the khan’s son Bogatyr Girey, his brother Pasha Mirzã and his two
sons would take his place and keep him informed.62 The members of
Appak’s group generally supported Muscovy; Appak wrote to Moscow
that he and his brother Muhammadshah had together served Muscovy,
and that he had continued to do so after his brother’s death, while

Muhammadshãh’s son, Salimshãh, wrote to say that he would serve
Moscow as his father and his uncle had done.63 It is possible, of course,
that the impression of loyalty to Moscow was given by Appak, since it was
he who told the Muscovites who their promoters were. When he wrote
asking Moscow to reward its supporters in the Crimea, it was natural
for him to list many of his associates.64
It is hard to distinguish the role of the clan leaders from that of the
service begs. The group centering around Appak acted somewhat dif
ferently from members of the major clans, and they seem to have stayed
closer to the court. They are less frequently mentioned in connection with
campaigns, and even when Appak boasted to the grand duke of his
power, he only claimed to have one or two hundred "relatives" at his com
mand.65 They also made and received fewer requests for the return of
prisoners from Moscow than did the clan begs.66 On the other hand, the
leader of the rival group, ‘Abd al-Rahmãn, seems to have gone on quite a
number of campaigns, although he did not lay claim to any more troops
than Appak did.67 Unlike the Shirin and the Manghit, the service begs did
not intermarry with the dynasty.
In many ways service and clan begs had similar careers and fairly equal
power. Both often served as ambassadors, although on the whole more
clan begs, particularly Shirin, went to Lithuania, whereas the service begs
went to Moscow. Nor were the service begs necessarily considered in
ferior; in 1517, for instance, Appak went to Moscow as a beg close to the
khan, to swear to the treaty between the two powers.68 Just as the karachi
6!
62
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Agysh and Dawlat Bakhty assisted at audiences and advised the khan on
policies, so did the service begs Appak, Khalil, and ‘Abd al-RahmAn.69
The main power and influence in the Crimea, however, belonged
neither to the service begs nor to the clan leaders, but to the members of
the khan’s family who were active in both political and military affairs.
Many of them, most notably the khan’s heir apparent, the kalga, held
extensive lands and had an entourage and troops of their own; others,
who had quarreled with the khan, lived in neighboring states, presenting a
constant, if shadowy, threat to his rule. Early in Mengli Girey’s reign his
brother Iamgurchei and son Muhammad Girey were second in power
only to the khan; their names followed his on treaties and lists of presents,
and they were often asked to influence him.7° By the end of Mengli Girey’s
reign a large number of princes had become conspicuous,7’ and Muham
mad Girey, at the beginning of his reign, actually had to pay his relatives
not to lead raids against his allies.72 At this time the two most influential
princes were Muhammad Girey’s brother Ahmad and his son Bogatyr.
Ahmad, as will be seen below, pursued a course quite different from that
of the khan and became a center of opposition to him. As for Bogatyr, it is
worth noting that although ‘Abd al-Rahmän was the organizer of the
Lithuanian party, Bogatyr’s influence, usually for but sometimes against
Lithuania, was most often decisive in forming the khan’s policy.73
Bogatyr’s power was described to Moscow by Appak: "Bogatyr holds his
father and the people in his hands; what he wants, he does."74
Since the waging of war was a frequent and important occupation for
the Crimeans, a leader’s military resources were a major element of his
power. It was here that the princes most clearly showed their strength.
When the khan promised to go on campaign for an ally, he usually
undertook either to go himself or to send his sons and brothers. Almost all
campaigns and large raids were led by the princes, sometimes accom
panied by a number ofjunior clan members and less frequently by some of
the begs.75 While it is clear that the clan begs did have some troops at their
command, they were not great military leaders in the Crimea. The karachi
69
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apparently campaigned rather little; some raids were undertaken by
mirzãs junior clan members, but these were on the whole relatively
minor, forays rather than campaigns. One can take as an example a raid
in 1518 when begs and mirzäs from the troops of the khan’s sons, Bogatyr
and Alp Girey, left their commanders and raided Muscovy without per
mission.76
It is clear, moreover, that the khan did not rely entirely on the clans to
the
provide his troops. He and the princes had professional armies
khan’s numbered over one thousand men as well as about six hundred
infantry with firearms.77 In his book on the Crimean Khanate Smirnov
wrote that Uajji Girey brought in some nomads from the Volga as troops,
and that his successors also recruited from the nearby clan of Cherkes.78
Evliya celebi, traveling in the Caucasus in the early seventeenth century,
wrote that Mengli Girey had recruited some troops from that region to
campaign against Astrakhan, and had later resettled them in a new
-

place.79 There is frequent mention of "military begs," "warriors," and

"ordu begs" in treaties and lists of people.8° The army, then, was like the
civil government of the Crimea; it contained a number of elements
the princes with their followings, the clan leaders, the service begs, and a
special military class.
In his discussion of the princes, clans, and service begs, Syroechkovskii
suggested that there was a balance among them in the Crimean ad minis
tration, both in the general convocations the khan called before cam
paigns and other major undertakings and in the smaller group he con
sulted on more commonplace matters. For the composition of the smaller
council, Syroechkovskii took the list of people present at the audiences of
the Russian ambassadors Mamonov and Shadrin, in 1516 and 1518.8I It
seems to me, however, that Syroechkovskii may himself have imposed the
-

system he perceived. It is certain that there were a number of distinct
power groups in the Crimea, and the arrangement of people swearing to
treaties shows that these groups were considered separate.82 But even the
76
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treaties, the most formal of documents, vary on the number of different
classes mentioned, the order in which they are listed, and the terminology
used for each. Sometimes, for instance, the right and left wing of the army
are mentioned, and sometimes not; the same holds true of the religious
leaders, the military begs, and the various palace personnel, scribes and
servants of the khan.83
In the khan’s more intimate councils, the structure seems to have been
even less articulated. Although Syroechkovskii shows that the audiences
held for foreign ambassadors included representatives of the main clans
and other orders, one should remember that these audiences were them
selves state occasions, and one cannot without further evidence assume
that the people who assisted there constituted an advisory council to the
khan. The evidence of the correspondence is inconclusive, but it suggests
a fluid situation in which a number of people close to the khan exerted
influence when they could. At any given time five or six people had the
khan’s ear; the Muscovites wrote to some of them asking them to influ
ence the khan in their favor, and the Lithuanians wrote to others.
The workings of Muhammad Girey’s administration are illustrated by
the negotiations over sending a prince as hostage to Lithuania in 1517.
The khan’s son Bogatyr, ‘Abd al-Rahmãn, Dawlat Bakhty Barin, and
another member of the Lithuanian party favored compliance with Lithu
ania’s request, while Muhammad Girey’s brother-in-law Tevekel Mirza,
Bakhtiar and Chibelek Shirin, Appak, Appak’s brother-in-law, and two
princes, Ahmad and Alp Girey, all opposed it. Appak sent his sister and
Tevekel Mirza sent his mother to persuade Muhammad’s wife not to
allow her son, the prince, to depart. Chibelek whispered in the young
prince’s ear that he should not go to Lithuania because he would probably
be killed there. Refusing to hand over her son, Muhammad’s wife took
him away, while Bogatyr railed at his father for giving in to a woman.
These proceedings lasted several months, but there is no evidence of a
formal meeting.84
This was a government not of structured meetings, but of personal
influence based on status and on access to the khan. There is no indication
that any definite position was reserved for the clan leaders in the daily
round of affairs; one should notice in the example given above that Agysh
Beg Shirin was not mentioned on either side of the controversy, although
his taking part in an expedition to Lithuania to get money at the time may
83
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suggest that he favored that side.85 Instead, the role of the karachi de
pended partly on the authority they derived from their clan something
and partly on per
which ensured the Shirin begs a prominent place
sonality and favor, which probably determined the difference between
the position of Kazy Beg Barin under Mengli Girey and his successor
Dawlat Bakhty under Muhammad Girey. Even the status of the Shirin
could not assure its begs first place among all the Crimeans, however. In
court affairs the khan’s son and brother enjoyed considerable, often
decisive influence, and the activities of the more powerful service begs
were almost indistinguishable from those of the clan begs. The service
begs were inferior to the clan begs in military strength, but then in this
area the clan begs were clearly overshadowed by the princes.
-

-

III. The Clans and the Khan
In assessing the power of the clans within the Crimea, one must estimate
the extent of their independence from the khan and their ability to defy
him successfully. The khan certainly had some influence over the clans,
but it is hard to tell how much he could interfere in their affairs. We do
know that the khan, once confirmed in his position by the karachi, in turn
confirmed them in theirs. Syroechkovskii believed that while this was
usually simply a confirmation of the person next in line, the khan occa
sionally overlooked seniority to reward service. This was, he thought, the
case with Agysh Beg Shirin, appointed karachi in 1508; while Agysh was
eligible, he was not the obvious choice, being the son of a third son who
had not been a beg.86 Agysh in fact hinted to Vasilii that when he was
named karachi his service to the khan was taken into account.87 It also
seems that Agysh did not hold a high position before his appointment as
beg, as the correspondence rarely mentions him before that time.88
The rights given to the beg over land and people are set forth in the
patent to the Arghin begs, which was mentioned above. In that yarlyk the
khan decreed that neither princes nor other begs might interfere in the
domain of the Arghin beg.89 We do not know, however, how much the
khan himself could meddle. The question of landholding is important
85
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here, but our information on this period is unfortunately very scant.9° The
khan did sometimes regulate the succession to small yurts; on several
occasions he wrote to neighboring states asking for the return of someone
next in line for the succession. One or two of the people he requested were
related to him, perhaps by marriage, but for the others there is no indica
tion of kinship.9’ Unfortunately, clan affiliations are not stated and it is
impossible to assess the size of the yurts. Hence we cannot judge whether
the khan, besides confirming the karachi, also interfered in the disposi
tion of smaller holdings within the clans. The few land grants we have
from this period present the same problem, as they are granted usually to
people without clan names, and neither the location of most of the land
given nor the boundaries of the clan u/uses can be determined.92 The
question of the khan’s power within the clans must therefore remain open.
On another aspect of the clans’ independence from the khan, namely,
their ability to defy him successfully, there is considerably more evidence.
Most scholars writing on this subject have concluded that the Shirin, and
in collusion with them the other main clans, were powerful enough to
oppose the khan and to change his policy when it differed from theirs.93
The most common examples given are the refusal of the Shirin in 1516 to
stop raiding the district of Meshchera, the refusal of all the clans that
same year to ratify Muhammad Girey’s treaty with Muscovy, and the
Shirin’s estrangement from the khan in 1519. A close examination of
these incidents, however, throws some doubt on the traditional interpre
tation.
The first two can be discussed together since they were part of the same
set of events. At that time the throne of Meshchera, a Tatar Khanate
controlled by Muscovy, was held by Shaykh-Avliar, who was a relative of
Ahmad, khan of the Great Horde and enemy of the Crimeans. This was a
matter of some concern, as the land of Meshchera was considered the
traditional possession of the Shirin. Accordingly, in November 1516,
Muhammad Girey told the Muscovite ambassador:
As for the fact that our people raided Meshchera last summer and recently, I
F. F. Lashkov wrote a long article on land tenure in the Crimea "Istoricheskii
ocherk krymsko-tatarskogo zemlevladeniia," in Izvestiia Tavricheskoi uchenoiarkhiv
noi kommissii, vols. 21-25 but his information on this period is very scant.
°
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cannot guarantee against it in the future; although I shall be on terms of peace and
friendship with my brother the grand duke, and I myself have no designs on
Meshchera, and although I shall hold back my children, I cannot stop my people.
The whole land came to tell me that they are not obliged to help me in that, and the
Shirins decided without me that they would attack Meshchera in the future
because our enemy is now in Meshchera, and it is traditionally our yurt.94
A little later that year Muhammad Girey wrote that the karachi of the
major clans had refused to ratify his treaty with Moscow unless Vasilii
agreed to put a Girey on the throne of Meshchera and to release the
khan’s step-brother, ‘Abd al-Latif, then held in Moscow.95
One must remember that these events were described by the khan to
explain his rejection of the Muscovites’ requests. Although the begs un
doubtedly did deliberate and give the khan their opinions on these
matters, one need not accept without question Muhammad Girey’s asser
tion that their wishes ran counter to his. First of all one should consider
why the concern over the seat of Meshchera arose at this particular time.
Vel’iaminov-Zernov estimated that Shaykh-Avliar came to the throne of
Meshchera between 1508 and 1512.96 He also believed that Shaykh-Avliar
was succeeded by his son Shãh-’Ali, and that Shãh-’Ali was ruling there in
1516, when the Crimeans complained of his presence. This last belief,
however, is a mistake based on a misreading of the name by Karamzin,
from whom Vel’iaminov-Zernov took his information.97 In fact, through
out the controversy over Meshchera, from 1516 to 1519, Shaykh-Avliar
was mentioned as its ruler. He was still on the throne in 1519, when he
died and his son ShAh-’Ali, instead of succeeding him in Meshchera, was
given the throne of Kazan’.98
If, then, Meshchera had had the same objectionable ruler since before
1512, one wonders why the raids Muhammad Girey speaks of did not
begin until September 1515, and why the issue was first brought up in the
beginning of 1516. There is no indication that the situation in Meshchera
changed at this time, but something did happen in the Crimea. In 1515
Mengli Girey died and Muhammad Girey came to the throne. This neces
sitated a renewal of the alliance with Muscovy at a time when it was diffi
cult to accomplish, as mutual relations had been strained for some time.
RIO, 95: 377.
RIO, 95: 388.

V. Vel’iaminov-Zernov, Issledovanie a kasimovskikh tsariakh i tsarevichakh St.
Petersburg, 1863, pp. 217-22, 244.
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Mengli Girey had had some disagreements with Moscow in his last years,
and there had been some Crimean raids on Muscovite territory
whether organized by him or his sons is unclear.99 Muhammad Girey had
no long-standing alliance with Muscovy, and he was strongly influenced
by his son Bogatyr, who favored Lithuania.’°° Moreover, the grand duke
Vasilii, who although constantly requesting a treaty refused to comply
with the Crimeans’ requests to him, did not give the khan much reason to
support the Muscovites.’°’
Muhammad Girey, then, might well have agreed with his subjects
about Muscovy. Although he spoke of the Shirin raiding Meshchera, they
were not the only ones to do so: Bogatyr had raided it in June of that
year.’°2 Of several other raids about this time, one was undertaken in 1515
by Aideshka Mirzã Shirin with another mirzA unidentified by clan, a
second in 1517 by a number of mirzAs from several clans, including the
Shirin, and a third in 1517 by Bogatyr, Alp Girey, and ‘Abd al-Rahmãn.’°3
Moreover, although Muhammad Girey implied that it was only his sub
jects who insisted that Muscovy meet their demands, he followed his
account of their disobedience by listing the Crimean requests and suggest
ing that they be met.’°4 His claim that he could not prevent the Shirin
from raiding might be less a sign of weakness than a veiled threat.
This interpretation is supported by the fact that Appak, when describ
ing the situation in Muscovy, did not present the same picture. Instead, he
reported in the beginning of 1516 that most of the ulans and begs favored
an alliance.’05 Ahmad Girey, writing to the Muscovites at about the same
time, told them that his people were friendly to Muscovy, and that he had
recently sent an embassy to Moscow which included representatives of
the Shirin and the Manghit.’°’ If the Crimean khan was clearing himself
at the expense of others, it was not the first time he had done so. In 1510,
when Mengli Girey’s sons MahmUd and Burnash raided Lithuania, the
khan disclaimed all responsibility, saying he had sent an expedition to
stop them when he heard of their raid°7 Ahmad Girey, however, in
-
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formed Lithuania that Mengli Girey was lying and had in factencouraged
these raids.’°8
The other incident I would like to examine here is the disagreement
between the khan and the Shirin in 1519. This centered around the khan’s
brother Ahmad Girey, who had been increasingly hostile to the khan and
even more so to Bogatyr. He had continued to favor Muscovy when they
began to side with the Lithuanians, and he refused to assist at the khan’s
council before a raid on Muscovite territory.’09 At some point Bakhtiar
Mirza Shirin began to side with Ahmad against the khan. At the end of
1516 his wife informed Vasilii that they were marrying their daughter to
Ahmad’s son Gemmet; but since relations between Ahmad and the khan
were not yet openly hostile, this was not a break with the khan, and
0 The first defi
Bakhtiar continued to play a large part in court
nite sign of opposition came in December 1518, when Bakhtiar helped
dissuade his brother Avliia from going to Lithuania as he was asked to do.
Still, he did this with Appak’s cooperation and Appak continued to be on
good terms with the khan." By March 1519, however, Ahmad had been
murdered and his two sonwere living with Bakhtiar. In June the Musco
vite ambassador reported that the Shirin were at odds with the khan, that
Muhammad’s son Ghãzi Girey, having first requested Bakhtiar’s daugh
ter, had then tried to take her by force, and that Bakhtiar had refused to
give her up. The Shirin, he wrote, were not heeding the khan’s calls for a
general council; if any Shirin went, it was only one out of the entire
clan."2 About this time Bakhtiar corresponded with two of Ahmad’s sons
in Turkey, Gemmet and Sa’ãdat Girey, who wrote that the Ottomans
would provide equipment and send them to take over the Crimea."3
Yet, some points in this account suggest that the rift between the khan
and the Shirin was not a total break. First of all, it seems that the main
quarrel was between Abmad’s camp and the khan’s sons Bogatyr and
Ghãzi Girey. The Muscovite ambassador reported that the khan himself
was well disposed towards Bakhtiar and was paying him for the support
of Ahmad’s sons, but keeping this a secret from his own children."4
Moreover, although the Shirin may have refused to attend the khan’s
I08
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councils, they continued to serve him; Bakhtiar’s cousin, Temesh Mirza,
was campaigning with Ghazi Girey at this time, and Bakhtiar himself, at
the khan’s behest, went to guard Obrata against the Astrakhan Tatars."5
As for Bakhtiar’s correspondence with Ahmad’s sons, it seems to have led
to nothing.
Neither of these two incidents, therefore, demonstrates the ability of
the clans to defy the khan. In both cases, it is clear that the disagreement
between the khan and the Shirin was less substantial than it appeared.
Indeed, in the case of Meshchera, one can doubt they disagreed at all, and
even in 1519 Bakhtiar Mirza and the khan were not entirely at odds. Nor
were the clans completely independent of the khan, for, by this time at
least, it seems that he could and did interfere in one important aspect of
clan affairs, namely, the appointment of the karachi.
IV. The Weakness of the Clans
I have suggested that one cause of the decline of the Shirin clan was their
loss of the office of tudun of Kaffa. Another probable reason for their
weakness lies in a change in the clan leadership. When Eminek first
became beg there was a power struggle within the Shirin, but Eminek’s
subsequent strength suggests that his authority within his own clan re
mained secure. After his death, however, the Shirin beg clearly did not
hold absolute power within the clan, nor did he serve as its only repre
sentative to the khan and other powers. The clans seem to have been ruled
by a sort of oligarchy, including the beg and one or sometimes several of
his close relatives. When, therefore, the Muscovites exchanged greetings
with the khan and the nobles, they corresponded regularly with at least
two of the Shirin. Eminek’s son Barash Beg was almost always listed next
to his brother Dovletek,"6 who also played an active part in Crimean
affairs."7 It seems that leadership within the Manghit clan was likewise
shared. Although Azika was the beg of the Manghits for some time after
his arrival in the Crimea in 1504, Tevekel Mirza was also quite con
spicuous in Crimean affairs, writing to Moscow and Lithuania and taking
sides on issues within the Khanate."8
The weak leadership within the Shirin was particularly noticeable
"
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during the tenure of Agysh Beg. At this time two other Shirins corres
ponded quite regularly with Moscow -Kudoiar Mirzã and Bakhtiar."9
These two men were noteworthy not only for their correspondence;
Bakhtiar, in particular, was an important figure in the Crimea. He was
among those intimates of the khan who were asked to influence him, and
he assisted at the audiences for the Muscovite ambassadors.’2° Moreover,
he undertook business which concerned the clan as a whole. In 1509, at
the request of Bakhtiar "and other mirzAs," the khan asked Moscow to
return a member of the Shirin, and it was Bakhtiar who first complained
about the appointment of Shaykh-Avliar to the seat of Meshchera.’2’
It seems, moreover, that the leaders of the Shirin did not always agree
among themselves. In 1516-1517, when the question of Meshchera and
the treaty with Moscow made the competition between the Muscovite
and Lithuanian parties particularly sharp, the Shirin were disunited.
Agysh Beg, although he was still formally counted as one of the Musco
vite supporters, seems to have begun favoring the Lithuanians. His son
was one of a number of mirzãs who raided the Muscovite border in Sep
tember 1517, and Agysh himself went to Lithuania to collect money with
Bogatyr and ‘Abd al-Ral3man. While on this errand, they met one of
Muhammad Girey’s sons on his way to raid Lithuania, turned him back
from that venture, and tried to persuade him to attack Muscovy
instead.’22 Furthermore Agysh’s name is absent from some of the lists of
greetings sent to and from Moscow at the time.’23 Other members of the
Shirin remained strong supporters of Muscovy; for instance, Dovletek’s
son, Avliia Mirza, was sent to Moscow to pick up some Muscovite troops
to attack Astrakhan.’24 Moreover, as has been mentioned above,
Bakhtiar MirzA and another Shirin were instrumental in preventing the
khan from sending one of his sons to Lithuania.’25
The events of 1519, when Bakhtiar sided with Ahmad Girey, show
further weakness in the leadership of the Shirin. Then the center of power
seems to have lain not with Agysh, but with Bakhtiar Mirzä. Agysh was
still karachi; Bakhtiar was called mirzã throughout, and it was not he but
Memesh who later succeeded Agysh as clan beg.’26 Yet all we know of
1l9
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Agysh at this time comes from a message he sent to Moscow with the
diplomatic mission of January to May 1519, claiming that his recent trip
to Lithuania had been undertaken only because of the special request of
Bogatyr and the khan.’27 During this time Bakhtiar was much more con
spicuous than Agysh; indeed, he is mentioned as the main agent of the
Shirin throughout the Muscovite account of the Shirin’s disagreement
with the khan. It was Bakhtiar who sheltered Ahmad’s children, received
the khan’s money, and corresponded with the Crimean princes in
Istanbul.’28
The authority of the clan begs was incomplete in other ways, as well.
Although the karachi corresponded regularly with Moscow and re
quested presents for themselves, it was the khan who usually suggested
presents for other individuals within the clans. Most such requests for
members of the Shirin and the Manghit were made by the khan; one or
two were made by Appak or Bogatyr.’29 It also seems that after Eminek
the begs rarely led their clans in battle. The main begs are mentioned on
only a few of the largest campaigns, such as the expedition against the
Noghays in 1509, during which the begs Agysh, Azika Manghit, and
Dawlat Bakhty all served under Muhammad Girey.’3° This is the only
campaign on which Azika is mentioned; Agysh is named on one more,
and Dawlat Bakhty, on two.’3’ In 1493 Barash Beg Shirin and some fol
lowers went to Lithuania to fetch his father-in-law, but it is uncertain
whether or not this was a military expedition.’32 Neither the other begs of
the Shirin and the Barin nor the begs of the Qipchaq and the Arghin are
mentioned on campaign. The clan mIrzas were much more active; a large
number took part in raids and many ventured out several times, usually
under the command of the princes rather than the begs.
The clans’ weakness was especially evident during the turbulent period
after Muhammad Girey’s death, when they tried to assert their will
against the khan. Unfortunately, the Crimean-Muscovite correspondence
from that time is still unpublished, so only the major events can be
sketched here. In 1523 Muhammad and Bogatyr Girey were murdered
while on campaign against Astrakhan. Muhammad’s son Ghãzi Girey
became khan, but he reigned only a few months before Sa’adat Girey
27
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arrived with a troop of Turkish soldiers, deposed him, and took the
throne. According to Smirnov, the clans had been dissatisfied with GhOzi
Girey and had asked the Ottoman Porte for another khan.’33 The theory
that Sa’adat was the replacement requested by the clans is shared by
Bennigsen and Lemercier-Quelquejay, who have published a letter to a
Crimean prince in the Ottoman empire which complained about the
khan, then still Muhammad Girey. They suggest that it was written about
1523 by one of the Shirin to Sa’adat Girey, inviting him to the country.’34
This supposition, however, does not tally with the report sent from Azov
to Moscow that same year. According to this account, when Sultan
Suleiman heard that GhazI Girey had become khan he sent Sa’ãdat to
take over. The sultan ordered Sa’ãdat to decapitate Ghäzi, imprison a
number of begs and princes, and send some begs and mirzäs to Istanbul;
resisters were to be beaten. His orders were backed up by an Ottoman
force of twenty thousand cavalry and five hundred artillery.’35 Syroech
kovskii, using Muscovite archival sources, gave a similar account.
Neither account mentioned any invitation from the clans.’36 If indeed
Sa’Adat Girey had been invited by the Crimean begs, it was odd that he
had to imprison and deport so many of them. Moreover, at the beginning
of his reign, many clan leaders, particularly the Shirin, refused to come to
him because he had in his service one of the people responsible for the
murder of Muhammad Girey. Not all the clans were united in this boy
cott; Dawlat Bakhty Barin soon went over to the khan. Sa’ädat refused to
give way, and in time the rest of the clan begs came around.3l During this
crucial period the Shirin were still disunited. In 1525 Memesh Beg Shirin
supported a rebellion by one of Muhammad’s sons, Islam Girey, whereas
Bakhtiar and some other Shirin remained loyal to Sa’Adat. Still later,
Bakhtiar conspired against the khan, but he was betrayed by two mem
bers of the clan and killed. The end result of these activities was a largescale execution of clan leaders, which weakened the Shirin, in particular,
very severely.’38

By the reign of Sa’ãdat Girey, then, the clans could no longer withstand
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the will of the khan, backed as he was by the Ottoman sultan. The evi
dence in the correspondence, fragmentary though it is, lets us trace the
course of their decline. After Eminek’s death, the Shirin lost not only
much of their power over the khan, but also the unified leadership that
Eminek had provided. From the time of Barash and Dovletek there was
no clear leadership among the Shirin, nor, it seems, among the Manghit in
the Crimea. When the laxer rule of Muhammad Girey opened up greater
possibilities for power within the Khanate, the clans profited less than did
their rivals for power, the princes and service begs. These were the people
who led military expeditions, or who received and reapportioned the
money that poured in from Moscow and Lithuania. When, after Muham
mad Girey’s death, the clans again tried to exercise their ancient preroga
tives, it was not the khans who suffered, but the clans themselves.
V. Conclusions
The evidence examined here shows that during the period in question the
Crimean clans were neither as strong nor as unified a force as has been
supposed. It seems that the clan aristocracy was a very small group living
in settled territory, at considerable distance from the nomads who pro
vided their troops. In the strongest of the clans, the Shirin, after the death
of their leader Eminek in 1484, the beg did not have exclusive control over
his clan; he rarely led the clan into battle, and he was not its sole repre
sentative either to the khan or to outside powers. Instead, the clan was
ruled by a kind of oligarchy whose members did not always agree among
themselves. This dissension was a serious cause of weakness and, with the
loss of the office of tudun of Kaffa, is probably largely responsible for the
decline of the Shirin.
By the time that Muhammad Girey came to power, the clan begs were
not the only power in the Crimea besides the khan, nor were they the most
important one. They had rivals in the service begs, whose activities closely
resembled theirs and who headed the Muscovite and Lithuanian factions
at court. Moreover, the group of service begs around Appak had a unity
of leadership and purpose which contrasted strongly with the disorgani
zation of the Shirin. Yet, the greatest power in the Crimea after the khan
was neither the clan begs nor the service begs, but the princes, who led
almost all important military expeditions and often had decisive influence
over the khan.
The clans did not have the strength or the independence necessary to
maintain their preeminence in the Crimea. The unstructured government
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of the Khanate guaranteed the karachi no special place within the ad
ministration, and it was possible for the khan to influence the clan’s
choice of beg, as he did in the case of Agysh Beg. The khan, on the other
hand, was largely independent of the clans. He could easily recruit other
people for both his army and his administration, he could get both money
and support from outside powers, and although theoretically the khan
needed the confirmation of the karachi in order to take office, we have
seen that Sa’adat Girey was able to impose himself without it.
To understand the working of the Crimean government at this period,
or to explain its policies, one cannot look primarily to the clans. Other
forces in the Crimea
the service begs and, particularly, the khan and
other members of the Girey dynasty were by this time the preponderant
powers. The study of these groups, their interrelationships, and their
relations with outside powers might do much to further our understand
ing of Crimean politics. Such an undertaking, however, is outside the
scope of this paper.
-

-

_____

Appendix: The Descendants of Tegene Shirin
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Eminek3

Azika4

beg, ?-l474
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Shikata2°

Aideshka7

Mama Beg’3

Barash8
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I

Iangurchei’4 Bakhtiar’5

Iangirei2’

I
Kudash22

Kochek’°

A
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Avliia’6 Tokuzak’7
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THE AUTHOR’S DIGRESSIONS IN EVENKO’S
"HAJDAMAKY": THEIR NATURE AND FUNCTION
DAVID A. SLOANE

No single work by evenko has elicited more critical discussion than
"Hajdamaky" 1841, and few commentators forgo mentioning the
importance of the poem’s "lyrical digressions." The digressions them
selves, however, have never been the subject of sustained analysis
designed to elucidate their role within the work or to determine their
interrelationship. By and large, scholars have focused on the historical
and sociopolitical aspects of the poem and dealt with the digressions in
that context, paying relatively little attention to their strictly literary
problematics. P. H. Pryxod’ko, for example, in his book on evenko
and Ukrainian romanticism, does not address the question of the digres
sions as a phenomenon of romantic poetics. He speaks only of their
patriotic content and "revolutionary tendency." Jurij Ivakin treats
essentially the same question in an article on satire in "Hajdamaky": "The
function of the author’s digressions is to link the historical theme of the
work with the present. Namely the author’s digressions. . . help the reader
see beyond the events of the distant past to the pressing questions of
[contemporary] life."2 Ivakin’s main point is that the digressions satirize
Ukrainian political apathy under the regime of Nicholas J3 True as
Ivakin’s remarks are, they reveal only one aspect of the digressions and
overlook the fact that several of the digressions in the poem contain no
satire at all.
In criticism more attentive to the structural and stylistic aspects of the
poem we find, amidst some astute remarks, either a lack of clarity in
treating the digressions or, often, misleading statements about them. An
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article by H. A. V’jazovs’kyj, ostensibly devoted to the structure of
"Hajdamaky," says nothing about the function of the digressions except
that in them "the poet often merges with his positive heroes."4 V’jazov
s’kyj is substantially correct, but he offers not a single example nor any
clarification of his idea. M. Hnatjuk, in his Poema T. H. evcenka
"Hajdainaky" 1963, concurs with S. axovs’kyj that "if from ‘Hajda
maky’ one were to isolate the author’s digressions into a separate
grouping, one would create a cycle of lyrics, significant in content, with
meditations and emotions typical of the author."5 This observation is
interesting and might well be defensible, were it not for the fact that
certain digressions make little sense when severed from the surrounding
text -those, for instance, wherein the poet discusses the very problems of
narration. V. Navroc’kyj’s "Hajdamaky" T. Sevenka 1928 remains one
of the most perceptive and informative studies of the poem, but it, too, is
not entirely reliable on the subject of digressions. Navroc’kyj quite
accurately points out that evenko often employs a "syntactical link"
usually the conjunction a to smooth the transition between digressions
and narrative as well as between narrative segments.6 He is somewhat lax,
however, in distinguishing digressions proper from what he calls "lyricalsubjective moments" and "subjective passages." As a result he mistakes
part of the poem’s section entitled "Konfederaty"fora digression.7 "Kon
federaty" does contain what might more accurately be characterized as a
dramatic interlude, but since it is presented entirely through dialogue, one
cannot speak of it as a digression at least, not an authorial one. M.
Marenko offers an even more blatant misidentification when he charac
terizes both the section "Lebedyn" and the epilogue in their entirety! as
"lyrical digressions."8
What is needed, it would seem, are some sound criteria for delineating
digressions from the rest of the text. N. A. Dobroljubov, in his review of
the Kobzar for the journal Sovremennik in 1860, attempted, unsuccess
fully, to provide such criteria:
In evenko we find all the elements of a Ukrainian folk song. "Hajdamaky"...
[is] completely faithful to the character of folklore or at least to the character of
H. A. V"jazovs’kyj, "Kompozycija poemy T. H. evenka ‘Hajdamaky," Praci
Odes ‘koho derJavnoho universvtetu / Ser/a filo/ohiënyx nauk 147, no. 6 1957: 82.
5 Quoted by M. Hnatjuk, Poema T H. evöenka "Hajdat’naky"Kiev, 1963, p. 55.
6 B. Navroc’kyj, "Hajdamaky" Tarasa ev&nka: DJerela, stvl kompozvcjja Xar
kiv, 1928, pp. 215-18.
7 Navroc’kyj, "Hajdamaky" Tarasa evéenka, p. 212.
8 M. 1. Marenko, Istory/’ne mynule ukrajins’koho narodu v tvoriosti T. H. ev
öenka Kiev, 1957, pp. 113, 116.
4
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Ukrainian historical dumy. The poet is completely permeated with the mood of
the epoch, and only in the lyrical digressions is the contemporary narrator
visible. . . . Much poetic strength is necessary to undertake such themes and not
betray even in one line. . . his own contemporary views. . . . But in the lyrical
digressions . . . the contemporary poet appears before us, cherishing the glory of
his native land and with melancholic rapture recalling the heroic deeds of [his]
courageous ancestors.9
Thus, according to Dobroljubov the digressions are distinguishable from
the rest of the text in that they reveal the contemporary poet’s "self," while
elsewhere the narrator is seemingly an impersonal resonator for the time
less voice of the folk. 10 Yet such a distinction is indefensible, even on the
basis of the one passage he cites as a lyrical digression "Homonila
Ukrajina . . .
lines 1216-51." It is stylized after folk poetry and con
tains repetitions "Dovho homonila, / Dovho, dovho krov stepamy / .. . /
Tekla, tekla . . .", tautologies "Tjako! vako! . .", verbal doublets
"Tekla-ervonila", folk epithets "sl’ozamy dribnymy" and a refrain.
One is at pains to understand how these lines could seem any less "faithful
to the character of folklore" than others. Nor is there any basis for
Dobroljubov’s assertion that authorial subjectivity is confined to the
digressions. The author’s sympathies are, to the contrary, quite manifest
throughout the narrative
in the affectionate diminutives with which he
refers to Oksana, in his commiseration with Jarema "serdeha," "siro
maxa", in his abusive epithets for the Poles and Jews, and in his
poignant portrait of Honta. Dobroljubov is correct in pointing out that in
"Hajdamaky" evenko projects two roles that of lyric poet and of epic
bard
but this distinction does not necessarily coincide with the
boundary between digression and narrative. Indeed, in the digressions
themselves the poet often insists on the latter role.
,"

-

-

-

N. A. Dobroljubov, "Kobzar’ Tarasa evéenka," in his Sobranie soöinenij v 9-i
tomax, vol. 6 Moscow, 1963, p. 147.
10
K. ukovskij more recently described evenko’s poetry in similar terms, although
he goes further than Dobroljubov - he sees virtually no subjective presence of the
author, whether in lyrical digressions or in lyric poetry proper. He writes: "Like no one
else evenko possessed this gift of renouncing all incidental traits of his personal ‘self,’
and hence the characteristic feature of this book [Kobzar - D.S.]: however closely
you examine it you can hardly find his personality in it; you cannot find anything
peculiar to him alone, and everything that you attribute to him as a poet, as an author,
turns out to be not his own but of the whole Ukrainian people." - quoted by E. P.
Kyryljuk, "Do problemy 1irynoho heroja v poeziji evenka 1837-1846 rr.," Zbirnvk
prac’ Cetvertoji Naukovoji Jevöenkivs koji konferenciji Kiev, 1956, p. 26 Kyryljuk
himself refutes both Dobroljubov and Cukovskij, on page 31.
II
All references to the text of "Hajdamaky" are based on T. H. evenko, Povne
zibrannja tvoriv u lestj’ tomax, vol. 1 Kiev, 1963.
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The existing scholarship on "Hajdamaky," therefore, has apparently
failed to produce either a consensus as to what, precisely, the digressions
are or adequate principles for delineating them. In light of this confusion,
let us pause to consider what a digression is. The problem does indeed
appear to be a more delicate one than previous commentators on
"Hajdamaky" have implied.
The most frequent use of the term "digression" in literary scholarship
has been in reference to narrative or lyric-narrative forms, as opposed to
lyric poetry per se or drama. The presence of a story and a narrator who
tells it would seem to be generally accepted preconditions. The narrator
may be identified, to a greater or lesser degree, with the author, and
therefore we can speak of narrator’s or author’s digressions, and the usage
may be synonymous.
The term is essentially irrelevant to pure lyric poetry, although it often
has a "lyric fabula" and the term "lyric hero" has been invoked to dis
tinguish the image of the poet as presented in the poem from the real
author. But in lyric poetry the fabula is usually simple and minimally
outlined. Moreover, as Northrop Frye points out, the lyric poet does not
generally perceive himself as a "narrator." He as if "turns his back on the
audience" and engages in inner dialogue or apostrophic address to some
artificial listener
"a personal friend, a lover, a god, a personified
abstraction, or a natural object."2
In drama, the absence of a narrator and the concealment of the author
make it difficult to speak of digressions. It is true that in modern theatre
e.g., Wilder’s "Our Town" a narrator may appear on stage and that in
Greek tragedy the chorus may convey judgments of the author. But even
so the story is essentially demonstrated rather than related through an
intermediary.
I do not wish to discount entirely the possibility that some form of
digression may occur in lyric poetry or drama. If we interpret the term
broadly enough, of course, a digression may appear in any form of dis
course, anywhere there is a speaker and a subject from which he can
deviate. My principal aim here, however, is to define the parameters of
the digression as it appears in narrative texts.
Inasmuch as the narrator induces the reader to believe that the charac
ters, events, and settings in his story do indeed exist on some common
-

12

Northrop Frye, Anatomy of Criticism: Four Essays Princeton, N.J., 1973, p.

249. T. S. Eliot is essentially in agreement with Frye, but points out that lyric poetry
cannot be defined exclusively in terms of the presumed audience. See his "The Three
Voices of Poetry," in his On Poetry and Poets New York, 1957, pp. 108-109.
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plane of actuality, he creates what we might call the "narrated reality."
There seems to be general agreement, inferable from scholarship that
discusses or at least mentions the problem, that the narrator digresses
when he diverts the reader’s attention away from the narrated reality to
some other object of interest which exists outside it, on some other extranarrational plane of reality. A digression occurs, for instance, when the
author or narrator begins to talk directly about himself or to relate his
own personal experiences. Such autobiographial digressions appear fre
quently in Pukin’s Evgen:j Onegin and Byron’s Don Juan. Autobio
graphical musings or tales by a narrator who is at the same time a partici
pant in the story are not digressions, however, because they characterize a
persona who is part of the narrated reality. Such is the case, for instance,
in the genre of the dramatic monologue e.g., Byron’s "Mazeppa,"
Pukin’s "Brat’ja razbojniki" or Slowacki’s "Mnich". A related phe
nomenon inasmuch as it calls attention to the narrator himself is the
digression about the creative process. In Evgenq Onegin, for example, the
author discusses the difficulty of translating Tat’jana’s letter into Russian
111.26-30, and the narrator of Byron’s Beppo complains about the diffi
culty of keeping to his story stanzas 50-52.
A particular set of problems is presented by the so-called /yrica/ digres
sion. Critics have used the term rather loosely, as if to imply that all
digressions fall under this rubric. Yet not all digressions ought to be
characterized as lyrical. At least one scholar, M. Rybnikova, in an article
on Evgenj Onegin, has made this point quite forcefully:
Where is the lyric poetry in the novel? I have no intention at all of calling every
digression lyrical. "Tam nekogda guljal i ja, no vreden sever dlja menja" is of
course not lyrical. "My vse uilis’ponemnogu"is not, either. "Byt’mono del’nym
elovekom i dumat’ o krase nogtej," digressions on literary currents in chapter III
sentimentalism, romanticism, realism, on the language in which Tatjana wrote
her letter, the jocular ending of chapter III "Mne dolno posle dolgoj rei i
poguljat’ i otdoxnut’, dokondu posle kak-ni-bud"
I repeat, these are all
digressions, but not, of course, lyrical digressions. Similar unlyrical digressions
abound in chapter VI [sic] the address to the reader about albums, about odes,
13
about wine.
Rybnikova’s observations are basically correct.’4 She does not, however,
-

,

,

M. Rybnikova, "Avtor v Evgenii Onegine," in her Po voprosam kompozicii
Moscow, 1924, p. 34.
14 Two of the passages she mentions "My vse ndilis’
ponemnogu and "Byt’ mono
del’nym elovekom...," 1.5 and 1.251 do not consider digressions. They are actually
part of the hero’s characterization and do not direct our attention to an extra
narrational reality. Rybnikova’s reference to chapter VI is a misprint; it should read
chapter IV.
13
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describe her criteria for distinguishing lyrical from non-lyrical digres
sions. Nor does she offer any alternative terms to characterize the quite
varied digressions she enumerates. On examining those digressions she
calls non-lyrical, however, we see that they fall under either the two
rubrics I have suggested above autobiographical and on the creative
process or a new heading that we might call disquisitional. Disquisitional
digressions are those in which the narrator seems to lecture, more or less
dispassionately, on any variety of subjects and by doing so turns our
attention away from the story proper. In Evgenij Onegin, such digressions
deal with literary currents 111.11-12, 30, albums IV.28-30, wines
IV.45-46, and the poor quality of Russian roads VIII.34. The digres
sion on tragedy, comedy, and epic in Don Juan 111.9-11 and the his
toriographical digressions in War and Peace also fall into this category. In
disquisitional digressions, generally speaking, the author’s intent seems to
be the edification of his reader. He presents his views more or less objec
tively, or at least with the pretense of objectivity, often citing corroborat
ing examples.
The central focus in a lyrical digression, by contrast, is the narrator’s
emotional experience. It concentrates on that undercurrent of sentiment
which may be perceptible in the narration itself, but comes to the fore
ground only in the digression. Material within the narrated reality often
acts as a stimulus to the lyrical statement, but to the degree that it falls into
the background and does not directly occupy the narrator’s attention, the
passage is digressive. A multitude of various gradations are possible here,
and it is often quite difficult to determine when to characterize a given
lyrical utterance as a digression.
The task of delineating digressions is particularly problematic in
romantic poetry, where the very fabric of the narrative is lyrical. As V.
Zirmunskij pointed out in his study of Byron and Pukin, in this context
the digressions seem to "develop imperceptibly from the emotional
manner of narration."5 Zirmunskij characterizes the lyrical elements of
this manner of narration as follows:
1 Questions by the poet which interrupt the story and reveal his lyrical involve
ment; 2 exclamations as a direct expression of [the poet’s] emotional agitation;
3 apostrophes of the poet to his hero, often in the form of a question or exclama
tion; 4 lyrical repetitions, i.e., various forms of anaphora and syntactic
parallelism . . . emphasizing the emotional agitation of the narrator; finally,
‘

V. Zirmunskij, Bajron i Pulkin.’ Iz istorii romanti&skojpoèmy Leningrad, 1924,

p. 95.
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5 lyrical digressions, in which the poet speaks out directly, revealing the
emotional effect of the story on his inner world.’6

Thus lyrical digressions are not discernible from the rest of the text by
virtue of their subjectivity and emotionality, since these features are
present elsewhere. What makes the lyrical digression distinguishable
from other lyrical utterances, I would suggest, is that it diverts our atten
tion away from the concrete narrated reality. This criterion seems to be
supported by the examples 2irmunskij cites. He states, for instance, that a
highly impassioned description of setting may "border on" digression,
and he quotes the following passage from Pukin’s "Baxisarajskij
fontan":

7

Kax M14ITh1 TeMuble Kpacbl
Hoeii pocouirtoro BocToxa!
KaK cjiaxo JIb}OTc$i øx qacbl
Lm o6oxaTeneii flpopoxa!
Kaxas, nera B øx oMax,
B oapoaaeimxx caax,
B TIWH1 rapeo 6e3onacHbix,
Fre flOp BJmamseM 31Hb1
Bce nosiuo Taiht 0 TISulH}tbl
H BoxHoBeH0fi cflatocTpacTHWx!
These lines only "border on" digression, without becoming one, strictly

speaking, because their setting and time is the same as the story’s. The
reader is not actually diverted from the narrated situation. In another
passage from "Kavkazskij plennik", however, the narrator generalizes
the situation in the narrative to such a degree that we see beyond its
concrete limits. In this case, according to irmunskij, we do indeed have a
lyrical digression:

IS

He ajpyr BSIHT aama MJ1aocm,
He pyr BOCTOfH 6pocsrr Hac,
H HOKWHHY}O paocm
Eue o6msMeM Mb! He pa3:
Ho BbI, IcssBbIe aneqaTneobsi,
Hepaonaqanbnasi .nso6oab,

Heöecnb!ii

nJlaMeHb

ynoemsI,

He nponeaee Bb BHOBb.
Although these lines are relevant to the hero’s fate, the narrator’s utter
6
17
18

irmunskij, Bajron i Pulkin, p. 78.
Zirmunskij, Bajron i Pulkin, p. 97.
2irmunskij, Bajron i Pulkin, p. 97.
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ance directs our attention toward the general human condition. We tem
porarily lose sight of the particular narrated situation, or at least see it as if
only peripherally. This type of digression might be called lyricalmeditative or lyrical-generalizing.
Lyrical digressions in general ought to be distinguished from lyrical
utterances of a particular character, since the latter are intrinsic to charac
terization of a persona within the narrated reality. Moreover, dramatic
interludes, inasmuch as they are presented through dialogue without the
intermediary of a narrator, are not strictly speaking digressions in the
sense that I have proposed here.
Finally, in order to be perceived as a digression, a given passage must
develop a certain momentum and structural independence of its own.
Thus a digression must possess a certain minimum length. Any attempt to
establish a prerequisite size must, however, be somewhat arbitrary. The
shortest digression Zirmunskij cites is eight lines long.’9 My analysis of
"Hajdamaky" will adhere essentially to this standard.
The above survey does not enumerate every possible type of narrator’s
digression. Nor does it intend to imply that the various categories sug
gested are mutually exclusive. An autobiographical digression is often
also lyrical, a digression about the creative process can merge or even
coincide with a disquisitional discussion of literary currents, a lyrical
digression may evolve into a disquisitional one, and any number of com
binations and gradations can exist in between. Indeed, the problem of
defining and categorizing different types of digressions to the extent that
such a catalogue is possible is so complex that it would probably require
a book-length study. Here, I have attempted only to outline a general
definition, which, I believe, is adequate to the more limited task at hand.2°
19
Zirmunskij points out that size and relative structural independence are crucial
criteria for distinguishing digressions, as such, from brief lyrical utterances which
blend into the fabric of the romantic narrative. The shortest digression he cites is the
one from "Ruslan i Ljudmila" that I have quoted above. The digression he cites from
"The Giaour" as lines 432-38 on p. 96 must be a misprint, since the context of
irmunskij’s remark makes it clear that the passage he is alluding to begins on line 422.
Similarly, Rybnikova in discussing Evgenij Onegin indicates that one must "distin
guish between lyrical turns of phrase sometimes only one line long, sometimes slightly
longer. . . and whole fragments of the novel, a series of verses of a lyrical character."
See Rybnikova, "Avtor v Evgenii Onegine," pp. 34-35.
20 One other type of digression which perhaps also deserves mention is what Jurij
Tynjanov calls an "image-digression." An image-digression is simply an epic or
extended simile. Inasmuch as it directs our attention away from the narrated reality of
the story, such a passage conforms to my definition of digression. Tynjanov cites
examples from Pulkin’s "Ruslan i Ljudmila," "Graf Nulin," and Evgenq Onegin. See
Ju. Tynjanov, "Pulkin,"in his Pulkin i ego sovremenniki Moscow, 1969, pp. 138-39.
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In "Hajdamaky" we can discern eight authorial digressions enumerated
here for future reference:
no.
no.
no.
no.
no.

1
2
3
4
5-

no. 6
no. 7
no. 8

-

-

-

. . 0 bofr mij mylyj! .
lines 339-45
"Takym i ja kolys’-to buy. .
lines 370-416
"M obrydlo sluxajuëy. .
lines 727-70
"Het’many, het’many, jakby-to vy vstaly.. lines 829-49
"Pobaymo potim, a teper ne tu, / Ne tu zaspivaju.. lines
1208-1259
"Otake-to bulo lyxo . .
lines 1539-62
"Raj, ta j hodi! A dlja koho?.
lines 2145-61
"Davno te mynulo, jak, mala dytyna.. lines 2438-86.
".

."

."

."

."

."

."

."

."

With the exception of the first, the digressions all treat one or more of the
following themes: autobiography, creation of the work itself and history.
In them the author emerges as a dramatized persona and provides his own
individual perspective on himself, the creative process, and the historical
events that he depicts. From this perspective certain characters in the
poem derive a spiritual dimension that would otherwise be lacking. This is
particularly true of Jarema and the kobzar, who, by virtue of the digres
sions, emerge as alter egos of the author himself. The historical events,
too, gain an added dimension in that through the author’s eyes we come to
see the Kolyivéyna as an event emblematic of the human condition in
general, rather than merely a brief, glorious episode in the Ukrainian past.
Moreover, we see in the digressions a steady evolution of the poet’s selfimage
a growing awareness of his membership in a national-historical
collective and an increasing consciousness of the obligations that this
collective places upon him. Finally, we find in the digressions echoes of
those leitmotifs which appear first in the prologue and are later recapitu
lated in the "Peredmova" in particular, the theme of universal evanes
cence and the literary polemics. Thus, the author’s digressions con
tribute, in a variety of ways, to the unity of the poem’s overall design.
With regard to the form of the digressions it should be noted that
certain of them especially nos. 3 and 5 are interspersed with lines which
are not, properly speaking, digressive. In the interest of preserving each
digression’s basic contextual integrity, however, I have chosen to regard
these lines as part of the broader unit within which they are found.
Digression no. I develops as a lyrical meditation generalizing both the
author’s and Jarema’s personal misfortune:
-
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3HaB,

cipoMaxa, tuo aopocno Kpona,
11o He6a ocTaHe, KOnU nOneToTh,
He 3HaB, Harouaacsi. .
0 6o,ce Miii MHJI0l4!
Tsnxo KHTI, Ha CBiTi, a XOqeTbcSl KHTb:
Xoemcsi HBHTHcb, inc coHe’oKo csie,
Xoemcsi noc.nyxam, hOC Mope 3arpac,
51K nraunca u.e6eqe, 6ailpaK roMOHOTh,
A6o opHo6pHBa B ram 3acniBac.
0 6oice Miii MOJIHIl, Inc BeceJlo ICI4Tb!
This digression indicates to what degree the author identifies with his
hero, since most of the sentiments expressed here could easily be attri
buted to Jarema, as well. If these were Jarema’s musings, however, the
passage would not be a digression see above, p. 317. In any case, the
context clearly indicates that Jarema is incapable at this point of ex
periencing the sentiment expressed in the last line ". . . jak veselo yt’! ".
We have seen already in the prologue that just such a paradoxical reversal
from despondency to rapture is characteristic of the author’s train of
thought. There, too, contemplation of the natural elements and the sound
of a maiden’s song rejuvenated his spirits and reconfirmed his desire to
live lines 7-26, 174-80.
Digressions no. 2 and no. 8 are the most poignantly autobiographical
ones in the poem. Their placement near the beginning and near the end of
the work seems to have an aesthetic rationale. No. 2 occurs as the plot is
still in the stage of exposition just after Jarema is introduced, and no. 8
the last is in the poem’s epilogue. Thus located before the "rising action"
of the plot and after the plot has passed its climax, they seem to contribute
to the balance if not symmetry of the work as a whole
a balance
evident from other compositional elements, as well: the image of eternal
nature which asserts itself at the beginning and the end; the circularity of
Jarema’s fate he is again an orphaned pilgrim as we leave him in the epi
logue; and the image of heroic warriors who are conjured together by the
poet in the prologue and are then seen dispersing as the poem draws to a
close. This parallel is supported by the digressions’ tone and content.
Being of nearly identical length 47 and 49 lines, respectively, both
contain plaintive reminiscences of the poet’s youth and lamentations
about his present fate, and in both the poet’s attention turns toward
questions of poetic creativity and, specifically, toward the creating of the
3HaB,

-

*

Verses not considered part of the digressions are bracketed.
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work at hand. The two digressions differ, however, in emphasis. If in no.2
we see the author exclusively in his intimate, private aspect, in no. 8 we
find him contemplating his role in his nation’s historical destiny.
Digression no. 2, like no. 1, points to the author’s spiritual affinity with
Jarema. It develops as an afterthought, blending almost imperceptibly
with the preceding lines:
[OTaKHii-To Miii SIpeMa,
CopoTa 6araroii.]
TaKHM i Ii KoJlHcb-To 6yB.

370

380

MHHyiio, iB4aTa .
MoHynocs, po3iiiLnnocsl,
I cniy He cTaJlo.
Cepie M.TIie, inc rajao .
4oMy He ocTanoch?
OMy He ocrailoch, qoy He awrajio?
Jlertue flyno 6 cJlbo3M, yp6y BH.rrnaam.
Mioe oi6pa.no, 6o 1M 6yno MaJlo.
oHauo iloMy to.nsr? Tpe6a 3aKonaTb:
BiH i TaK 6araToii . .
Eararoil Ha .TITH
Ta na pi6Hi cJmo3H
6oaii He BTHpaTB!
Losie MOIl, none! e Te6e iuyKam?
BepHoca o MeHe, o MOCi xaTH,
A6o X04 npnc}n4csi. . . He xoqerbcsi cnam.
-

385

The repetition of "mynulo," "mynulosja" and equivalent verbs "rozij
Ilosja," "ne ostalos" echoes the leitmotif of the poem’s opening lines
"Vse jde, vse mynaje
i kraju nemaje I.. . / yve. . . umyraje. . . odno
A
druhe
zav’jalo
. . .".
In the prologue the theme of evanescence
zacvilo, /
was presented in cosmic proportions, so that the resonance here imparts a
certain universal dimension to the poet’s lament. The passage develops
into a truly "lyrical" digression in the sense Northrop Frye defines lyric
i.e., as an internalized utterance with no implied listener. What begins as
a seemingly casual comparison addressed to the narrator’s audience in
particular, an audience attuned to the poem’s sentimental thematics
the "divata" drifts gradually into a self-enclosed meditation with its
characteristic apostrophe to "dolja." The shift is signaled, in part, by the
change from kolomyjka to koljadkovyj meter the latter being intrinsic to
philosophical reflection as opposed to narration. Then, as if sensing that
he has neglected his listeners, the author turns back to them. But now his
audience is a more generalized one:
-

-
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Bo6aqafiTe, nioe o6pi:
Mmice He O iiaty,
Ta npojiwre JThXO-3flHHi
KoMy He 3aBatHTb?
MoIce we paa 3ycTpiHeMocb,
110KM wKaIwI46am
3a SlpeMom no caiTy,
A MoIce. . . ii He 3Ha}O.
Jloxo, .rnoe, scoH juixo,
Hirte nporopoyTbcsl:
Kytn, aice, XHJIHTI, OJ1H,
Tyw ii Tpe6a rnymcsi, -

royraca MoBiKH, ycMixamcsi,
111o6 iiioe He 3HaJW,
400
lIjo Ha ceptti 3axoBaHo,
1Ijo6 ne npoBirain.
So ix nacxa. . . Hexaii cHHmcsi
ToMy, B KOFO onsi,
A csspon wo6 He c}nu,acb,
He cHH.nacb HiKojul!
In these lines the author’s spiritual kinship with his hero is still quite
apparent. Like Jarema he is an orphan, "limping through the world" in
search of his evasive "dolja." Both seem to be victims of inimical man
kind, and both seem to acquiesce to their misfortune. Paradoxically, the
author’s appeal is addressed, in part, to his very malefactors while there
are "ljude dobri," there are also those from whom his grief is best kept
secret lines 399-401. He finally realizes that this outpouring of emotion,
seemingly irrelevant to his role as narrator "ne do ladu", has in fact no
audience. The meditation becomes self-enclosed once again. The author
turns away, as in the prologue lines 105-109, to the mute walls which
alone are sympathetic to his grief:
-

410

Tsncxo, nyno po3lca3yBaTb,
A MOBTh He BM1IO.
Bonoaaiicsi ic, cjloBo-cjmo3H:
Cone’nco He rpic,
He Bocyurnm. flotiJnocsi
MoiMo cJmo3aMH...
Ta e 3 6paroM, He 3 cecrpom
3 H1MHMH cTiHaMH
Ha yIcnHi...

-

The pathos of the poet’s separation from his homeland, evident above
at the end of digression no. 2, is the author’s starting point in the other
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autobiographical digression, no. 8. The keynote "mynulo" is sounded
anew, and again the poet contemplates his personal fate. But here the

emphasis is more on his spiritual kinship with Honta and Zaliznjak than
on that with Jarema:

2440

2445

aano Te MHHyJI0, IlK, ana nTHHa,
CHpoTa B p$8ttHHHi, II KO.JIHCh 6.riytcaa,
5e3 cairns, 6e3 x,i6a, no Till YKpaiHi,
,Le 3a.ru3nslK, fonTa 3 CR$PIeHHM rynsia.
,Laano re MHnyno, IlK THMH lunsixaMil,
te I1UIJIH raitrtaMaKn, - MJ1HMH HOraMH
XOHB SI Ta nJIaicas, Ta nsoeii uJyKaB,
IUo6 o6py HaBqHJIH. 51 renep 3raaa,
3raaa, Ta II ‘ajm cTano, wo nnxo MHHyno.
Monoec .rinxo! six6is TM BepHy.noca,
ilpoMinsiB 6u oiim, Ito Malo Teflep.

Certainly the narrator continues to identify with Jarema, at least impli
citly, by picturing himself as a wandering orphan in search of fortune:
indeed, line 2446 reproduces verbatim a sentiment earlier attributed to
Jarema.2’ And there is still much in the emotional disposition of the poet
to remind us of the intimate pathos of his first two digressions. Yet here,
by contrast, the narrator is acutely aware that his own fortunes are bound
to those of his nation. Whereas earlier he had affirmed his prerogative to
muse about his personal misfortune without an audience, here he
expresses satisfaction in having conveyed an epic tale despite the scoffing
"pys’menni" to an unlimited audience - successive generations of his

countrymen:
2465

2470

CnacH6i, iycio, uto TM 3axOBaB
B roioai CTOJI1TH1i Ty c.rIaBy KO3aqy:
5111 onyKaM enep po3Ka3aB.
BH6aqaiiTe, uoe o6pi,
lIjo KO3LbK ctaay
TaK HaBMaHHSI poalca3y}o,
5e3 KHHKHOI cripasin

2!

In "Hupaliviêyna," with the thought of Oksana’s abduction fresh in his mind,
Jarema passes the tavern where he once toiled under servitude and recalls the past:
1600

605

Usmixnuvsja mij Jarema,
Tjako usmixnuvsja.
Otut, otut pozavora

Pered ydom hnuvsja,
A sjohodni. . . ta j Jal’ stab,
o lyxo mynulo.
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Tax
KOJIHCb po3lca3yBaB,
Hexall 3I00B 6ye!
A ii 3a 81MM. He 3HB cTapHil,
lIjo mscaMeHni iiioe
2475
TIi pe4i npoisTaIom.
Bn6aqaii, iiycio,
Hexail .riaioT
The different emphases I have alluded to in the two autobiographical
digressions point to an evolution that has taken place in the poet’s selfimage. In digressions no. 1 and no. 2, his aestheticinterests are confined to
the intimate, private sphere of experience. In no. 8, his concern is more
with his national-historical ties. While in the first two digressions the
author pictures himself primarily as a lyric poet, in the last digression we
see him in an additional role
that of epic bard. In order to trace the
stages of this evolution, let us examine those digressions which deal most
directly with the creative process.
This is the central focus of no. 3, and the subject appears again in no. 5.
In each digression we discern a similar pattern: the narrator diverts his
attention from the poem’s sentimental-romantic thematics represented
by the courtship of Jarema and Oksana and turns toward its heroichistorical thematics i.e., events of the 1768 rebellion. This pattern repre
sents in miniature the broader evolution in the author’s aesthetic concerns
that I mentioned above. In digression no. 3, for instance, the narrator
interrupts the scene of the lovers’ rendezvous, as if objecting to its effu
siveness, and refuses to recount their tearful parting:
-

-

Aic o6pHwio

c.nyxa,oqn,

Lajie6i, iBqaTa!
oOro SiKHhi! MOB i cnpaau
730

O6pwvio!o
A MaTH
A6o 6aTbKo IlK flo6aqaTb,
lIjo BH, MO! .inofli,
TaKe HBO qirracre, fpixa Ha scm ry6y!
Toi, TOi. . . Ta U31p iloMy,
A tyIce Ltucase!

750

OT0 Mosa! He po3xaxy,
Moi opno6posi,

He po3lcaIcy LIpOTHB Ho’Ii,
A TO ate npHcHnmcsI.
Hexail co6i poaiiLLtyTbcsl
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Tax, IlK i3ulluljrncsl,
Tnxecenaxo, rapHeceHbxo,
1Lo6 HixTo He 6aMHB
Hi uBo4i tpi6Hi cimoali,
Hi iltHpi lco3aqi.
There is an element of romantic irony and even self-parody here, since by
preterition the narrator does indeed recount their parting in an idiom no
less sentimental than the one he ridicules. The passage recapitulates the
recurrent polemic with those critics who importuned him to compose
only entertaining ditties about suitors and sweethearts lines 88-91. The
author’s aim, however, is not to entertain and titillate his sentimental
"divata," but to relate events of national import. He makes this aim
conspicuous by calling attention to the shift from the love intrigue to the
gruesome account of the sexton’s murder. The shift is accentuated by an
abrupt change in the narrator’s tone:
‘"

-

[A THM acoM CBiTMTb
765

3 ycix BIKOH y THTapsl.]
lIjo-To TM TBopssTbcsl?
Tpe6a r.nsinym, ia poaxa3am.
He .TwBisTbcsi!

5otai4 He HBHTHCb, 6otaii He IcaaaTH!
So a .iimitell copoM, 6o cepue 6oirnm.
770

fJlsmbTe, flotHBiTbcsi: [To KoH4!eepaTH.
.

The exclamations "hljan’te, podyvit’sja" cast the poet in the role of eye
witness - a device employed frequently in romantic narrative poetry to
dramatize not only the narrator, but also the scene he presents.22 Here,
however, the device has a more specific motivation. The narrator con

sciously models his presentation after the tales of his grandfather, whose
"stolitniji oi" line 2457 were the faithful recorders of the Kolijiv1yna.23
In digression no. 5 the narrator again turns his attention dramatically
from the sentimental to the historical:

1205

22

[CBiTMm 6inojuiwdl a scm Yicpainy,
CBiTHTB. . . a q 6aHm Mom cHpOTlsHy,
O,ccaHy 3 BiJIbtuaHH, Mom cHpoTy?

See, for instance, Byron’s "The Siege of Corinth" lines 831 and following, or

Slowacki’s appeal to the reader to behold the action in his "Jan Bielecki" especially
section 2.
23 I. pytkovs’kyj even goes so far as to characterize "Hajdamaky" as a primary
historical source on the Kolijiv1yna, inasmuch as it is based largely on eyewitness

accounts. See I. pytkovs’kyj, "Hajdamaky’ evenka jak pam"jatka Kolijivlyny,"
in Zbirnykpam"jati Tarasa evéenka, 1814-1914 Kiev, 1915, pp. 48-57.
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,Le 11 Mopymm, te BoHa sopKye?
411 iliac SipeMa? qii iliac, ‘us yc?]
flo6aHMo noriM, a renep HC Ty,

He y
1210

3acniBaiO, iHuJOi 3arpaio;

He isqaTa
6yte TaHatosam.
Heojno cnisa}o Ko3aqhxOro Kpaio;
CnyxallTe 1c, u.o6 JiTgM HOTiM po3xa3aTb,
1Ijo6 i iTH 3HaJUI, EHyKaM pO3Ka3aJIH,
Six KO3aKM uiiisixry ThIKK0 noxapa.nH
12I5
3a re, itto He BM1JIa s to6pi naHysam.
Here, as in no. 8, the author provides the central raison d’être of his work:
to fix the memory of the KolijivIyna in the minds of posterity. The pas
sage prefigures no. 8, too, in that the verbs "zaspivaty" and "zahraty" line
1209 suggest an image of the narrator as a kind of folk bard. He assumes
this role with conflicting emotions
a painful awareness that he sings
more of his nation’s "nedolja" than its glory and a simultaneous sense of
moral obligation. Later, in the "Peredmova," he explains: "Serce bolyt’, a
rozkazuvat’ treba: nexaj baat’ syny i vnuky. . .
Again and again he
subordinates his private sympathies to this historical imperative. In the
digression’s closing lines the narrator projects upon the moon his muse
and sympathetic confidant in the prologue the feeling of trepidation he
himself experiences in facing this task:
Micsiato Mdl sicHidi! 3 BHcoKOFo He6a
Cxosallcsi 3a ropy, 6o csiTy He rpe6a;
CTpamHo To6i 6yte, XOM TM ii 6a’rns Poch,
1255
AJmTy, i Ceøy, i TM po3Jnulocb,
He aam 3a iiO, KpOBi tUHOKC Mope.
A renep uto 6yte! Cxosaiicsi ic 3a ropy;
Cxosaiicsi, Miii tpyKe, uto6 He oBeJIocb
Ha crapicm aanJiaicam.
Thus the pattern established in digression no. 3 is repeated in no. 5: the
narrator moves from the poem’s romantic interest to the subject of
national strife. And in each case he calls upon that audience most familiar
with his intimate, sentimental aspect
first "divata," then the moon
to turn away from the bloodshed he must depict.
History, along with autobiography and the creative process, is one of
the major themes in evenko’s digressions. Ivakin is correct in saying
that the author employs the historical theme to comment on contem
porary times and to satirize Ukrainians’ neglect of national heritage and
their political passivity. This is the main thrust of the historical com
mentary in digression no. 5:
Jlisxo

-

-

-

."

-

-

-

-
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,LutM JIeIcam, a

MorssnH
Ta uto 3

HHMH

cMHIIOm.

TOrO, rito BHcoKi?
HixTo ix He 3Hac,
HixTo I1tHPO HC 3afljlaqe,

1225

HixTo

MC

3raae.

TiJTIbKO BiTep THxece}ibKo

floBic Ha HHMH,
Tijmxo pocis panecexo
C.mo3aMR Itpi6HHMH

1230

Ix ymom.

3iiite coisite,

OcyulHm, npHrpic;
A yHyicH? iM 6aiinyice,
11aHaM KHTO cnoTb.
SaraTo ix, a x’ro cxaHce,

1235

,Te fOHTH Morlula,

-

MyeHmca npaBeLHoro
LJe noxopoHarrn?

,Te

1240

3aJIi3HsiK, yma iwipa,

4e QnoqHBae?
Tinicxo! saicico! KaT naHyc,

A ix e 3raamTb.
There is, of course, much more here than political satire. The evocative
image of the natural elements mourning and comforting the dead is
typical of the worldview evenko presents in the extra-narrational por
tions of "Hajdamaky." In the poet’s lyrical musing, beginning with the
prologue, nature continually manifests itself as an immutable, regenera
tive force
always compassionate, always sensitive to human misfor
tune. Contemporary mankind, by contrast, is generally depicted as fickle
and unsympathetic the principal source of the "lyxo-zlydni" that haunts
the author. The fact that his countrymen do not honor their heroes is only
one manifestation of the evil he finds everywhere around him: "Lyxo,
ljude, vsjudy lyxo.
no. 2.
There is little for the poet to cherish in the present, so in digression no.4
he turns to the past. Here, as in the prologue lines 106ff., he invokes an
idealized image of the Cossack hetmans and their vast armies "jak more
ervone" and laments that only ruins remain of their glory "Kozac’koji
slavy ubohyx rujin". The contemplation of the Cossacks seems to dispel
his grief momentarily "Lyxo mlije pered nymy. . .", but misfortune
rematerializes as his thoughts return to the present and he addresses his
countrymen:
-

-

.

."
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Ta ijto ii ,caaam? MHHyJlocsi;
A Te, uo MHHyJIO,
He 3raIyiiTe, naHIs-6paTH,
So uto6 MC no’lyJiH.
Ta ii iro 3 TOrO, tL0 3raaCm?
3ratacui

-

3arulaqem.

The suggestion "ne zhadujte" is not ironic, despite the narrator’s stated
aim of reminding posterity of its past. This is just one of the many para
doxical modulations of the poet’s sentiments, similar to the contradictory
exhortations in no. 3 "Bodaj nedyvytys’. . . ,"Hljan’te, podyvit’sja..
or the antithetical beginning and ending of no. 1 "0 bofr mij mylyj /
Tjako yt’ na sviti /. . . / 0 boe mij mylyj, jak veselo yt’! ". The narra
tor cannot recall the past without conflicting emotions. The inspiration of
past glory is always a painful reminder of the ignominious present.
History is treated again in digression no. 6. Here evenko places the
events of 1768 in the context of a more distant, primeval past, an ideal era
of unity among Slavic peoples. The Kolijivyna, according to the poet,
was provoked by the Slays’ violation of their original brotherhood and
equality:
3a ato nmte rMHyTa?
Toro ic 6aTb,ca, Taxi WC 11TM,
-

l545

1550

KMTH 6 a 6paramcsi.
Hi, He sMuui, He X0TIJIH,
Tpe6a poa’cwamcsi!
Tpe6a IcpoBi, 6para KpoBi,
So 3a3po, Ito B 6para
C 5 KOMOp1 i Ha IBOPi,
I seceno s xaTi!

<Y6’cM öpara!

1555

cna.RHM xaTy!

-

CKa3anH, i cTa.rlocb.
Bce 6, 3aemcsi; us, Ha xapy
CMpOTH ocTajrncb.
B CJ1b03X pocui, Ta ii sMpocJm;
3aMyeHi KH

P03B’si3anHcb - i xpos 3a KpoB,
I Myxø 3a MyicH!
EonMm cepte, IlK 3raacm:
1560

CTapHx cJIOB’SIH

iTH

Bnsuiisci, icpos’m. A xTO BHHeH?
KcboHru4, e3yiTH.

The

mission of

the hajdamaky is, therefore, one of holy retribution, and
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their bloodshed has a certain biblical justice. The phrases "krov za krov"
and "muky za muky" and the word "kara" suggest the Old Testament
formula of punishment in kind. The expressions "toho bat’ka," "taki
dity," and "brat" have a quality of scriptural metonymy in that they
reduce concepts of religious morality to terms of domestic relationships.
Digression no. 7 presents the Kolijivléyna in relation to the classical
mythological past:
He cmsHsula BecHa lcposi,
Hi 3JlocTi J1mchxo!.
Tiuxico rnsiy
a 3raacM
2160
Tax 6yno B Tpoi.
Tax i 6ye.
The last line broadens the temporal context still further. It suggests that
for evenko, the rebellion of 1768 was emblematic not only of the
Ukraine’s and the Slays’ historical fate, but also of the general human
condition.
The historical digressions show that evenko viewed the Kolijivyna
in a much broader temporal and ethical context than Ivakin suggests, and
that his attitude toward it was ambivalent. On the one hand, he saw it as a
moment of national glory, morally justified in light of the wrongs his
people had suffered. On the other hand, he saw it as a monstrous fraternal
conflict symbolic of man’s seemingly eternal inhumanity to his fellow
-

man.

So far our discussion has focused on the themes and thematic inter
relationships of the author’s digressions, but has not dealt with their
structural functions. Commentators of "Hajdamaky," as I have pointed
out, have done little in this regard. Some enlightening insights, however,
have been provided by scholars examining the role of digressions in other
works.
It has been suggested, for instance, that digressions serve as "retarding
elements"
that is, they slow the pace of the narrated action. Erich
Auerbach makes this point in his discussion of the flashback about how
Odysseus received the scar on his foot Odyssey, XIX. 395-466 24 Viktor
-

24

Though Auerbach characterizes this passage as a digression, it should be noted

that certainly not every flashback will be perceived as such. It would seem that in order
to be perceived as a digression, the flashback requires certain other contextual
emphases. In the case that Auerbach cites, these emphases seem present in the length of
the passage and in the fact that it occurs at a crucial point in the plot - just as the
housekeeper distinguishes Odysseus from his impostors. See Erich Auerbach,
Mimesis: The Representation of Reabity in Western Literature, trans. by W. R. Trask
Princeton, N.J., 1971, p. 4.
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klovskij, in a discussion of Tristram Shandv, calls the effect "tormo
enie."25 Curiously, they attribute to the retarding effect diametrically
opposite compositional functions. Auerbach explains that the Homeric
flashback-digression keeps the audience aware of all facts relevant to the
plot and thus diminishes suspense. klovskij indicates that Sterne uses
digressions precisely to heighten suspense: "Playing with the reader’s
impatience, the author continually reminds him of the hero whom he has
abandoned, but does not return to him after the digression, and the very
action of reminding serves only to renew the reader’s anticipation."26 The
discrepancy is due to the fact that Auerbach and klovskij are con
sidering quite different works and quite different digressions. Depending
on the work and the type of digression, of course, the retarding element
may serve various functions. In "Hajdamaky" the retarding effect of the
digressions is not particularly conspicuous since the manner of narration
itself is expansive, and certain extra-narrational interludes, such as the
merrymaking in "Svjato v Cyhyryni" and "Benket u Lysjanci,"do much
more to retard the development of the plot than the author’s digressions.
On occasion evenko does use the digressions to heighten suspense. In
no. 3, for instance, he leaves Jarema and Oksana to speculate about what
fate holds for them ". . . Mote, Ie raz / Vony na sim sviti / Zostrinut’sja
pobaymo . . ." lines 760-62. Similarly, the narrator leads into
digression no. 5 by posing questions about his hero and heroine which he
deliberately leaves unanswered ".. . a y bayt’ moju syrotynu, / Oksanu
z
Vil’lany / Cy znaje Jarema? Cy znaje, y &ije? / Pobaymo
potim . . ." lines 1204-1208. The closing lines of the same digression
where the narrator warns the moon to obscure her view from the apoca
lyptic scene which is to ensue also create a mood of heightened antici
pation.27
Another function of digressions is alluded to by Jurij Tynjanov in his
discussion of "Ruslan i Ljudmila":
In this poem were revealed as if two centers of "interest," dynamics: 1 fabular,
2 extra-fabular. The power of the digressions lay in the alternation from one
plane to the other. The significance qf these "digressions" not by themselves,
not a static, but a kinetic significance came to the fore: alternation, transporta
tion from one plane to the other, in itself was a driving force.28
Tynjanov’s remarks are equally applicable to"Hajdamaky."If the digres
-

-

25
26
27
28

Viktor Sklovskij, 0 teoriiprozt’ Moscow, 1929, p. 230.
klovskij, 0 teoriiprozv, p. 231.
The same point is made by Navroc’kyj, "Hajdamaki" Tarasa ,evienka, p. 281.
Tynjanov, "Puikin," p. 138.
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sions help retard the movement of the story, they nevertheless create a
different kind of dynamism in their interplay with the story. This inter
play can involve not only a shift of topic as, for instance, from Jaretna to
the author in no. 2, but, often, a dramatic shift in the poet’s tone and
attitude. Digression no. 3, for example, interrupts the tearful rendezvous
scene with a playful self-parody. In digression no. 7 the narrator breaks
off an idyllic description of spring to fulminate against inappreciative
"ljude":

2140

[BcTa.rIa ii secHa, opiiy 3eM.J1Io
COHHy po36ytMna,
YxBiqajla Ii psicroM,
EapBiHxoM yxpiula;

I a noni xaiiBopoHox,
Co.rloBeiixo B rai

2145

3eMnm, y6paHy secHom
BpaHlti 3ocTpiMamm. . .1
Pall ra ii roti! A ansi xoro?
Ljisi nio,reii. A .iuwte?

He
Ha floro ii riisiHyTa,
A r.nhlHym
oryslm.
Tpe6a KpoB’m oMambosaTb,
XOTRTI,

-

2150

OcBiTHm ntHlcapoM;
COHW1 MaJIO, psicy M0.J10
I 6araTo xMapu.

flexaa Mailo!

Jlsoe, nme!
The poet’s plaintive, confessional tone in digression no. 2 is replaced
immediately by scathing invective as he returns to the narrative:
410

420

. .

.. . Hoiiiocsi
M0IMH cJmo3aMM...
Ta MC 3 6paToM, HC 3 cecrpom
3 HIMHMH cnHaMR
Ha yxisHi. . . A HOKH I0 L1o KOMM BepHychl,
IUo TaM po6Hmcsl.
[KM,tmra
Lpusicism, i3irHyBILlMCb
Hat xaraHueM: .lliqHTb r’polui
Ko.no .ni*cica, x.JIS1THll. J

-

Such abrupt changes in mood are characteristic of evenko’s protean
temperament and occur throughout the poem
not only at the juncture
between digression and narrative. But frequently the juncture itself, as in
-
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the examples quoted above, accentuates the tonal modulation. Thus,
while slowing the movement of the plot, the author’s digressions never
theless contribute to the internal dynamics of "Hajdamaky."
But perhaps the most important function of the digressions in "Hajda
maky" is that they create an image of the poet as a dramatized persona, in
particular, an extra-fabular persona not dependent on his role as narrator
for the illusion of his existence. While in narration the poet’s subjectivity
remains quite apparent and we do not see him as separate from his narra
tive function, in the digressions he emerges as a discrete entity. Details
from his biography and glimpses into his inner world lend substance to his
image. One result of this is that the author can not only portray his
characters, but stand in apposition with them. Thus, as we have seen, he
can identify with Jarema. In the mirror of the author’s own fate, Jarema’s
plight acquires a dimension which would otherwise be absent. He is not
merely an archetypal Cossack involved in heroic exploits and romantic
intrigue, but also becomes the incarnation of the author’s own frustrated
search for "dolja."
If the narrator identifies with Jarema and, to a certain extent, with
Honta and Zaliznjak, in digression no. 8, he engages in an interesting
counterpoint with the kobzar. Aside from the author, the kobzar is the
only important figure in the poem who is "extra-fabular," or outside the
narrated action. He does not really participate in the plot, but rather
appears in dramatic interludes that is, during a brief episode in "Svjato
v Cyhyryni" before the consecration of the knives, and at the merry
making in "Benket u Lysjanci." Since he appears almost exclusively in
portions of the text where the exposition is dramatic, or narration-free, he
emerges more as a dramatis persona than a character in a narrative poem.
Thus both the author and the kobzar do not rely on the narrative fabric
for the illusion of their reality. They are not woven as if from narration,
but exist apart from it.
This in itself would not be significant if the author did not cultivate the
image of himself as folk bard. He does so in the digressions, as we have
seen, with growing emphasis. Throughout the poem he refers to his
manner of delivery as oral, especially as "song," with clear allusions to the
art of the kobzar. In digression no. 5 we read "Ne tu zaspivaju, inoji
zahraju. . .
Both the narrator and the kobzar sing of history in the
making
the kobzar incorporates events into his song as they occur,29
-

."

-

In "Svjato v Cyhyryni," for instance, the kobzar sings: "Nouvaly hajdamaky / V
zelenij dibrovi, / Napryponi pasly koni, / Sidlani, hotovi" lines 1023-26.
29
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and the author narrates, for the most part, in the present tense, often
enjoining his listeners to witness the events with him as they unfold. It is
clear, therefore, that the kobzar emerges as a kind of alter ego to the
author himself. It would seem also that in the dramatic episodes, where no
narrator is present, he performs the function of a narrator-surrogate.
There are, however, several differences in the way the kobzar and the
author present their material and relate to their audience. These dif
ferences tend to enhance certain emphases that the author makes in his
digressions. The kobzar, for instance, sings with exhilaration since his
subject is Cossack glory. The author, by contrast, narrates in a solemn
vein because his emphasis is on his nation’s "nedolja" "Lyxo
ne
divata
bude tancjuvat’. / Nedolju spivaju kozac’koho kraju" digres
sion no. 5 and because all that was glorious has passed no. 4. The
kobzar sings to entertain, and he readily caters to requests from an im
mediate and receptive audience. The hajdamaky elicit encore after encore
from him, often suggesting his theme e.g., "Utny le 1o-nebud’ pro
hajdamakiv"; "Veseloji utny, stare! "; and the kobzar willingly obliges.
The narrator’s aim, by contrast, is not to entertain, but to edify, and in the
digressions he repeatedly makes a point of not catering to the desires of
his anticipated audience as if determined to tell them what they do not
want to hear. He has, moreover, several "audiences" with different
implied or explicit "requests." Thus the poet refuses to heed the journal
critics who ridiculed his theme and native tongue ". . . duren’ rozkazuje /
Mertvymy slovamy" lines 73-74 and in digression no. 8 he affirms his
indifference to their disapproval "Nexaj lajut’.. .". The "divata," who
are disposed toward the tale of romantic love, are also mildly rebuffed, for
the author stresses the primacy of the epic tale digressions no. 3 and no.
5. The poet’s principal audience, his countrymen, are also he suspects
less than eager listeners "A unuky? jim bajdufr, / Panam yto sijut"
no. 5. Perhaps the only truly receptive audiences the author foresees are
posterity "Sluxajte , lob ditjam rozkazat’, / ob i dity znaly, vnukam
rozkazaly," no. 5 and those who are old enough to remember the glory
that was ". . . mofr najdut’/ Kozaka staroho,/ o pryvita mojix
ditok. . ." lines 191-93. Thus while the kobzar is in some respects the
author’s alter ego, their different situations underline a theme which is
recurrent in the digressions: the poet’s separation
not only in distance,
but also in time and spirit
from his intended audience.
Finally, the digressions contain an implicit rationale for the rather
peculiar development of the poem’s two plot lines. Navroc’kyj has faulted
-

-

-

-

-
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evenko for not carrying the love intrigue to a conclusion.30 He points
out that this line of the plot becomes increasingly tenuous and finally
vanishes in the epilogue, where we learn nothing of the heroine’s ultimate
fate. Yet the absence of a denouement in the romantic intrigue can be
interpreted as the poet’s way of tacitly demonstrating the evolution of his
own aesthetic and moral concerns as outlined in the digressions. In the
first two digressions, as we have seen, the author pictures himself pri
marily as a lyric poet and finds it natural to muse about his personal fate
in its intimate private aspect. In subsequent digressions, however, he
casts himself more as an epic bard whose primary duty is to preserve the
memory of his nation’s past in song. While in the digressions Sevenko
never relinquishes the role of lyric poet, he gradually comes to view his
epic role as the more important one. In the digressions we see him con
stantly subordinating the strictly intimate sphere of experience to the
more pressing historical imperative. Thus the phasing-out of the love
intrigue, with its narrowly sentimental thematics, is not a flaw, as
Navroc’kyj suggests, but the fabular corollary to the transition of the
author’s own aesthetic concerns.
Harvard University

3°

Navroc’kyj, "Hajdamaky" Tarasa Sew’enka. pp. 282-83.

DOCUMENTS
LEPOQUE DE DANYLO ROMANOVY
MILIEU DU XIIIe SIÈCLE
D’APRES UNE SOURCE KARATTE

JAROSLAV STEPANIV

Dans la Bibliothèque Scientifique de l’Académie des Sciences de la
Republique socialiste soviétique d’Ukraine a Lviv, dans la section des
manuscrits, au fonds Ossoliñski sous le numéro 11252 feuilles 14-15, se
trouve le texte d’un colofon provenant d’un livre parcheminé de priêres
karaites qui, jusqu’en 1830, était en dépôt a la kenesa synagogue de la
ville de Haly actuellement ville départementale de la region d’Ivano
Frankivs’k en Ukraine. Le texte dudit colofon n’est pas en ancien hébreu,
langue d’origine, mais est une traduction polonaise. La bibliothèque
possède un texte de cette sorte datant de 1838.
Le texte du colofon, divisé par convention en sept parties, donne ceci
avec Ia traduction francaise:
[I] Ii est Ccrit pour les générations
[I] [f. 14] Napisano to bçdzie pó
nieyszym pokoleniom, by wyznawali
lask Boga predwiecznego, ktorych nam
wyswiadczyl.

futures, qu’elles se souviennent des

[II] W roku 5003 od stworzenia

[II] En i’an 5003 depuis Ia creation
du monde scion les Hébreux, et en l’an

swiata, podlug liczbç Israelitow, zas

graces que l’Eternel nous a accordées.

od chrescianskiey 1243, a hegiery 655

1243 d’aprês l’ère chrétienne, ou en

roku podczas gdy pokoy zawarty zos

l’an 655 de l’hégire, une paix a été
signée entre le roi des Tatars Batou

tat miçdzy krolem Tatarow Bahthi
Chanem, y krolem Chrobacyi, w Hali
czu rezyduicym Danijelem, naow
czas kiedy Tatarowie plodrowali Rus

kiey y Polskiey ziemi, ci dway kroli
zawarli miçdzy sob pokoy, a podczas
ukiadu pokoiu, ze strony krola ha

Khan et le roi de Croatie Daniel

Danyio qui résidait a Halyé. A cette
date, alors que les Tatars dévastaient
les terres ruthènes et polonaises, ces

deux rois conclurent une alliance; lors
de cc traité de paix, il y avait aux côtés

lickiego byijego syn weliki kniaz Lew,
y brat jego kniaz Walko, y ci umieicili
do kondycyi pokoju, aeby krol tatar

du roi de Galicie son fils le grand

ski pozwolii stu domom familiom

clauses du traité que le roi tatar don

Karajtów w Krymie zamieszkalym,

nait Ia permission uncertain nombre

prince Leon Lev ainsi que son frCre

Vas’ko. Ils firent

a

inscrire

dans les
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de families karaltes résidant en CrimCe
d’ëmigrer Haly, capitale royale. [Le

a

rych ma od granicy na swoj expens

roi Danylo] était tenu de les prendre a

przyic wybuduie jm domy y dopo
moze jm handel prowadzic poiczony

devait leur faire construire des mai

miçdzy Wschodem, y Ziemi Russyi
czyli Chrobacyi.

commerce qui lierait l’Orient avec la

sa charge une fois la frontière passee,
sons et ieur prêter assistance dans le
terre de Ruthenie, c’est-à-dire la Croa
tie.

[III] Y na tym [f. 14b] fundamencie
kazal krol tatarski ogiosic w Krymie,
ze chto bçdzie z Karaitów miec ochotç
przeisc do ziemi halickiey, bçdzie mu
nadano z skarbu krolewskiego trans
port y expensa, az do granicy ruskiey,

[III] A cc titre Ic roi tatar fit annon
cer en Crimée que les Karaites voulant
émigrer en terre de Galicie obtien

draient de la trésorerie royale des
moyens de transport et de l’argent
pour faire Ic voyage jusqu’à Ia fron

zas ztamtid ruskie ludzi jch przyimi,

tiére ruthène. Là, ils seraient accueillis

y ich przyprowadz do mieyszca, gdzie

par des Ruthénes qui les amèneraient
a l’endroit désiré.

sobie upodobaji siedzic.

[IV] Zatym pobudzilo serce 80 do
mow nacyi KaraitOw, miçdzy ktoremi
bylo 4ch domow kaptanskiego poko

[IV] Le coeur s’eveilia chez 80
familles de la nation karaite, dont 4

lenia, 6 LewitOw, a 70 IsraelitOw,

étaient lévites et 70 israelites. Ces
familles venaient pour la plupart de ia
ville de Solxat, le reste de Mangup, de
Caffa etc.
[V] Et, en l’an 5006 depuis la crea
tion du monde scion les Hébreux, en

wiçksza czçsc byla z miasta Soichat,
reszta z Manguf, Kaffe y t. d.

[V] Y w r-u 5006 od stworzenia
wiata podiug IsraelitOw, zas do liczbç
chrzescian 1246, a hegiery 658° roku,
zebrali sic razem, y i Tatarowie odpro

wadzili do granicy swoiey, furami i
expens krola tatarskiego, a ztamtd
przyieli ich ludzi krola halickiego, y na
jego expensie y iego podwodami, przy
wiezli ich do Halicza.

étaient de generations sacerdotales, 6

l’an 1246 de l’ère chrétienne et en l’an
658 de l’hégire, ils se réunirent et les
Tatars les conduisirent en charrettes et
aux frais du roi tatarjusqu’à leur fron
tiére. Là, us furent accueillis par des
gens du roi de Galicie et amenCs a son
compte et sur ses charrettes a Haly.

[VI] Przyiot ich krol y jego [f. 15]

[VI] Le roi et ses fonctionnaires les

urzçdnicy, y pobudowali jm domy
przeciwko zamku krolewskiego ktoren
stoj na gorze, na brzego [sic] rzeczk
Luków, od polnocney strony zamku,

recurent et leur firent construire des

w ulicy Ruskiey gdzie stoi murowana
boznica tychze, gdzie dawniey odpra
wialy sluzbç Pek Ossynç, na cmentarz
dali jm mieysce na wysogim [sic] brze
gu nad rzeczk Czew, przeciwko box
nicy dawniey zwanc Lelom polelom,
kademu darowal krol p0 100 grzy

maisons en face du château royal,
dressé sur une colline au bord de la
Lukva, au nord du château dans la rue
Rus’ka. On y trouve leur temple de
pierre, dans lequel on celebrait jadis la
messe Pek-Osyna. Ii leut fut donné
une place pour Ic cimetiCre sur une
haute nyc de Ia Ccv en face du temple
nommé jadis Lelom-polelom. Le roi
fit don de 100 grivnas d’argent a
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wicn srebra, nadat im przywilcy, prowadzcnia handlu wolnego w catey
ziemic ruskicy, y zc wolnojm trzymac

y synkowac w jch domach wszelkiemi
trunkami, tudzic nadal jm grta na
gorzc, y pola midzy rzeczkc Lukow y
rzek Dnicstrcm.
[VII] Na tym przywilcju podpisal
sic krol Danijel, y jego brat Wasko

kniaz y biskup Petro.

chacun d’cux. Ii leur accorda Ic privi
lègc du librc commerce dans toute la
terre de RuthCnie ct le droit d’avoir et
de vendre n’importc queues boissons
dans leurs dcmcurcs. Ii lcur distribua
aussi des terres sur la colline et les
champs situés entre la Lukva ct le
Dniestr.
[VII] Le privilege fut signé par le
roi Danylo, par son frére Ic prince
Vas’ko, ct par l’evêque Pierre Petro.

La découverte de ce colofon ne nous revicnt pas. Le texte en a été
maintes fois recopiC’ et même imprimé trois fois, ii a etC commenté et
critiquC, mais, malgré tout, n’a jamais été analyse en profondeur. Ce n’cst
pas tout: si, au milieu du siècle dernier, il était encore l’objet de discussions
scicntifiques, plus tard on en a tout simplement oubliC l’cxistence ou bien
on ne s’cn est servi que pour faire mention de quelques données par
exemple, pour citer les dates 1243 et 1246, lesquelles ont suscité un scep
ticisme presque unanime et cela sans que l’on ait daigné voir les sources
d’ofz ces dates avaient été tirCes et comprendre comment une telle datation
avait pu naitre.
Voila ce que l’on sait sur les origines du colofon. Suite a Ia demandc
formulée en 1838 par l’historien ukrainien Denys Zubryc’kyj 17771862, membre-correspondant de l’Académie Impériale des Sciences de
Saint-PCtersbourg, sur l’origine des Karaites d’Ukrainc, le hazzan de
HalyC Abraham Leonovié Leonowicz, mort en 1851, Crud it karaite bien
connu de son temps, lui a répondu par la lettre suivante la pièce originale
de la lettre écrite en polonais se trouve dans le manuscrit déjà cite No. I
1252, feuille 13:
Monsieur Ic juge,2
Ii m’cst toujours agréabic et dans chaquc cas, scion mes moyens, d’accomplir
des devoirs que votre grace m’a confCrés. Je m’applique d’autant plus maintenant
satisfaire votre demande. En chcrchant parmi les papiersj’ai trouvé un extrait du
livre, autremcnt dit le brouillon d’une information, que j’avais Ccrit pour une
dcmandc semblable faite en 1813 par feu son Excellence Ic métropolite AnhellovyC.

a

Unc autre copie manuscrite du colofon se trouve dans Ia section des manuscrits de
la BibliothCque scientifique de l’Acadèmic des Sciences a Lviv, fonds Ossoliiiski, sous
le nuinero ill 2442, f. 86. Lorigine de cette copie, dont i’écriture date du milieu du XIXC
I

siCcle, est inconnue.
2 D. Zubryc’kyj Ctai* de 1809

a 1820 juge aux tribunaux de Ia region de Peremyil’; ii
assumait aussi ces fonctions au Tribunal de province Landesrecht a Lviv et fut plus
tard juge d’instruction a Lviv.
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Le livre, d’oO a Cté tire l’extrait, Ctait un bréviaire de grand format Ccrit sur
parchemin avant l’cxode des Karaltes de Criméc, a l’époque oO ii n’y avait pas
encore d’imprimeries en Europe. Ii y était question du temps du depart des
KaraItes dc Ia Crimee pour Halyó; il y avait aussi diverscs notes sur les agrCments
et les contrariétés qu’ont eus depuis prés de 600 ans les colonies sur Ics nouveaux
lieux d’habitation.
Cependant, cc Iivre a malheureusement Cté détruit avec notre temple comme Ic

sait votre Grace en 1830 lors d’un incendie impitoyable. Jc me suis nCanmoins
souvenu avoir fait un extrait de cc livre pour feu son Excellence AnhcllovyC,
Icquel a confirmC que cela Ctait en conformitC avec un livre que feu [Ic mCtropo
litejavait lu, queles KaraItes Ctaient venus en RuthCnie Rouge encore au XIIIC
siCcle, lors du régne des grands-princes ruthènes. J’ai recherché cet [extrait} dans
mes papiers et je joins ici Ia copie, traduite en polonais, sous [Ic signe] X.
Quo Monsieur daigne prendre acte [de cet extrait] ct Ic fasse connaitre qui ii
faut. Dc mCme, quc votre grace daigne me pardonner de nc pas l’avoir informCe
avant, car, en plus des devoirs rituels complexes que nous avons pour Ics fetes
actuclles, je me sens êpuisC. Ce n’est qu’après avoir constaté mon retard dans la
réponse que j’ai fait de mon micux pour la preparer conformément a [mcs] efforts
et pour la presenter humblcmcnt a Monsieur. J’ai l’honneur d’avoucr honnCte
ment que je reste toujours Ic plus profondCment oblige a Monsieur notre bien
faiteur.

a

Haly, le 3.X.l838.
Leonovié3
Abraham LeonoviC a joint a cette lettre le texte du colofon mCme en
l’intitulant: "Information sur I’arrivée des KaraItes en terre ruthène de
Galicie, extraite d’une de leurs anciennes chroniques, parcheminée et
exécutée par LeonoviC, rabbin actuel des Karaites HalyC."
Parmi les renseignements contenus dans la lettre, ii y en a surtout deux
qui attirent notre attention: ils sont vCrifiCs par d’autres donnCes.
Primo, Il s’agit d’une mention sur cc qu’une traduction du colofon ou
peut-êtie memo une copie d’un texte original écrit en hébreu a etC faite
pour Ia premiere fois en 1813 pour Antin AnhellovyC 1756-1814, metropolite catholique ukrainien de Lviv depuis 1808, ancien professeur et
recteur de I’Université do Lviv. Celui-ci avait en effet toutes Ies raisons de
s’intéresser aux Karaltes de HalyC: il avait achetC en 1811 HalyC et le
village voisin Zalukva, ainsi que le droit de vente de l’eau-de-vie HalyC,
Ic droit de transport par bac pour Ia traversCe du Dniestr etc. II est evident
que c’est pour ces raisons qu’il voulait avoir des renseignements sur les
habitants "exotiques" de Halyé. Nos recherches dans les archives des
mCtropolites catholiques ukrainiens do Cviv qui se trouvent, ii est vrai,
avec de grandes lacunes, aux Archives Historiques d’ttat de la RCpu

a

a

Lextrait do cette lettre a CtC publiC dans: S. Kunasjewicz, Przecbadzki archeo
Iogiczne pa Lwowie, fasc. 2-3, Lviv, 1876, p. 122.
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blique socialiste soviétique d’Ukraine a Lviv, fonds 201, 408, 491 n’ont
abouti pour le moment a non
Ia lottro d’Abraham LeonoviC n’a pas été
Pourtant,
le
fait
méme
rotrouvCo.
que Ia copie ot la traduction du colofon
ont ete exécutées justemont a cette epoquo ne laisso aucun douto.
Secundo: la nouvello de l’incendio de HalyC. En 1830 en effet, un grand
incendie détruisit presque toute la ville; c’est alors quo fut brulee ladite
kenesa do bois avec, comme on doit le supposer, tous ses documents
-

écrits.

En réalitC Leonovi est non seulement lo premier publicateur do cob
fon bien qu’il no l’ait pas fait sous forme imprimCe, mais aussi son
premier interprète. Sos interpretations sont naives et souvent no résistont
pas a Ia critique scientifique; mais, pour rCpondre aux accusations portCes
plus tard contro Leonovi, il est nécessaire do les citer: dIes montrent Ic
niveau des connaissances historiques propres au hazzan a cette epoque.
Voici cc qu’il Ccrit a propos do l’arrivée des KaraItes a HalyC:
Quand los KaraItes émigrèrcnt a Halyé, il n’y avait pas encore dans ces lioux do
Juifs talmudistos. Los indications données par le voyageur juif Benjamin do
Tudela que Ic comte Tadeusz Czacki mentionne aussi dans son ouvrage scionti
fique intitulé Rozprawa o ±ydach i karaitach 1807 en font preuvo, car, parlant
des synagogues juives, [il] no fait pas mention do [leur] existence a cotto Cpoquo en
Ruthénie locale. En outre, un autre indice pormet do dire quc los Juifs sont venus a
Haly après los KaraItes: un cimotièro karaito sc trouvo sur Ia nyc memo do la Coy,
tandis quo celui des Juifs no lui a été accolé quo plus tard. Ledit voyageur Ben
jamin est mort on 1172.

En commentant dans la suite la date 5006 1246, LeonoviC expliquait:
Depuis cetto époque, on calcule chaque année dans los calendriers quo los savants
Karaites composaicnt pour cux-mCmes aussi l’annéo do l’arrivée des KaraItes a
Halyé; par exemple, l’année israelite 5599 depuis la creation du monde c’est
[l’annéo] 592 dopuis quo nous sommes a Haly, [l’année] 361 quand on s’est
installC

a Luc’k Loutsk

ot ainsi do suite. Et le fait quo dans ledit ouvrage edition

do Vilnius, p. 266 Ic comto savant susmentionnédit quo "los actes témoignent quo
durant quatre siécles aucun Karaite dans notro pays n’a été traduit devant Ia
justice pour crime," [il] a dU l’apprendre des Karaltes do Luc’k, parco quo c’ost
d’eux qu’il avait obtenu cortains rensoignoments.
Leonovi a joint cos commontairos a titro do supplement
du cobofon dans le manuscrit No. 11252.

a Ia

traduction

Zubryc’kyj, quo l’on a cite plus haut, a pour la premiere fois publié le
colofon karaite sous forme imprimeo on traduction russo dans son étude
"Kritiko-istoniCeskaja povest’ vremennyx let Cervonnoj iii Galickoj Rusi
ot vodvorenija xristianstva pri knjazjax pokolonija Vladimira Veli
kogo do konca XV stobotija" Moscou, 1845, pp. 154-55. Dans cot
ouvrago, l’excursion en question a été intitulée par l’auteur "Renseigno
-
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monts sur l’arnivée en 1246 des Karaltes en RuthCnie rouge." En tenminant
sa publication, Zubryc’kyj notait: "Le rabbin actuel LeonoviC a traduit
ccci c’est-à-diro Ic colofon - Ja. S. do l’hCbreu, mais je laisso a l’oxamen
futur Ic soin de decider dans queue mesure cc renseignement correspond
a Ia réalité historique. "Jamais Zubryc’kyj n’a effectué cet "examen futur,"
mais cc qu’il y a do particulier, c’est quo cot historien hypercnitique Ctait
enclin a admettre en so fondant évidemment sun be colofon quo los
KaraItos étaiont arrives sun los terres occidentales do la Ruthénie au XIII
siècle. En parlant dans ses Ccrit des colons étrangens dans l’tat do
Galicie - Volynie, il affirmait op. cite, p. 143: "Los artisans ot les pointros
allemands furent installCs pour la premiCre fois a Lviv et sos environs non
pas sous Casimin lo Grand, comme on l’affirmait jusqu’alors, mais a
l’époquo do Lov et do sos successeurs ruthènes qui les avaient fait venir
dans cos lieux avec des ArmCniens, dos Karaltes et d’autres." Presque en

même tomps que Zubryc’kyj, un autre savant ukrainien, ethnographe,
histonien ot linguisto, Ivan VahylovyC 1811-1866, s’intéressait au
colofon. II connaissait LoonoviC en porsonne4 et, après avoir obtenu de lui
le texte du colofon, ii prCpara on 1839 une étude intitulCe "La ville do
HalyC" dans laquello il insCra be mëme texte en traduction polonaise. Ivan
VahybevyC était d’avis que les pnincipales donnCes du colofon comes
pondaient a la vérité historique. II citait los Karaitos comme Ctant "los plus
anciens habitants" do HaIy que "be noi Danylo avait fait venir de Ia
CnimCo au milieu du XIIIe siècle a la suite d’un traitC signè avec Batou
Khan afin d’entrotonir dos rapports commerciaux avec l’Est [. . .}. Ils
Ctaient en possession d’un privilege du roi Danylo qui a brUlC avoc le
temple on 1830."
Larticle de Ivan VahylovyC n’ajamais Pu être publiCdesonvivant. Peu
do temps après sa parution, l’auteun le fit passer en Russie pour le publier,5
mais il n’a pas été imprimC et est conserve actuellement sous sa fonme
manuscrite a la Bibliothèque Lénine a Moscou section des manuscnits,
fonds "autouns Ctrangers," serviette 1, dossier 16, feuilbes 1-2.
Au debut des années 1850, l’histonien amateur ukrainien Omeijan
Levyc’kyj 1821-1891 vint a prendre connaissance do LeonoviC et du
colofon. 11 conserva des renseignements sur le cobofon, sun l’incondie qui
l’avait dCtruit en 1830, sun Ia copie Ccnite pour le métropolite AnhellovyC
4

Ivan Vahylevy pane dans son autobiographic de sa rencontre avec Leonovié. Voir:
Ivan Franko, "Do biografiji Ivana VahylevyCa," Zapysky Naukovoho tovarvstva im.
.evi’enka, t. 79, Lviv, 1907, p. 116.
5
Voir les leures d’Ivan Vahylevy de 1843 a 1845 dans: Pis’ma kM. P. Pogodinu iz
slavjanskix zemel’ 1835-1861, t. 3, Moscou, 1880, p. 641-648.
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etc., dans des notes faites a cette epoque mais publiCes seulement 40 ans
après.6
En 1850 encore, un autne savant ukrainien avait fait a HalyC la connais
sance do LeonoviC. Il s’agit d’Antin PetruevyC 1821-1913, historien ot
philologue, membre do quatre academies des sciences en particulier
membne hononaine de l’AcadCmie ImpCniabe des Sciences a Saint
PCtonsboung. Leo noviC lui foumnit le texte du colofon en hébreu quo
PetnuevyC connaissait et sa traduction polonaise. Ces matCriaux dont
le texte hCbrou possède de toute evidence une valour panticulière
sont
pour be moment introuvables dans Ic niche fonds d’archives du savant
iviv dans la Bibliothèque Scientifique do b’AcadCmie des Sciences et aux
Archives Centnalos Histoniques d’Etat do la RCpubbique socialiste sovié
tique d’Ukraine, ainsi qu’à Leningrad ala Bibbiothèque de b’Académio dos
Sciences de b’URSS. Cet inconvenient est compensC toutefois pan Ia
publication du colofon quo PetruevyC a offectuCe en 1854 on insCnant sa
traduction russo ot son commontairo très critique dans son article "Penes
motn gramot knjazju Evu pnipisyvaemyx" insere dans le recuoil Galickj
is:oriëesky sbornik, t. 2, Eviv, 1854, p. 173-176.
-

-

a

Dans son interpretation du colofon kanaite, Antin PetnuevyC a
commis une enreun malheureuse. Ii a identifié Ic colofon avec Ia charte, cc
qui est inadmissible du point de vuo méthodologique, et a envisage le
cobofon a partir des mêmes positions critiques que pour I’analyse d’autres
chartes du prince Lev quo l’on datait de Ia premiere moitiC du XIII0 siècle
au debut du XIVC siCcle, chartos qu’il a d’ailleuns reconnues comme étant
des faux et cela avec raison vu sous l’angle de la dipbomatique. Envisa
geant be cobofon comme un document junidique de type charte royale,

PetnuevyC a totalement niC Ia valeun du colofon on tant que source
histonique; ib a déclarC que c’Ctait un faux fait dans Ia premiere moitiC du
XIXe siècle et a tnaitC do "fable karaite" tous les renseignoments qui s’y

tmouvaient.
Etant donnC quo l’opinion de PetruevyC a jouC de son ternps un role
dCcisif dans I’interprCtation du colofon comme source historique, il

devient nCcessaire do bui attnibuen quelque valour, en particulier aussi
pour mieux se rendre compte du mauvais fondement de Ia plupart de ses

nepnoches. En commentant Ic colofon PetruevyC a porte son attention, a

juste titre d’aibleurs, sur be fait que be compte des annCes scIon b’hCgire ne
E. [Omeljanj L[evyc’kyj], "Neskol’ko narodnyx predanij o Galie," Slovo, Lviv,
1879, no, 6, p. 1; du memo auteur, "EIe o GaliCe i ego okresnostjax Iz zapisok,"
Slovo. 1885, no. 5, p. 2.
6
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coincide pas avec le compto des annéos a partir de la creation du monde
ainsi qu’avec la naissance du Christ; quo Danylo ost faussement nommC
noi do Cnoatio; quo lo fils do Danylo no possedait pas le titro do grandprince; quo los Tatars n’avaiont pas do roi; quo Danylo ne fut couronnC roi
qu’on 1253. Il a bien roctiflé le nom du temple Lel-Polel par lequel "il faut
entendre
solon lui
l’ancionne Cglise Saint-PantClémon ot l’actuelle
eglise Saint-Stanislas prés do HalyC." Ii a précisC quo le Temple kenesa
dans la rue Rus’ka [Ruthèno] est "l’actuelle Cgliso de la Nativité du
Christ." PotrulevyC a bien découvort l’anachnonisme contonu dans la
mention qu’on aunait fait construiro pour los KaraItes une maison en face
du palais royal, dans la rue Rus’ka. Si l’on interprèto a la lettro lo passage
connospondant du colofon, il advient on effet quo "los Karaltes sont venus
a HalyC a l’Cpoquo oü los Ruthènes n’occupaiont plus qu’une seule rue
nommCo [en leun nom] Rus’ka et quo los autres parties do la ville Ctaiont
déjà occupees par la nation dominanto, los Polonais."
En soumottant a la critique d’autres passages du colofon, PetruovyC so
fondait sun la science histonique do son tomps ot sun centaines idées, pen
sonnelles ot subjectives. Ainsi, abordant la question du traité do 1243
ontre be prince Danylo et Batou, il signalait quo "Danybo avait mene los
pourpanlens avoc Batou pas avant 1246, et encore en qualité do prince et
non do roi, bors do son sCjour a l’Honda." Nous savons aujourd’hui voin
plus loin pour los details quo lo prince Danylo était néollement entrC en
pounparlens en 1243 avec los Tatars, on PetnuevyC ne pouvait pas encore
connaitro ces données en 1854.
Ii Ctait d’avis quo los KanaItes n’avaient Pu prendro los tomes entro la
Lukva et le Dniestr et quo l’appanition do la mention correspondante dans
be colofon vonait do ce quo "le falsificateun ignonait quo ces tonros faisaient
pantio do la ville de HalyC au-delà do la Lukva, actuellomont le village do
Zalukva, cc dont témoignent los décombres qui s’y trouvont encore de nos
jours." Nous savons aujourd’hui quo PctruevyC avait absolument mal
localisé l’emplacement do l’ancienne capitalo. Cola a Cté prouvC do facon
definitive pan los rechenches archCologiques effectuees presque un siècle
plus tard.7
Comme nous allons le voin plus bas, on no pout non plus donnon raison
aux affirmations tranchantos de PetruevyC, qui avancait quo la mention
do l’evêque Potro était liée ace quo "Leonowicz avait tire le nom do ce haut
-

-

Voir: Jaroslav Pasternak, Starvj Hal}’: Arxeolohi&ii doslidy u 1850-1943 rr.,
Cracovie-Lviv, 1944, notammont p. 50. Los comptes rendus des rocherches récentos
dans: Arxeolohjja Ukraj ins ‘koji RSR, t. 3, Kiev, 1975, p. 222-229; Ic plan so trouve ala

p. 223 le toxte est do V. K. Honarov.
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ecclCsiastique do la preface au catalogue du clenge do l’archidiocèso grCco
catholique do Lviv, [on] il s’agissait do l’anchovêque Petno." PetnuovyC,
sans raisons suffisantes pour cola, expliquait le nom du prince Vas’ko pan
l’analogio avec "monsieur Vas’ko, témoin dans los chamtes falsifiCes do
Lev."
La conclusion definitive tireo pan PetnuevyC fut très severe. Ne tenant
pas compto de cc qu’il avait affaire a un colofon manuscnit c’est-a-dire a
une source do genre narnatif ot non a une chante c’ost-à-dine a un docu
ment possedant uno valour junidique, ib citait le colofon commo Ctant
"encore une nouvelle chante falsifieo, écnito a ce qu’il parait sur l’exompbe
des chartcs do Lev. . . un nCcit gratuit sun la premiere amnivée dos KanaItes a
HalyC." Ii lui semblait memo avoin dCcouvert le falsificateur. Solon lui, il
s’agissait do LeonoviC, et "la raison memo de la composition do ce nécit
invonté d’après uno pretendue charte do Danylo Ctait quo Leonovi avait
voulu prouvon quo les KaraItes Ctaient d’anciens habitants do HalyC, qu’ils
avaient obtenu des princes nuthèncs le droit do vendre des boissons
alcoolisées ot qu’ils possedaiont dopuis longtemps des biens a HalyC."
Lattitude negative do PetruevyC onvers le colofon s’est manifestCe
dans d’autros ouvrages. Etudiant l’histoire do HalyC, il montionnait trento
ans plus tard "l’inconsistante légende kanaite sur leur [pretendue] anrivCe
dans ces lioux déjà a l’epoque du prince Danylo RomanovyC."t
Uno troisièmo publication du colofon a vu le jour, ot cola grace au
jounnaliste ot histonien amateur polonais Stanislaw Kunasiewicz 18421879 qui avait insCnC dans b’etude Przechadzki archeologiczne p0
Lwowie, fasc. 2-3, ILviv, 1876 p. 122-124 be colofon en question avecles
remarques de LeonoviC. Le toxte polonais avait été tine du manuscnit
No. 1 1252 déjà mentionnC plus haut. Stanislaw Kunasiowicz avait
imprimC le colofon sans en donner do commentairo; il ignorait l’cxistence
des deux publications pnécédontes.
La triple publication du colofon pourrait tCmoigner en favour du grand
intCrêt quo son texte avait suscitC. En néalitC, il n’en fut pas ainsi. Los
donnéos du colofon no furent utilisCes tant au sens positif quo negatif
quo pan un nombne tnès rostneint d’histoniens. La plupart des investiga
tours do l’histoine othnologique des KanaItes les ignonait.
Lopinion quo l’arrivee dos Karaltes dans los ternes do l’Etat de Galicie
Volynie date de b’Cpoque du roi Danylo a la base des publications do
Denys Zubnyc’kyj a étè pantagéo pan l’onientaliste ot ethnognaphe
A. S. PetruIevi PetrulevyC, "Arxeologieskic naxodki bliz goroda Galia," Vest
nik Narodnogo doma, Lviv, 1883, no. 4, p. 36.
S
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ukrainion Franc Dombnovs’kyj mort en b866,° et pan la suite elle a Cté
soutonue pan le savant autrichien Johann-Vinzenz Goehlert.’°
A la fin du XIXe siècle, aprés quo N. M. Litowski cut publié on 1893
dans la revue "Ha-Maggid" a Lyck uno lettre d’Eli LeonoviC de HalyC
adrossCe au savant karaite connu Abraham FirkoviC 1785-1874 conte
nant des données du colofon," certains ouvnagesdevulganisationscienti
fique et de publicistes nopninent le theme do l’emigration des KaraItos do
Cnimee a l’Cpoque du règne do Danylo.
Eaffinmation d’une tello emigration en Ruthénie au milieu du XIIIe
siècle a èté populariséc, ontre autres, par l’homme do lottres juif Reuben
Fahn 1878-1939 dans toute une senie d’articles, d’essais et do livres
consacrCs aux Karaltos do HalyC, panmi lesquels il avait vCcu pendant
quolquo tomps.’2 Los idéos do Fahn funont accueillies au debut du XXe
siècle comme quelquo chose do nouveau tellemont les publications du
colofon faitos par Zubryc’kyi, PotrulevyC et Kunasiewicz avaient été deja
oubliéos.
En rapport avec les publications do Litewski et do Fahn, l’idée do
l’arnivée des Karaites en Galicie au tomps du roi Danylo fut soutonue dans
los premiers ouvrages do l’histonion et othnographe ukrainion Bohdan
Janu Janusz, 1889-1930. Ce dernien datait l’arrivée dos Karaites a
HalyC aux environs de 1240, estimant qu’ils "auraient pu êtno les otages
des Tatans ou bien, entretenant des napports commonciaux avec HalyC,
avaiont profité du tnaité do paix pour so procurer des privileges et
s’installen a Haly&"3 Janu avait pour adepte l’cthnognaphc uknainien
Volodymyr Hrebonjak 1893-19 15
Après pnosquo un domi-siècle do silence, la datation de l’émignation des
KaraItcs do Cnimée du milieu du XIIIe siècle fut reprise a nouveau sur los
14

10

F. Dombrovs’kyj, Karaimy v Krymu, Simferopol’, 1848.
J v Goehlert, "Die Karaiten und Mennoniten in Galizion," Sitzungsberichte der

Philosophisch-historischen Kiasse der Kais. Akademie der Wissenschaften,

t.

38,

Vionne, 1862, p. 598.
"
Ii no nous a pas eté donné de retrouver Ia revue "Ha-Maggid" do l’annCe 1893.
Nous citons d’apres Bohdan Janusz Janut, "Gmina karaicka w Haliczu," Na ziemi
naszej, Lviv, 1911, no. 5, p. 5, et R. Fahn, "Aus dem Lebon der Karaiten," Ost und
West, Berlin, 1912, no. 1, p. 67.
12 Voir du moms los ouvrages suivants: R. Fahn, Miaje ha-Karaim: Skizzen und
Typen aus dem Leben der Karaiten, Haly-Drohoby, 1908; la rCimpression ultC
rioure sans indication do date a Berlin; Legenden der Karaiten, Vienne, 1921 ot
autres, ainsi quo quelques articles dont l’histoire des Karaites on Galicie in Ha-Kedem,
Saint-PCtersbourg, 1910 non disponible; voir aussi l’ouvrage cite a Ia note 11.
13 Janusz, "Gmina karaicka," p.6; voir aussi sos "Ostatni z MohikanOw galicyjskich,"
wiat, Varsovie, 1912, no. 16, p. 9.
14 Volodymyr Hrebenjak, "Karajims’ka oselja v Halyëi," Ilustrovana Ukrajina, Lviy,

1913, no. 21-22, p. 16.
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pages des editions scientifiques. Le savant karaIto Simeon Szyszman
yman, se basant sun la publication do Kunasiewicz, a remanquC quo
los Karaitos do HalyC datent la fondation do bun communauté on l246.’
Lorientaliste ot historion uknainion, pnofossouràl’UnivorsitCdo Harvard,
Omebjan Pritsak a avancC l’hypothèse selon laquolbe Ic debut do l’èro
karaIto HalyC qu’il date do 1254 "pout conrespondro a l’Cpoque do
l’adoption do la religion quelque part dans les steppes ukrainionnes."t
II ost possible d’ajouter quelques autres noms ala liste des autours ot do
buns oeuvnos qui adoptaient l’idéo, appuyCe pan le colofon, do I’annivée
des Kanaitos on Ruthénie au milieu du XIID siècle. Pourtant cola no
modifierait pas l’impression genCrale quo le colofon n’a attire l’attention
quo do quelques chercheurs. La plupart des historiens passaient tout
simplement los donnCes du cobofon sous silence, sans memo daigner on
faire l’analyso ou bien en ignorant bol et bien son oxistonce; ils nCpCtaiont
on stéréotype des données pnetondues elaborees uno fois pour toutos
encore au debut du XIXe siècle sun cc quo los Karaltes so soraient établis
en Lituanio, en Pobogne ot en Ukraine do Ia fin du XIV sièclo au debut du
XV, et quo bun apparition dans cos lioux serait liee a l’activité du Grand
Prince do Lituanie Vytautas Vitovt, d. 1430. Si étonnant quo cola puisso
paraItro, lo colofon n’a jamais fait l’objet do rechenches pour los historiens
do l’Etat do Galicie-Volynie, bien quo los renseignomonts qu’il renfenmo
mCritent d’être étudiCs.
C’est l’essai intitule "Des Juifs et des Karaltes" do b’historien ot Ccono
miste polonais Tadeusz Czacki 1765-1813, édité Vilnius en 1807 ot
neédité par Ia suite, qui a oxercC une influence reellement fatale et pour
ainsi dire galvanisante sun los opinions dos savants. Ecrit a pantir d’une
documentation limitéo, dans un osprit d’apologie do Ia politique du Grand
Prince Vytautas et do legerete envers los sources et los traditions karaites,
b’essai de Czacki laisse neanmoins une empreinto sensible sur los etudes
karaites. Los hypotheses avancéos par l’auteun so tnansmettaient commo
des faits prouves ot Ctaient rCpétees presque sans changements pan des
dizaines d’auteurs polonais, russos, ukrainiens, juifs et memo karaltes.
Cos hypotheses trouvont un soutien considerable encore do nosjours. On
pout citer comme un fait cunioux l’association du nom do Vytautas a
l’appanition des colonies karaites HalyC et a Eviv, bien quo ces villes
n’aientjamais Cté sous ba domination d’un Grand-prince lituanien, cc qui

a

a

a

‘
S. Szyszman, ‘Die Karaer in Ost-Mittebeuropa," Zeitschrfl für Ostforschung,
Marburg, 1957, no. 1, p. 29.
16 Omeljan Pritsak, "Das KaraImische," Philologiae Turcicae fundamenta, t. 1,
Wiesbaden, 1959, p. 328.
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d’ailleurs Ctait note par des auteurs plus critiques, tel quo Maximilien
Ernest Gumpbowicz 1864_189717 ou bien JanuI18 et Szyszman’9 quo
nous avons deja montionnés. Nous nous proposons do consacror un
article special sun le problème do l’authenticitC do la pretendue lCgende do
Vytautas.
En outre, il faut prendro en consideration quo l’histoniognaphie polo
naise du XIXe siècle ot do la premiere moitiC du XXe siècle propagoait
l’ideo qu’avant l’annexion do la Galicie par la Pologne pour la premiere
fois on 1349 ot définitivement en 1387, cos tomes Ctaiont quasi désontiques
ot n’auraient etC peuplees quo grace aux mesures entroprisos par los rois ot
les magnats polonais. Ii devient clam qu’uno tolle approche "aprioriquo"
du problème do l’immigration dos KaraItos no laissait aucune place aux
etudes sun la question do l’arrivCo dos Karaites en Galicie a l’epoquo prC
polonaise. D’ailleurs, après l’ouvrago do Czacki, l’histoniographie polo
naise n’a jamais ete on etat de presenter une étude originale du problèmo.
Lautonité scientifique do PetnuovyC, lequel datait l’annivèe dos Karaites
a Halyé d’abord "probabloment déjà au XIV siècle" et plus tard "a la fin
du XIV ou memo au debut du XVe siècle,"20 avait oxorcé une forte
influence sun l’histoniographie ukrainienno et russo. Janul fut lo soul a
tontor uno revision des vues deja établios, ot cola seulement dans sos
premiers ouvnagos.
Pour l’historiographio juivo, qui vens la fin du XIX siècle et dans la
premiere moitiC du XXe, formait sos vues totalemont sous l’impression do
la polemique andente engagee sun los debuts des colonies karaites en
Crimée, l’idée do l’émigration dos Kanaitos do Cnimée on Ruthénie vors le
milieu du XIIIe siècle s’avéna inacceptable. Un role somblablo a celui
qu’avait joué Harkavy en Russie revint a l’histonien et profcsseur do
l’Univorsité do Varsovie qui fut d’ailbours un invostigatour do renom de
l’histoine ethniquo des Juifs d’Ukraino et do Pologno Mayer-Samuel
Balaban 1877-1942, on cc qui concorno i’Uknaine occidentalo. Ii datait
dèfinitivoment l’annivée dos Karaitos en Galicie au XVe siècle.2’ Reuben
17
‘

M. Gumplowicz, Poczqtki religii zydowskiej w Poisce, Varsovie, 1903, p. 5-6.
B. Janusa, "Z dziojOw KaraitOw galicyjskich," Gazeta Ko.icielna, Lviv, 1911,

no. 31, p. 383; du memo auteur, "Nieznany lud w Galicji," Gazeta Ludowa, Lyiv, 1912,
no. 6, p. 10; no. 10, p. 8; du memo autour, "Ostatni z MohikanOw halickich," Gazeta
Wieczorna, Lviv, 1916, no. 2847, p. 3-4.
19 S. Szyszman, "Zamek najeziorny w Trokach ijego obroñcy," Pamitnik Wileñski,
Londres, 1972, p. 384-385.
20 A. PetruIevi, "0 galickix episkopax so vromeni uredonija galickoj Cparxii dafr
do konca XIII veka," Galickzj istoriceskij sbornik, t. 2, Lviv, 1854, p. 125; du memo

auteur, "Arxeologieskie naxodki," p. 36.
21
M. Balaban, "Do dziejOw karaickich Okruchy historyczne," Na ziemi naszej,
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Fahn, qui d’ailleurs n’Ctait pas historien, n’out pas d’adoptos pour le
problème en question.
Si étonnant quo cola puisse paraitne, los savants karaites memos
tnaitaiont a Ia legére ba question dos debuts des colonies karaites en
Ruthénio. Los tentativos do LoonoviC pour lover lo voile sur be passé
n’eunont pas d’Ccho justoment dans les milieux karaitos. Dans l’étudo
monographique la plus réconto, réalisée par le membre do l’AcadCmio dos
Sciences Polonaise Ananiasz Zajczkowski l903_l970,22 Ia question
sur les debuts dos colonies karaItos on Galicie ost passCe sous silence. Co
n’ost quo Szyszman qui tâche do ravivor dans sos articles la discussion
autoun des dates 1243 et 1246.
Un tel état do choses dans l’histoire othniquo dos KaraItes paralt êtrc la
consequence do touto uno suite d’affirmations émanant d’ouvrages his
toriques, ethnographiques et linguistiques ukrainiens et nusses; los plus
nCconts avancont, par exomple, quo "sun le ternitoiro do Lituanie et
d’Ukraine, los Kanaites vinront s’instalber vers la fin du XIVC siècle et au
debut du XV," ou bien quo "vors la fin du XIVe siècle un groupo do
Karaites on qualitC do prisonniers des princes lituanions arniva [. .
dans los regions ouest d’Ukraine occupées par la Lituanio,"24 ou bion
memo quo "des Karaites s’installèrent a HalyC ot a Kukyziv au XVIe
siècle,"25 etc.
Plus do 120 ans so sont ecoules depuis quo PetrulovyC a procede a uno
analyse scientifique
la seulo, bien qu’imparfaite
du colofon karaite
de HalyC. Sos conclusions étaient dans une gnande mesure dictCes par dos
opinions subjectives sur l’histoire do HalyC, lesquolles furent néfutées plus
tard par des témoignagos archCologiques ot histoniques convaincants. II
ost grand oment temps do nefaire une analyse du cobofon. Le but d’une tello
analyse est do repondre a Ia question s’ib n’y a pas on effet do donnéos
authentiques possédant une valour tant pour l’Ctude do l’histoire ethnique
des Kanaites quc pour cello do l’histoire do l’Etat do Galicie-Volynie.
-

-

Lviv, 1910, no. 10, p. 76; du mCme auteur, "Karaici w Polsce," dans son livre Studia
historvczne, Varsovie, 1927, p. 56.
22 A. Zajczkowski, Karaims in Poland: History, Language, Folklore, Science,
Varsovie-La Haye-Paris, 1961.
23 K. M. Musaev, "Karaimskij jazyk," dans to livre Jazyki narodov SSSR, t. 2,
Moscou, 1966, p. 260.
24
V. I. Naul’ko, Razvitie meJètniéeskix svjazej na Ukraine: Istoriko-etnografi
iesk,j oëerk, Kiev, 1975, p. 60.
25 5. I. Kopak, Naselennja ukrajins ‘koho Prykarpattja lstoryko-demohrafMnyj
narys: Dokapitalistyényj period, Lyiv, 1974, p. 68.
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Notre analyse a etC effoctuCe solon le plan suivant:
1. La datation du cobofon;
2. Lauteun du colofon chemin faisant ii sera question de savoim s’iI
no s’agit pas en effot d’un texto fabsifié do la premiere moitié du
XIXe siècle;
3. Stratification du texte du colofon ainsi quo son origino;
4. Los donnCes du cobofon â Ia Iumière d’autros sources;
5. Autres témoignages kanaItes sun I’émignation au XIIF siècle;
6. Importance du colofon on tant quo source histonique.
1. La datation du colofon
Le toxto original du colofon no contenait pas do date indiquant son
apparition. PotruevyC accusait LeonoviC d’avoin lui-même compose lo
toxto autromont dit, lors dos annCes 30 du XIX0 siècle. D’autno pant, lo
mCnito qu’iI faut reconnaitre a PetmuevyC est d’avoir été Ic premier a
relevem la non-correspondance entre le système chronobogique do l’hégime
et bes deux autres, mais, hélas, ib n’a pu cii tirer aucune conclusion.
Le colofon contient les dates do deux Cvénements. La premiere relate
los pourparlers entro Danylo et Batou, qui ant eu lieu en 5003 a partir do la
creation du mondo solon be calendrier judaIque luno-solaire, cc qui
comrospondrait a 1243 après Jesus Christ d’après lo calendnier solaine La
soi-disant èro do Dionisius Exiguus, ot a 655 do l’hégino du calendnion
lunaire musulman. La secondo date conconno le depart des Karaltes do
Cnimée, qui aunait eu lieu en 5006 d’aprês lo calendniorjudaique, on 1246
apnès Jesus Christ et on 658 d’après l’hCgire.
La confrontation des dates prouve quo l’auteur anonyme du colofon a
bion garde la correlation dos années entro le calendnier judaique et lo
calendnien chrètien 10 compte so faisait Cvidomment a partin do Ia creation
du monde, mais n’a Pu le faire d’après l’hCgire. En offet, l’annCe 1243
correspond a 640/1 do l’hégino, ot 1246 a 643/4 du calondrior musulman;
d’autre part, l’an 655 do l’hCgine c’est l’an 1257 après Jesus Christ, ot
rospoctivemont 658 1259/60. La raison do cos erreurs ost simple: l’auteun
du cobofon cnoyait quo le compto dos annéos do l’hégire se faisait d’apnès le
système solaine. Un simple calcul prouvo quo l’autour du cobofon liait 1700
apnès Jesus Christ a 1112 do l’hCgire on, l’annCe 1112 do l’hCgire a corn
mencé de fait le 18 juin 1700. C’est a partir do cc moment chronologique
qu’il a arnoncé son compte omronC.
11 s’ensuit quo la seule conclusion possible cst quo le colofon a Cté Ccrit
l’annCo memo oü commence lo calcul enronC de l’héginc, c’est-a-dine en
1700 après Jesus Christ. Puisqu’une tollo combinaison do dates pout dIe
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seube Clucider be cornpto erronC des années do l’hégirc, l’affirmation do
PotruevyC quo bo cobofon aurait etC Ccnit aux XIXe siècle a pordu son sons.
La bocalisation a HalyC do ba composition du cobofon ne laisse aucun
douto.
2. Lautour du cobofon
Lo cobofon no fait non seuboment aucune mention do la date do son
apparition quo b’on pout, comme on b’a vu, roconstituon avec assoz do
precision, rnais il no dit non sun son autoun. Tenant compte du lieu do Ia
composition du cobofon, ib faut chorchon l’autoun parrni los roprésontants
unstruits do ba cobonie karaite vivant a HabyC a la fin du XVIIe siècbo.
Los recherches faites sun bo passé do cetto cobonie arnènent a penson quo
l’auteur du cobofon pournait etro be savant karaito connu Yosef ben
Samuel hazzan ben Isaak, quo l’on connalt encore sous be nom do Yosef
ha-Malbin "cebui quo fournit le pain"; Genèse 42:6 et qui en 1700
finissait sos jouns a HabyC.
Yosef ha-Mabin ost une figure si connuo qu’on ne saurait s’attandon
davantage; il suffira de souligner quo, d’après sos connaissances et sa
situation dans la colonie kanaito, ib Ctait bo soul a pouvoin faire des
inscriptions dans l’ancien livne do pnièros parcheminC apporté do CnimCo.
Yosef ost né dans lo vibbago uknainion do Deranja. Sos jeunes annCes so
sont Ccoubèes dans la farnibbo du hakham Nisan, instablée a Kukyziv
Knasnyj Ostniv, autro ville oft il y avait une colonio karaito. Nisan
b’élovait avoc son fils cadot do Yosof qui devint lui aussi un savant en
vuo
Mordokhay ben Nisan ha-Saken, plus connu sous be nom do
Mordokhay Kukizov. Aux environs de 1670, Yosof partit vivne avec son
frène a HalyC oft il néforma la colonie kanaite ot oft il Ccnivit des ouvrages
sun des themes théobogiques, roligioux, phibosophiques et philobogiques.
C’Ctait aussi un poèto. Yosof Ccrivait non soulement en ancien hCbnou,
mais aussi on karaite il a traduit des psaurnos. Cot hornrne mourut a
HalyC le 26 tevet Janvien 1700; son tomboau, ainsi quo sa pierre tumu
lairo, so trouvaiont dans cetto villo encore avant la premiere guonne
mondiale.27/28
Los euvnes do Yosof ha-Mabin, publiées partioblement sous formo
impriméo, font pneuve qu’il s’agissait d’une personno très instruite ot dont
-

26

La date est tirCe do J. FUrst, Geschichte des Karaert
hums [t. 3] Leipzig, 1869,
p. 86, ou dIe est mentionnée d’après l’ceuvre do Mordekhay Kukizov, connue sous Ic
26

nom do "Dod Mordekhay."
27/2S

B. Janusz, Karaici w Polsce, Cracovie, 1927, p. 85-86; ii y a
reproduction photographique do ba pierre tumubaire.

a la page 41
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los intCrêts Ctaient divers. Il no quitta la plume quo pour mourin, et c’ost
pour cette raison que son bivne intitulé "Nor ha-Uokhmah" ‘La lurnière
do la sagosso’ commontairo aux pnièros n’a pas etC torminC. II n’y a aucun
doute que Yosef connaissait mieux que tous bes savants kanaltos de Ia
seconde rnoitié du XV1IC siècle l’histoiro dos colonies karaItes on Galicie.
Lépisode suivant on servira do témoignage.
En 1638 le savant hollandais Jacob Tnigland 1583-1654, professeur
do l’UnivensitC do Leydo, s’Ctait adressè pan lettre au hakham on Lituanie,
le pniant de lui founnin dos rensoignemonts sun los Karaitos, en particulier
sun lour passC. Cette Iettro anniva a Luc’k ot Mondekhay en out connais
sance. Passant au couns d’un voyage pan les lieux oft nésidaient les colonies
karaltes en Ukraine, il entreprit do répondro a la lettre do Trigland et
tormuna sa Iottro-neponse Ic 18 juillet 1639.
N’ayant pas obtonu tout do suite do nCponse a sa lettre, Jacob Tnigland
en ecnivit une autno en 1639, et l’envoya a ovkva actuellomont Nosterov
dans la region do Eviv en Ukraine. En 1640, il obtint une réponse,
pnobablement écrite par Mordokhay. C’est ainsi qu’apparut I’ouvrage
Dad Mordekhay publié pour la premiere fois ft Hambourg en 1714
contenant des rensoignemonts historiques sun lcs Karaites. Il y a plus
d’une raison de considérer Yosef ha-Malbin comme etant réellement Ic
coauteur des lettnes-réponses do Mordekhay. La premiere néponse, colle
de 1639, a été écnite pan Mordekhay apnès sa noncontro avoc Yosef a HalyC
oft il l’avait rojoint expnès do Loutsk.
Lintérêt qu’ont montré les savants do l’Eunope occidentale dans la
deuxième moitiC du XVHe siècle pour les Karaltes, et les tentatives de bier
des contacts directs avec eux, ont sans aucun doute contribué a ranimor
I’intCrêt pour bun passé chez los savants kanaltes d’Uknaino, do Pologne
et de Lituanie. C’est ainsi qu’apparut le Dod Mordekhay, c’est cette même
atmosphèro qui incita Ia creation du colofon a HalyC on 1700.
A notnc avis, toutes ces cinconstancos parlent en favour do Yosef
ha-Mathin comme auteur du colofon.
II a etC dit plus haut quo PetruevyC considCrait que LoonoviC avait
falsifiC le colofon. MCrne une analyse supenficielle du cobofon prouve le
mauvais fondomont d’une tello accusation: LoonoviC no pouvait pas être
b’auteur d’une falsification car, en écnivant le colofon dans los annees 1830
il aurait bien calculé los années do l’hégire il y avait pour cola une littéra
tune ncquiso; ou bien, au contrairo, il aurait fait le compte des années do
l’hégire en partant d’une année qui lui Ctait contomporaino scIon lo
système chnonobogiquo solaire. D’autre pant, I’autour du colofon avait ft
sa disposition des donnCes que LeonoviC n’aurait Pu trouver dans la
-
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littérature histonique de son temps sur los pourpanlers de 1243. Lauteur
du cobofon savait qu’à la place du village de Zalukva il y avait autrefois
des champs ot non los numbs do HalyC commo le ponsait PetruovyC; ib
avait mentionné le nom do l’evêque Petro et non pas celui d’un arche
veque do memo nom, comme l’aunait sans douto fait LeonoviC s’iI avait
utilisé les catalogues do l’archidiocêse ukraino-catholique de Lviv ii n’y
était question quo do l’archevêque Petro, et encore d’une autro date. Il est
encore très doutoux quo LeonoviC aunait paniC do l’eglise Saint-Pantébemon
la conjecture do PetnuevyC est bien juste ici comme d’un fantastique
"Lelom-polelom." II est evident que LeonoviC avait des difficultCs d’ondno
paleographiquo dans lo déchiffrement du nom do l’église dans be texto en
ancien hCbneu, nom qui Ctait déjà oublié dans La premiere moitié du XIXe
sièclo comme on lo sait incontestablomont pan la litténaturo.29
3. Stratification du toxte du colofon ot ses sources
En Ccnivant le colofon sur los pages d’un ancien livne de pnières, Yosef
ha-Mathir quo nous considérons comme l’auteun du colofon a ras
somblC los ronseignoments ossentiels sur los Karaltos do HalyC qu’il a néussi
a trouver en 1700 dans les documents, darts les notices et dans la tradition
onale. Yosof Ctait, no l’oublions pas, un homme do son tomps qui formulait
los nenseignements qu’il avait recueillis non pas d’après los pnuncipes do Ia
critique histonique qu’il ne pouvait connaitre, mais solon des opinions
quelque peu défonmCes ot embellies sun be passé do Ia colonie do HalyC. Lo
fait qu’il n’était pas un pedant rigido, mais une personne de grando imagi
nation possCdant des opinions bion fondées, pout être par exemple
démontré, du moms dans sos tnaductions des psaumes en banguo karaite
oft il no s’en tonait pas littCnabemont au texte do l’onigunal en ancien hCbrcu,
mais changeait be sons des psaumos dans l’espnit de sos opinions gnos
ticistcs 30
Voilft pourquoi lo texte do son cobofon n’est aucunomont un texte do
chante du XIIIe siècle comme Ie voulait entendre PetruevyC, ni une
étude historiquo critique, mais ost uno compilation do renseignements
datant de différentes Cpoques ot provonant do différentes sources ot dont
Voir, par exemple, A. Petrulevié, !stork’eskoe izvestie o cerkvi sv. Pantalejmona
bliz goroda Galüa, teper’ kostele sv. Stanislava 00. Froncijkanov. jako drevnejlem
pamfatnike romanskogo zodöestva na Galickoj Rusi s pervojpoloviny XIII stoletija.
29

Lviv, 1881.
Jan Grzegorzewski, "Caraimica. Jçzyk Lach-KaraitOw: Narzecze poludniowe
Lucko-halickio," Rocznik Orientalistyczny, t. 1, pt. 2, Cracovie, 1916-1918, p. 27030

272, 280.
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le but principal Ctait do transmottro aux générations futures des fragments

du passé do la cobonio karaite, d’un passé qui toucho non seuloment los
Kanaites memos, mais qum a suscité l’intCnêt des savants occidentaux pour
un petit peuplo, pour sa religion et pour son passé. Los motifs patniotiques
do la creation du colofon sont hors do doute. Sont egalemont hors do
doute diffCnontes superstructures relatives a l’Cpoquo ot qui donnont lieu
do parlor d’une stratification singulièno du colofon.
En publiant au debut la traduction du colofon, nous l’avons divisCe par
convention en sept parties:
I. Introduction contonant une definition du but du colofon "pour
los generations ft vonir";

II.a. Le traite do paix signe entro Danylo et Batou en 5003 1243 on
pnésonco du fibs do Danylo Lev et do son frère Vas’ko;
b. Batou donno l’autonisation ft uno containo do Karaites d’aban
donner la Cnimée et do s’installer a HalyC;
c. Danylo s’ongago a pnendne les KaraItes ft sa charge des l’instant
oft il aunont franchi la fnontiène tatane-nuthène, ib bun fait construiro des
maisons ft HalyC ot bun préto assistance dans l’entnetien des liens corn
morciaux avec l’Onient;
III. Batou annonce en CnmmCe la permission pour les KaraItes d’Cmi
gren en terre do Galicie, l’Cmigration devant s’effoctuor aux frais dos
Tatars ot des Ruthènes;
IV. Quatne-vungts familles karaitos en provenanco do Solxat, Mangup
Caffa ot d’autres villes do CnimCo dCcident do quitter la CnimCe.
1246; bo transport
V. Le depart dos Kanaites do CnimCe en 5006
realise au compto des Tatars ot des Ruthènos;
VI.a. Eaccueil des Kanaites pan Danylo;
b. La construction des maisons a bum intention dans la rue Rus’ka
près du château;
c. Lattnibution d’une place pour bun cimetière au bond do la ev
en face do l’Cglise Saint-PantClémon;
d. Le don do 100 gnivnas a chaque Karaite;
o. Eaccond d’un privilege aux Karaites pour un libre commerce en
RuthCnie ot la permission do vendre diffénentos boissons;
f. Eattribution des temnos aux Kanaites sur uno colline qui separo la
Lukva du Dniestr.
VII. Danybo, son frène Vas’ko et l’evêque Petno signent un privilege
aux Kanaites.
Une telle analyse do la teneur du colofon prouve une fois do plus los
tendances patniotiques do son auteun. Sous cot eclairage, los KanaItos
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passent pour l’un des objectifs pnuncipaux des pounparlons do 1243; ibs sont
solbicités pan les Tatars et pan los Ruthènes ot ont obtenu des privileges
ainsi qu’uno position rcspectée dans la sociétC médiCvabo encore au milieu
du XIIIe siècle grace a la protection du roi Danybo. Le passé des KanaItes
ost couvort d’une aureole nomantiquo abons quo la réalité du milieu du
XIIIe siècle
pCniode dos devastations tatanos
fut, do touto evidence,
tnês éloignéo du tableau ideal point pan b’auteur du cobofon.
Au nombre des anachronismos qui no pouvaient nefléten ba situation du
XIIIe siècle, mais qui, au contraino, dCcoulaient des conditions contom
poraines ft l’autour deuxièmo moitiC du XVIIe siècle, il faut comptor los
nonsoignoments sun ba residence des Kanaites a HalyC dans Ia rue Rus’ka
VI.b, sun l’emplacoment du cimotièno VI.c, sun Ia permission do vondre
dos boissons VI.e, sun los bopins do terre kanaItes VI.f et sun la frontière
tataro-ruthène II.c, III, V. C’ost la réalité du XVIP siècle qui constitue
ba source do ces ronseignemonts.
Par suite d’une idéalisation romantique do Ia situation au milieu du
XIIIe siècbo, los renseignemonts sun l’émignation on Galicio des Karaites do
Cnimée effectuée aux frais des Tatars ot dos Ruthènes II.c, III, V et sun la
construction des maisons au compte do Danybo VI.a passènont pour
reels. Do tols ronseignements aunaiont pu êtne le nésultat dos raisonno
ments bogistiquos do l’auteun, fondés probabbement sun la tradition onabo
des Kanaites, vivanto jusqu’abors.
En rCsultat des representations tnaditionnelles karaltes do HabyC, nous
sommes onclins ft considéror l’Cmigration do Cnimée comme une emigra
tion ayant pour destination exceptionnelbement la yule do HalyC et non
pas Ia contree qui tient son nom de son centre principal
la vilbe do
HalyC, autromont dit, la Galicie HalyCyna. Si b’interprétation du but do
l’Cmignation est basCe sun des notos écnites, la confusion ontre los noms
ivnites do HalyC ot de HalyCyna Galicie dans be premier toxto est plus quo
probable, d’autant plus quo ce denier no compontait pas de signes do
ponctuation.
Le cobofon laisso également apparaItno quo son auteun etait un Crudit de
la litténature histonique. Lo fait d’avoin dome a Danybo be titre do roi ft une
époque oft il no b’était pas encore ot en particulien do roi do Croatie II.a,
cc qui conrespondait ft Ia conception des autouns du XVII siècle sun be
passé do ba Galicio pendant Ia pCniodo pré-pobonaise, pout en témoignen.
Nous sommes d’avis quo le noyau be plus ancion
et on memo temps
authentique dans los gnandes lignes
des nenseignoments Cmanant du
cobofon sont: les donnécs sun les pourpanlers do 5003 1243 bI.a, sun
b’absenco d’obstacbes de la pant des Tatars en ce qui concerne leun Cmi-

-
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gnation do la Cnimée en RuthCnie IJ.b, III, sur le depart des families
karaites do Soixat, do Mangup ot do Caffa en 5006 1246 IV, V, sun
l’aide maténielle octroyée aux Cmignés VJ.d, sur Ia permission d’exercer
Ic commerce avec l’Orient II.c, VI.e ainsi quo sur bes porsonnages qui ont
joué un rObe ou un autre dans l’emignation dos KanaItos los princes
Danybo, Vasyl’ko, Lev, l’evêque Petro, le Khan Batou; II.a, VII.
Ii est clam quo tous ces renseignements no sont pas non plus exempts
d’idéalisation nornantique pan ex., celui dos 100 gnivnas d’angent domes
soi-disant a chacun des emigres. La cause probable en est la tradition
orale do la communauté kanaite ot do quolquos familles mises ft pant, dans
des chroniques écnitos oft sont marquees los dates 5003 ot 5006. Directo
mont ou indinectement, tous ces ronsoignements peuvent être contrôlés a
l’aido do sources non-kanaites, cc quo nous allons ontreprendno plus loin.
Los donnees chiffrCos figunant dans bes sources onientabes mCdiCvalos
prêtont, non sans raison, a méuiance. Et cola suntout a cause de bun
hyperbolisation. Dans notne cas, los chiffnes 100 ou 80 familIes, II.b, IV
peuvent convaincre par leun insignifiance. us pourraient cacher des
données authentiques conservées dans los traditions arabs do la commu
nauté ot des families. II n’existe cependant aucune source permettant d’en
contrôler la veracite.
Lo nonsoignemont sun b’attnibution aux Kanaitos do la chante do Danybo
pnêto ft discussion VII.

4.

Los données du colofon ft Ia lumière d’autros sources
Dans Ic problème do Ia datation et du caractère do l’émigration karaIte do
CnimCe au milieu du XIIIe siècle, ii importe par principe do démontrer
l’authenticité du plus ancien noyau do baso do l’information du colofon.
La confrontation do divonsos infonmations avec los donnCes do différentes
sources appartonant ft uno autre catégoie linguistiquo ot ft un autne
genre
memo darts cellos oft il n’ost pas question de KaraItes
peut
scnvin a confinmer l’authenticité du noyau principal do l’infonmation.
Les pourparbers do 5003 1243. C’est en décombre voine en novembre
de 1240 quo les Mongolo-Tatans s’empanèrent sous bo commandement do
Batou do ba plus grande cite do la Ruthénie, do son principal centre
économiquo ot cultunel, Ia capitabe pnincière
Kiev, et qu’ils Ia détruisi
rent. Lons do Ia campagne militaine do i’hiven do 1240-41, maintes grandos
villes ruthènes succombèrent; plusieuns d’entre ellos furent entiènement
dCtruites, do sorte quo Ia vie citaduno ne s’y renouvela plus. Ala suite d’un
siege qui avait duré troisj ours, apparemment au debut de l’année 1241, les
-

-

-
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Tatans pnirent d’assaut la capitale princière do HalyC. Apres ayoir traverse
los Carpates, ils définent le 11 avril 1241 los anméos abbiCes do Hongnio ot do
Croatie. Au pnuntemps de 1242, bes troupes armées do Batou negagnènent
los steppes du bard de ba Mer Noire ou même cobbes de Ia Volga apres
avoin traverse les tomes du Danube, do la Galicie ot do la Kiévie.
La chronique do Galicie-Volynie, qui constituo la seube source nuthène
traitant do b’époque ot du torritoine en question et cc faisant encore non
sans confusion do dates et non sans passer sous silence los évCnoments des
annCes 1240, dit qu’en 67511243 "ft Danylo qui so trouvait a Xolm vunt
son Coman nommC Aktaj Aktay qui dit quo Batou Ctait nontré do
Hongnie ot avait envoyC ft toi deux preux, Manman ot Baal, pour to
trouvor. Danybo a fenmé [los pontes do] Xolm ot ost panti voin son frère
Vasyb’ko après avoir emmCné avec lui be métropolito Kurybo. Los Tatans
bataillaient ft Vobodava ot dans los environs des bacs; ils faisaient beaucoup do mal."3’
La chnoniquo no dit pas si Danybo, le plus puissant des princes ruthènes
de b’époquo, avait eu une ontnovue avec Batou on 1243, lequeb avait envoyé
deux do sos chefs pour le tnouyor; ce n’ost quo deux arts plus tand qu’elbe
fait mention du voyage du prince, qui est allé voir Batou darts son quartior
génénal sun la Volga en hiver 1245. Ce voyage du prince Danylo trouvo
son echo dans ies sources occidentabos: darts los mémoines do Giovanni
Piano del Carpuni, qui avait alors cu un ontnetion avec Danylo et Batou.
La chronique no dit pas si c’etait ba premiere roncontre du prince avec
Batou.
D’autre part, los sources hongroises do 1244 témoignent qu’en 1243
pourtant, il y a eu un autno premier? voyage du prince Danylo darts be
but do voir "be prince des Tatars," parce quo cette noncontre a été relatée
par Danylo ft i’ambassadeur du roi hongrois Bela IV 1235-1270 Nico
laus filius Obichk do Zyud. Dans une charte du roi datant du 22 avnil 1244,
il est question des ménites do cc gentilhomme: "Ad partos Ruscie, et ad
pantos Bulgarie in nostra begatione profectus ab illustnissimo duce
Danela, qui Tartarorum pruncip visitato ad propnia rediens, univorsum
statum Tartaronum prout viderat ot cognoverat, edisserendum nobis
promiserat, stili officio conditum nopnotavit."32
Ce passage do ba charte de Bela IV fut pour Ia premiere fois signalé a
Polnoe sobranie russkix let opisej, t. 2, 2e Cd., ed. par Aleksej A. Saxmatov, Saint
Pétersbourg, 1908 reprint Moscou, 1962, col. 795.
32
Codex diplomaticus patrius Hungaricus Hazai okmdnytdr. t. 4, Györ, 1867,
p. 29; Codex diplomaticus Arpadianus continuatus Arpddkori áj okmdnytdr, ed. G.
Wenzel, t. 7
Monumenta Hungariae histonica, ser. 1, t. 12, Pest, 1869, p. 164.
31
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l’attention par l’historion ukraunien et profosseur do b’U niversitC do Lviv
M. Hruovs’kyj. Notant ft juste titro qu’il nc s’agissait pas ici do la ron
contre du prince Danylo avec Batou pendant l’hiver do 1245/46, ii n’a pas
porte son attention cependant sur be renseignement do la chronique
concernant b’annCe 1243 oft Batou cherchait déjà a cc moment-là une
entrevue avec le prince. M. Hruevs’kyj avancait l’idCo d’aibleurs
hypothétique quo Danybo aurait Pu rencontrer "b’un des chefs do troupes,
comme c’était be cas avec MoguCyj."33 Ehistonien russo contemporain V.
Pauto est d’avis d’après la memo source hongroise quo be pCniple du
prince Danylo pour l’Honde d’Or no constituait pas sa premiere rencontre
dipbomatique avec les Tatano-Mongols,34 mais il no dCveboppe pas son
idée.
Il est ft noter quo Ia source hongroise n’est pas si irneprochabbo qu’on le
croinait au premier abond. Dans l’histoniographie hongroise, b’authenti
cite do la charte do 1244 a été maintes fois mise en doute. M. Wertnen a
rebevé des contradictions darts la datation do la charto eta propose la date
1254 darts cc cas il y sorait question du voyage do Danybo chez Batou dans
les années 1245-1246.35 J. Karácsonyi tenait cette charte tout simplemont pour fausse, a cause do Ia confusion darts los dates, de la fausse
titulanisation du roi et pour d’autres raisons encore.36
Cette memo opinion était partagée par I. Szentpétery qui notait ceport
dant quo, déjà en 1281, on approuvait l’authenticité de la charte. ILexper
tiso do 1296 approuvait, ebb aussi, cette authenticité.37 Gy. Pauler était
pour b’authenticité do la charte, mais en admettant un écart de deux
annCes dans la date.38
Comme on sait ot c’cst be point do vue do la science moderne des etudes
do sources, le doute sun l’authenticité d’une charte, pour ce qui est d’urte
approche dipbomatique plus restreinte, n’exclut pas l’ClCment vénidique
du mains d’une partie do sos renseignemonts. Solon nous, en cc qui con
come la chanto do 1244, peuvent resister a la critique histonique du point
M. Hrubevs’kyj, Istorja Ukrajinv-Rusy. t. 3, 2c Cd., Lviv, 1905, p. 66.
Vladimir Paluto, Oerkipo istorii Galicko- Volvnskoj Rusi, Moscou, 1950, p. 236.
35
M. Wertner, "Die Regierung Bela’s des Vierten. Nach urkundlichen Quellen
bearbeitet," Ungarische Revue, t. 13, Budapest, 1893, p. 380. Cet auteur cut pour
adepte Wiadyslaw Abraham dans l’Ctude Powstanie organizacyi kokiola taciñskiego
na Rusi, t. I, ILviv, 1904, p. 125.
36
J Karácsonyi, A hamis. hibdskelta es keltezetlen okievelek jegyzéke 1400-1g.
Budapest, 1902, p. 16.
37
I. SzentpCtery, Az .4rpddhdzi kirdlyok okieveleinek kritikaijegyzéke, t. 1, Buda
pest, 1923, p. 228.
Gy. Pauler, A magyar nemzet története azArpddhdzi kirdlyok kordban. t. 2, Buda
pest, 1899, p. 520.
"
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do vue do Ia science des etudes do sources non seulement be moment
principal do la charte, c’est-à-dire l’attnibutiort du droit do possession ft
Nicolaus Koamzeg, fibs d’Obichk do Zyud cc fait a etC pmouvC bors do
l’expertise do 1296, mais aussi Ia mention sun la rencontme de Dartylo
avec be chef d ‘armée tatar qui a eu lieu avant 1244. Memo s’il y avait eu un
voyage ultémieur do Nicolaus chez be prince Danylo, lie peut-être au
manage do Lev, fibs do Danybo, avec Constance, filbe do Bela IV solon
touto probabilité, leum manage aurait eu lieu dans los artnées 1247-1248
tout de suite aprés be retoun do Danylo do sort voyage en Orient, be falsifi
cateum aumait autrement honomC be nom do Danybo c’est-ft-dino avec plus
do chabeur non pas illustmissimus dux commo darts la chante do 1244,
mais du moms comme darts ba chante de Bela IV do 1251 N 955 chez I.
Szentpétemy oft Dartybo ost mentionnC comme dibectus cognatus noston
Daniel illustmus dux Ruthenorum.
11 faut croine quo le premier texte authentique do la charte do 1244, qui
contertait des renseignomonts vémidiques pan exemple, sum la mencontro do
Dartybo avec be chef d’armCe tatar, a Cté pan ba suite modiflC par l’ad
jonction do details faux lies aux conditions do la propriété foncième; coci so
produisait d ‘une manière naturelle loms do l’interpolatiort des chamtes do ce
type. Autmement dit, l’ébémont suspect ou faux do Ia charte 1244 ce n’est
pas, sebon nous, la date même 1244 ot le rertseigrtement sum la roncontro
do Danylo avec le chef tatar avant 1244.
Los dortnées du colofon complètertt, sebon nous, los ronseignements
pmovertartt do sources ruthénes et hongroisos. Il s’onsuit quo sous Ia
poussée d’urte nouvelbe campagne tataro dirigCe on 1243 par Manman et
Baal sur los tomes do Galicie-Volynie Stopan Tomaivs’kyj avartçait
subjectivement une autme date dans ba chronique: 1244; Evgenij Golu
binskij ot Myxajlo Hruevs’kyj argumerttaient plus séniousomont l’année
1242, Ic prince Danybo so serait vu force a urte entrovue proposée par
Batou. La rencontro out lieu en 1243. A la suite des pourparlens be prince
Dartybo signa avec los Tatams un traitC do paix qui lui était fontement
nécessaire non seulement pour assurer sos torros contre los incursions
dévastatmices des Tatams ot roconstruimo les villes ot les villages détruits,
mais aussi pour avoir los mains libres afin do faire définitivement justice
au prCtendant au tnône do Galicie, le prince Rostyslav MyxajbovyC be
futur ban de Maczwa. En offet, los événements des doux années suivantes
1244-1245 témoignent do ce quo be Prince Dartylo so trouvant en guemne
avec Rostyslav c’est Danybo qui avait remportC la victoiro sum Rostysbav
le 17 aoftt 1245 près do Jamoslav bequel s’était appuyC sum l’aide des
troupes hongroises, comptait s’assurer sos anriCros ft l’Est pour éviter urte
attaque inattendue dos Tatars.
-
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On pout croire quo ions des pounpanlers do 1243, to prince Danylo avait
obtenu do Batou b’assunance quo celui-ci n’empêcherait pas ba reconstruc
tion des vilbes ruinCes par los Tatans ot c’est aboms qu’émergoa la question
des émigrés devant quitter los terres envahies pan los Tatans, ontmo autnos
cellos de Cnimée qui so tnouvaient aloms sous la dépendanco directo des
Tatars. Le prince pouvait comptor sun cc qu’il y aurait des inanchands et
dos artisans actifs tels quo los KaraItes pammi los émigrés pour los vilies do
La Galicie dévastée.
II serait do miso do merttiortrten ici quo Ia tradition localejuive de Galicie
malgré los aggravations pCniodiques des relations judéo-karaItos no
contredisait pas en pnincipe la tradition sun l’émignation des KamaItes a la
suite des pourparbems Danylo-Batou, mais accordait ft cette tradition une
coloration railleuse et mCprisante. Ruben Fahn, quo nous avons déjà
mentionnC, avait urtscrit au debut du XXe siècle une lCgertdo juive
macontant quo Ic prince do Galicie aurait fait cadoau au Khan tatan d ‘Un
couple do chierts do race en échange do Kanaites.39 Voilà poumquoi besjuifs
do HabyC on parlant des Karaites disaient qu’ils valaient "be pnix do chiens"
"suchim kabew". lbs so pout quo los racunes do cotte tradition touchent un
passé bointain. Pour établir une anabogie on pounrait nappeber quo los
rabbanites surnommaiont encore au XIIe siècle los Karaitos do chions.40
Pour clone l’excursion sur les pourpanlers Danylo-Batou, il faut
soulignen qu’en critiquant l’authenticitC des dortnées du colofon, Anton
PetruevyC avait tort en affirmant quo los pourpambors en question eurent
lieu pour la premiCre fois on 1246. Il avait tort aussi en disant qu’en 1243 le
prince Lev était encore trop jeune pour prendre part a do tebs poumparbens.
Le prince Danybo s’était mane en 1219, son fils Lev naquit en tous bes cas
avant 122841 et so maria avec Constance, la fille du roi do Hongrio Bela IV,
dans los années 1247-1248. En outne, le prince Danybo avait une raison
valabte pour emmener avec lui aux pourpanlers avec un ennomi pemfide
deux meprCsentants de sa famille: son frène ot son fibs.
La politique cobonisatnice du prince Danybo. Los vagues dévastatrices
tatares des annCes 1240-1243 avaiortt baissé en Ruthértie des bocalités en
feu et en ruines. Los exigencos do ba reconstruction do l’Etat do Galicie
Vobynie mettaient au premier plan la tâche do rétablir la vie économique
et culturello dos villes et d’en faire des centres d’activitC commerciale et
Janusz, Z dziejdw Karaitdw, p.383; du memo auteur, Nieznany lud, no. 10, p.8; du
mCme auteur, Ostasni z Mohikanów, p. 4; du memo auteur, Karaici w Poisce, p. 17.
40
S. Szyszman, "Oil Ia conversion du roi khazar Bulan a-t-eIle eu lieu?," Hommages

a41 André Dupont-Sommer, Paris,

1971, p. 525.

Nicholas de Baumgarten, Genealogies et manages occidentaux des Rurikides
russes du Xe au XIIP siècles, Rome, 1927 reprint 1962, p. 47, 49.
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artisartabe ainsi quo des places fortes contro des incursions tataros mais
non soulement tatanos possibbes. La politique conscionte du prince
Danybo était dans co sons connue: il avait fondé quelquos vibbes nouvolbes
ot en avait roconstruit et fontifié d’autros déjà existantes. Ii soutonait la
cobonisation unbaine exercCo par do nouvoaux venus
des roprésentants
d’autnes nations, voiro cellos qui so tmouvaient dinectoment sous la
dCpondanco des Tatans. La chronique donno sum cc point l’appnéciation
suivante do l’activite du prince Danybo, en panlant do la construction en
1259 do b’église Saint-Jean a Xolm:
Coci a vu be prince Danylo qui so mit a appeber [los gens] dans ce lieu agréable a
Dieu. Des Allemands ot des Ruthénes y vinrent; vinrent[aussi]dejourenjourdes
gens parlant d’autres langues ot des Lakhs. Des apprentis et leur maitres arrivèrent
des contrCes envahies par los Tatars do memo quo des selbiers, des faiseurs d’arcs ot
-

do carquois, des forgerons sur for, sur cuivre et sur argent. Et Ia vie revint, los
foyers so peuplèrent, los faubourgs, los labours et los viblages.2

Le passago cite so passe do commontairo. Lo chroniqueur contemporain
du prince noto quo l’Etat do Galicio-Volynio accuoiblait au milieu du
XIIIe siècle dos colons do diffCrentos nationalités et religions, parmi
bosquols on comptait des nessontissants dos tomes occupées pan los Tatans.
Furont los bionvenus surtout coux qui exerçaient une profession utile.
En consequence, l’atmosphène qui régnait darts be pays au tomps du prince
Danybo no pouvait quo contribuer a b’Cmignation des Kanaites do la
Cnimee qui so vit tomben sous uno domination tatare pCniblo et tnoubbée.
On pout admettne quo los Tatars eux-mémes, a Ia suite do mapponts do ban
voisinago bion quo pamfois aggravés, suntout aprés quo Danybo out
cherchè un appui aupmès du pape do Rome afin do so defame do la "tutelbo"
tatane, no dressaiont pas d’obstacles particuliens ft uno telle emigration.
Et memo, ft vain do près be passage de Ia chnoniquo quo l’on viont do citor,
on no pout nier quo parmi los gons qui parlaient los langues ètrangènes et
allaient quotidiennoment en ville, panmi los maitros artisans ot buns
approntis qui fuyaient los terre occupCos pan los Tatans, il y avait des
Karaltes. Le colofon est Ia preuvo qu’en offet ii y on avait.
Le dCpart des émignès de Cnimée on 1246. A la suite d’une pobitique
oxténieure heuneuse du prince Danybo victoire en 1245 sun be prétendant
au trôno be prince Rostyslav, liquidation do Ia monaco d’uno intervention
hongroiso et polonaise, confirmation du pouvoir pnincier on hivem
1245-1246 pan le Khan Batou ot d’uno politique inteniouro non moms
rCussie ecrasoment do l’opposition des boyards, l’Etat do Galicie
42

Polnoe sobranie russkix letopisej, t. 2, ed. 2, cob. 843.
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Volynie connut une péniode do nepos ot do stabilisation. A partin do 1246,
l’Etat do Danybo pouvait en rèalité constituer uno forco attractive qui
stimulait l’affluence do colons tant do l’Occident quo do l’Onient. Eannée
1246 qui figure dans be colofon comme la date do l’émigration karaIte do
Cnimée est en parfait accord avec be deveboppement génCnal dos évCno
monts: c’ost ft partir do cotto annCe quo be prince aumait pu accorder sa
tutelbe aux émigrCs y compnis los Karaites, cc qu’il a fait do toute
evidence.
Los Tatars firont pour la premiere fois bun apparition en CmimCo bars do
la pnise do Sabdala Sudak. En 1239, ibs envahinont dCfinitivement la
stoppo Kiptchako du littoral do la Mom Noire en étondant bum domination
sun la CnimCe, oft ibs onganisaiont péniodiquement dos pillages do vilbos en
1238, 1239, 1242 ot aussi aux environs do 1249 auxquelbos ibs imposèront
dos contributions. Ii faut cnoiro qu’a cotto époque il y out en CnimCo un
gouvomneur génCral tatar, bien quo la promière mention sun bui no date quo
do l’annee 1263. Los premieres décennios do la domination tataro en
Cnimée ont apportC la decadence do la vie citadine ot une emigration
intonso do la péninsubo vers des contrées mieux organisées sociaboment ot
écortomiquoment.
La presence au XIII siècle do communautCs karaltes en CnimCe no pout
donner lieu ft suspicion méme chez los histonions anti-karaites los plus
zCbés Albert Harkavy et sos partisans. Lo voyageur juif Petachia do
Rogensburg roncontra en 1180 des adeptes du KaraIsme pammi des
nomados kiptchaks qui ft cette Cpoque commo on be sait d’apmès dos
Ctudos mécontos avaiont déjà attoint un nivoau do dCveboppement pabCo
fCodab, avaient bums propres vilbes ot contrOlaient do grandes centres
artisanaux ot Cconomiques on Cnimee.43
Le cobofon cite trois vibbos d’oft somaient pantis los Karaites: Solxat,
Mangup ot Caffa. Bien quo los histoniens no soient pas en possession do
donnCes qui pmouvenaient la presence des Karaites dans ces vilbes précisé
mont en 1246, l’existence do communautes karaitos dans celbes-ci prête ft
peino ft suspicion.
C’est ft Solxat en particuliem be futun Krym, ot l’actuol Staryj Knym
qu’ib y avait un ancien cimotièro Karaito oft Abraham FinkoviC aurait vu
des piennos tombabes portant dos inscriptions do dates: 910, 944, 1059,
S. A. Pletneva, Poloveckie kamennve izvajanqa
Arxoobogija SSSR: Svod
arxeologieskix istonikov, no. E4-2, Moscou, 1974; du memo auteur, "Poloveckaja
zomlja," dans be recueib Drevnerusskje knjaestva X-XIII vv., Moscou, 1975, p. 260300.
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1089 et 1 l04. Actuellernent ib est impossible do verifier ces renseigne
monts ft cause do ba destruction barbame du cimetière ft la fin du XIX
siècle.45 A Solxat, aux environs do 1250,46 est né l’iblustme reprCsentant du
KamaIsmo Anon ben Yosef sunnommé "be premier" mart peu avant 1320,
autour do b’euvre polCmique intitulCe "MibIar" qui lui a donné be nom do
Ba’al ha-Mibhar ‘l’autoum d’ccuvres choisios’ ot be hacham des KaraItos
on 1279 nésidant ft Solxat.
Mangup alias Theodoro; actuolbemont bocabité inhabitée était au
XIIIe siècle la capitabo d’uno petite pmincipautC gréco-gothique indépen
dante. La vilbe-capitabo memo constituait un centre artisanal et Ccono
mique considerable oft l’existonce d’une communaute kanaito ost indubi
table.47 Los fouilbes du cimotiène karaito a Mangup durent jusqu’ft nos
jours. La plus ancionne plaque tombabe date do 1274.48
Caffa la Foodosija actuelbe était au milieu du XIIIe siècle une petite
bocabité gréco-abane qui no dovint factorerie gênoise qu’aux environs do
1266 et qui attoignit bientôt un grand Cpanouissement. Los traditions do ba
communautC kanalte do Caffa, qui y avait subsistC pbusieurs siècles
jusqu’aux temps los plus mécents, dataient encore do b’époquo pré-génoise.
Quo la CnimCe fut be point do depart pour b’emignation en Ruthénie on
génCnal no pout Ctre mis en douto. Lo passé dos trois vibles do la Cnimée
mCdiévabe, Solxat, Mangup et Caffa, no contredit pas l’opinion quo cette
emigration du milieu du XIIIe siècle ait pu pantir exclusivement do ces
villes ot peut-êtno memo d’autres bocabites.
Cos maisonnements no sont pas los souls ft soutenir b’authenticité dos
A. I. Markevi, "0 staro-krymskoj sinagoge kak predmet spora mCzdu evrojami i
karaimami," Izves:Ua TavrMeskojuéenoj arxivnoj komissii, no. 34, Simferopob’, 1902,
p. 45. Pour cc qui est de l’importance do l’Cpigraphique karalte en tant que source
historique voir: S. Szyszman, "Les inscriptions funéraires dCcouvertes par Abraham
Firkowicz," Journal Asiatique, Paris, 1975, p. 231-264.
Sur be reste du cimetiCre voir: Vasibij Smirnov, "ArxeologiCeskaja èkskursija v
Krym betom 1886 goda," Zapiski vostoCnogo otdelenija imperaiorskogo Russkogo
arxeologk’eskogo obHestva, t. 1, Saint-Pétersbourg, 1887, fasc. 4, p. 284; M. K.
Starokadomskaja, "Sobxat i Kaffa v XIII-XIV vv.," dans be recueib Feodal’naja
Tavnida: Materialv 0 istonii i arxeologii Kryma, Kiev, 1974, p. 166.
46 J Markon dans .Jüdisches Lexikon, t. 1, Berlin, 1927, col. 168-169, situe ba date
do naissance d’Aron dans los environs do 1260. Or dans cc cas, ibest difficibe d’admettre
son poste de hacham en 1279. C’est pourquoi nous acceptons Ia date approximative do
1250 comme Ic fait J. Ftlrst dans Geschichte des Karäerthums, [t. 2] Leipzig, 1867,
p. 238-239.
A. L. Jakobson, Srednevekovyj Krym: Oéerki istonii iistoriimaterial’nojkul’tury,
Moscou-Leningrad, 1964, p. 127.
48
P. Keppen, Krymskj sbornik: 0 drevnostjaxjuJnogo berega Kryma i gor tavri
&skix, Saint-Petersbourg, 1837, p. 29; Arxeolohzja Ukrajinslcoji RSR, t. 3, Kiev,
1975, p. 460 l’auteur du paragraphe respectif ost Jo. V. Vejmarn.
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données du cobofon. Bion quo la méthode pan anabogie no soit pas ba
moibboune darts los etudes histoniques et ethnognaphiques, ib faut souligner
toutefois qu’uno tradition anabogiquo ft l’émigration do Cnimée on
Ruthénie danylienne s’ost consenvée et a Cté notéc non pas ft Ia fin du
XVII0 siècle, comme c’est be cas du cobofort, mais plus tot, darts la
deuxième moitié du XVIe siècle dans un autro groupe ethrtique do
b’Ukmaino médiCvale
chez los Anmértiens. On a déjà consacré quebques
etudes détailbées ft b’analyso do cotte tradition;49 c’ost poumquoi jo me
bomnerai ft en exposer los données pnincipabos complCtCes pan los résubtats
des necherches los plus récentes.
Darts b’histoniognaphio do l’Cpoque initiabe do l’oxistence des colonies
amméniennes en RuthCnie, il n’existe pas d’autre problème plus litigieux
quo celui do l’authonticité do ba prCtondue charte du prince Fedon
DmytmovyC do 1062. C’est en so fondant sum cc document qu’ft partir do
1578 du moms comme nous b’avons Ctabli la date do ba momise do ladite
chante au noi polonais Etienne Bathory los ArmCrtiens des vibbes
d’Ukmaine prouvaiont bum annivCe on Ruthénio, en particulien ft Eviv, ft
l’Cpoque prepobonaise, c’ost-ft-dine avant 1349. Cette charte, écnito en
bangue ukmainienne, etait considémée par la chancebbenie moyale polonaise
comme authentique; malgre cola, nous avons affairo ft un document falsi
flC du XVI siècle, fabniquC en rapport avec los persecutions meligieuses et
économiques des Anméniens do Eviv. Los opprossions étaiont fondéos sun
la these du magistrat do ba vilbe suivant laquolbe los AmmCrtiens so sonaiont
installés ft Eviv après b’instauration du pouvoir pobonais darts ba vibbo; c’est
pourquoi ibs no pouvaiont jouim du statut d’autochtonos. A l’aide do la
charte falsifiCe coci est étabbi d’une manième probante par b’inexistertce au
XIe siècle et plus tard d’urt prince mégnant du nom do Fedom DrnytrovyC
qui aumait invite los Ammeniens en Ruthénie, la communautC armCnionne
a réussi ft pnouven devant b’administnation noyalo cc qui au fond s’était
avénC tout ft faire vCnidique: son annivCe en RuthCnie avant l’irtvasion
mongobo.
Comme on be sait, la dipbomatique modemne en tant quo science his
tonique spCcialo no so borne pas dans sos etudes a etabbin seubement la
falsification d’urte charte et a découvnir les causes d’une telbe falsification;
-

-

Ja. R. DaIkevy, "Hramota Fedora Dmytrovya: Narys z ukrajins’koji dypbo
matyky," Naukovo-informacjny bjuleten’ Arxivnoho upravlinnja URSR, Kiev,
1962, no. 4, p. 9-20; du memo autour, "Kamjanec’-Podibs’kyj u virmens’kyx derebax
XIV-XV St.," Arxivy Ukrajinv, Kiev, 1970, no. 5, p. 61-62; du memo auteur, "Les
ArmCniens a Kiev jusqu’à 1240: PremiCre partie," Revue des Etudes Arméniennes,
n.s., t. 10, Paris, 1973-1974, p. 341-356.
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ebb cherche aussi a décobom los élémertts do vémitC histonique caches dans la
falsification et darts sos interpretations.
Une tebbe appnoche do la prCtendue chante du prince Fedor DmytnovyC
app onto quelques surprises. Ii a été Ctabbi quo be futur archevéque catho
bique do Eviv J. D. Solikowski en 1578 ib était regent do la chancolbonio
moyabo, present bonsque los ArmCniens lvoviens ont nemis la charte au noi
pobonais en 1578, considCmait cetto demnière comme étant un document
provonant dos mains. . . du prince Danybo. Solon un memorial do l’arche
véque écnit on 1597 bors d’un nouveau conflit ontro ArmCniens ot
Pobortais, los premiers ont do nouveau "montrC uno vioiblo petite missive
do Danybo FedomovyC,5° la memo [qu’ils avaiortt presented a sa majosté be
moi Etionno."5’
A cetto occasion, il sonait utile do mentionnen encore un tnès etrange
concours do cinconstances. En 1578 be roi do Pobogne avait non seubement
accorde do grandes bibertCs aux ArmCniens do Eviv comme nous be
savons déjà, ib l’avait fait partant do la pnétendue charte muthène tonue
pour cello du prince Danybo,52 mais il avait aussi conféré un autne pnivi
lège pour los KaraItes pro Judaeis Canaimis do HalyC.53 Ii on rossort
qu’au couns do la memo anrtée la chancelbenio royabe aurait ou doubbement
affaire ft la tradition do l’annivCe en RuthCnie do deux groupes ethniques
Kanaitos et ArmCniens ft peu pnès ft la memo époque cello du prince
Danybo.
Solikowski n’était pas be soul ft avoir associe l’arnivCe des Armertiens ft
Eviv au nom du prince Dartybo. Le premier histomien do ILviv, be savant
albemand J. Abnpek, Ccnivait dans los années 1603-1605 darts sa "Topo
graphia civitatis Leopolitanae" quo los Anméniens avaiont été invites on
Ruthénie par be prince Dartybo afin do bes engager entre autne darts ses

armCes.54 Abrtpek memo était un chencheur sCnieux qui Ctudiait scrupu
beusemont los sources sos oxtraits des divers documents en tCmoignont
ot, sos fortctions darts la magistrature do Ia vibbe aidant, ib avait plus d’une
occasion do faire connaissance avec ba communaute ammeniCnne et sos
traditions. A cotte Cpoque I’étude do Abnpok avait Cté pubbiee partielbo
En réalitC be prince do Galicie, plus tard roi, portait be nom de Danybo Romanovy.
Archives historiquos centrales d’Etat do la RSS d’Ukraine a Lviv, f. 52, mv. 1,
dossier 136, feuille 248-249.
52 Pour Ic texte voir: F. Bischoff, Urkunden zur Geschichte der Armenier in Lem
berg, Vienne, 1865, p. 79-81.
3
Pour Ic texte voir: J. V. Goehbert, "Die Karaiten und Mennoniten in Galizien,"
p. 599.
La publication de l’ouvrage de J. Alnpok so trouve dans be livre do S. Rachwal, Jan
5°
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Ainpek ijego "Opis miasta Lwowa" z poczqtku XV!! w., Lviv, 1930.
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mont il y Ctait quand méme mention do l’invitation des ArmCniens pan be
prince Danybo dans un mecuoil tnès populaine, sorte d’album contonant
dos descriptions dos vibbes du monde, do G. Braun Bruin55 ot depuis cc
temps-lft, la datation do la cobonisation arménienne ft l’époque du prince
Danybo ost entrée fermement dans la littératuno histomiquo et geogna
phique du XVIIe siècle56 et dos siècbos suivants, sans susciton d’aibbeurs
d’objetions sCnieusos darts l’histoniographio des XIXC ot XXe siècbos.
La prCtendue chanto du prince Fedor DmytrovyC n’ost pas quo be reflet
d’une tradition bion vivanto au XVIe siècle sun l’arnivéo des Arméniens ft
Eviv au temps du prince Danybo; c’ost aussi la repercussion des informa
tions sun l’annivée des AnmCniens do Cnimée. Le fait est quo ba chante Ctait
admessCe aux AnmCniens do Sobxat. Dans une traduction latine malhabile
do 1641, ba charto s’admessait aux "Kosohacensibus Armenis." Comme b’a
encore Ctabbi D. Myxal’s’kyj au XIXe siècle ot plus tard PotruovyC, I.
LynnyCenko et Hnulevs’kyj, il y avait darts be toxto original ukrairtien "ko
sobxackim anmonom," c’ost-ft-dire "Solhaconsibus Armenis," ce qui
correspond pbeinemont aux particubanitCs pabCographiques des textes
ukmainiorts du XVI siècle et aux realites histoniques. Solxat Ctait abors un
centre armCnien considerable on Cnimée et ib so pout memo quo son nom
vienne do l’appellation d’un monastène anménien
Sumb XaC ‘Sainte
Croix’, situé dans los paragos.
Ainsi, il faut acceptor b’affirmation quo ba tradition arménionne noted
dans Ia soconde moitié du XVIe siècle indiquo aussi ba memo source
Solxat et la méme Cpoque règno du prince Danybo pour l’émigration
quo be cobofon. Ii devient evident quo l’année 1246 doit étro pniso non
seubement commo b’année do l’Cmigration karaIte do Cnimée en Galicio
Volynie, mais egabement comme cello des Arméniens en provenance,
eux aussi, do Cnimee.
Afin d’appuyer notre these qui poumrait panaitre affectée, nous you
dnions attirer b’attention sun quelquos tCmoignagos d’ondre binguistique.
Los analogies ontre b’emigration karaite ot arménienne no so situont pas
seubement dans be plan chronobogique et gCognaphique. Il existo beaucoup
-

do preuves do ba tuncophonie dos Arméniens do CnimCe bien quo los docu
ments los plus anciens do bum langue parlCo, notes déjà en Ukraine, no

G. Braun, Theatri praecipuarum totius mundi urbium liber sextus, Coloniae
Agrmppinae, 1617, N 49.
56
M. Zeiller, Newe Beschreibung dess KOnigreichs Polen und Grosshertzogthumbs
Lithauen. . . , Ubm, 1647, p. 138; A. Cellarius, Regni Poloniae, Magnique ducatus
Lithuaniae. omniumque regionum iuri Polonico subiectorum novissima descriptio.
55

Amstebodami, 1659, p. 317.
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datent quo do ba premiere moitiC du XVIe siècle. Jusqu’ft present uno
étude comparative dCtailbée do la langue des documents Ccnits en anmCno
kiptchak ot on kamaite aussi du XVIe siècle fait defaut, surtout pour ce
qui ost do la bangue du Codex Cumanicus XIV° siècle d’onigine
cnimCenne. Malgré cela, do nombrouses publications linguistiques des
dennières dCcennies concenrtant surtout la kiptchako-anmCnistiquo ot
aussi la karaimistique oft, il ost vrai, los etudes histoniquos et binguistiques
sont loin d’étre abondantes panbent en favour do b’appanontC des deux
langues kiptchakes, do cello qui Ctait en usage choz los Anmértiens
tuncophones d’Ukraine do la fin du XVIIe siècle ot do cello quo parlaient et
panbent los soi-disants KaraItes occidentaux do nosjouns. EappanentCdos
deux bangues a attire darts son temps b’attention du tuncobogue pobonais, be
professoum ondinaine do l’Univemsité du Cracovie ot membre do b’Académio
Polonaise des Sciences, Tadeusz Kowalski.57 Los etudes ubtémieures ont
bmiblamment cortfirmé sos theses. E hypothèse ba plus attrayante sonait
d’admettre quo los Anmértiens et los Kanaltos do Cnimée ant apporte avec
eux une seule banguo pamléo: le kiptchak, qui constituait pout-étne uno
étapo plus avancCe darts le déveboppement do la langue voire des dia
boctos du Codex Cumanicus. Darts do nouvelbes conditions on Ruthénie,
be dCveboppoment d’une soubo languo ancienne avait bifunque on donnant
be kamaite occidental, d’une pant, et b’anméno-kiptchak, d’autro part,
cortrtus tous los deux d’après los documents du XVI siècle. Ce schema
thConique ideal oxige encore ba mise en valour d’un materiel lirtguistiquo
concret. D’autre pant, los dortnées quo nous avons ft notre disposition no
controdisent pas la these solon baquelbe los ancétres qui panlaient be kanalte
occidental et l’anmérto-kiptchak du XVIe siècle ont quitté ft pou près ft la
mCme époque be temnitoiro oft Ctait en usage be kiptchak parlé.
En faisant be point sun l’Cmignation do ba Cnimée on 1246, il ost ft noter
quo cebbe-ci a pris do l’ampbeur pmesque en memo temps vems la Gabicie
Vobynie ot a touché au mains deux groupos ethniquos: los KamaItes et los
Arméniens.
La charte du prince Danylo pour bes KaraItes et SOS témoins: l’evêque
Petro. La chronique do ba pnincipaute do Gabicie-Vobynie nous a fait
panvertin des données sun be chef do la chancelbenie du prince Danylo, le
chancobbier-peCatnyk solon ba nomenclature do b’epoque. C’était un con
tain Kurybo Cyribbe qui, outro sort paste de chanceblior, assumait aussi
des fonctions militaires voire memo dipbomatiques. Il est connu quo be
prince Danybo mortait uno comnespondance Ctendue non seubement avec
"

T. Kowalski, Karaimische Texte im Dialekt von Troki, Cracovie, 1929, p. LXVII.
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des Etats voisins, mais égabement avec ceux qui étaient plus Cboignés: des
documents respectifs ressortant do Ia chancebbonio du prince en font
prouvo.58
Eactivité "intCrieuno" do la chancelberie ost boaucoup mains connue; ib
n’est pas claim par exempbo silos octrois pnincions oxigeaiont un témoi
gnage Ccnit sous forme do chanto ou si une declaration omabe du prince en
presence do témoins suffisait. Au fond, be ronsoignement du cobofon
concornant la charte do Danybo sun ba concession octroyeo au KanaItes
constituo be soul temoignage sum un document do co type datant du milieu
du XIII siècle.
Eélucidation du problèmo do ba charte du prince Danybo depend darts
une cortaino mesure do cot éclaircissement, ft savoir s’ib existait des chartes
authentiques avec octnoi en provenance do la chancebbenie pmincièno do son
fils Lev dates do nègne: 1264 ft 1301. Nous avons des rensoignements sun
une containo do chartos du méme type, écnitos "par ba main" do ce prince.
A notmo avis, il sonait difficibo do considener toutes ces chantes comme étant
falsifiCes comme be faisait ft son Cpoque Hruovs’kyj,59 d’autant plus
qu’un grand nombre do ces donnières ont été neconfirmées pan los rois
pobonais pbusieuns dizaines d’années après ba mont du prince Ley. Si la
question do b’authenticité des chartes du prince Lev trouve urte réponse
positive decisive, cola pormottra do vain l’affaine do la charte attnibuée aux
KaraItes par son pène et pnCdécesseun be prince Danybo sous un aspect plus
sobido.
Uno chose est claire: en 1700 l’auteur du cobofon n’Ctait plus en pos
session do ba charto du prince Danybo, autroment ib n’aumait pas mis darts
be cobofon des anachnonismes Cvidents sun ba residence do KamaItos dans
la rue Rus’ka, sun ba vente des boissons, etc. on faisant allusion ftce quo
ces octrois figunaiont darts Ia charte.
D’autre part, be nombre dos témoins qui aunaiortt signé ba charto be
prince Vasyl’ko et l’CvCque Petro donne ft pertser quo des renseignemonts
authentiquos cortcennant los evenements do 50061246 constitueraiertt ba
base do la charte. Ii est possible quo ces noms so soiont conservCs darts des
ancions écnit kanaites, car bum association est nCebbement excoptionnebbe
par bun authentiëitC. Vasyl’ko Basibe, 1203-1269 be frène do Danybo,
était prince do Vobynie de 1230 ft 1269. ECvêque l’archevèquo Petro
58

Voir Pauto, Oéerki 0 istorii Galicko- Volynskoj Rusi, p. 73.

Pour la discussion autour des chartes du prince Lev, voir Ja. R. DakevyC, "Stan ta

zavdannja ukrajins’koji dyplomatyky" dans Ic recueil Tretja respublikans ‘ka naukova
konferencija z arxivoznavstva ta inlyx specialnyx istoryCnyx dyscyplin, sect. 2, Kiev,
1968, p. 118-119.
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avaitjouC un rob manifesto au milieu du XIII siècle dans b’Ctablissoment
des rapponts dipbomatiques ot eccbCsiastiquos entro b’Etat do Gabicie
Volynio et l’Europe occidontale, bien quo la Chronique do Gabicie
Vobynio n’on out fait aucune mention. En d’autres tenmos, il no pout y
avoir d’objoctions sCniouses contre be fait qu’on 1246, au moment do
l’attnibution pan le prince Danybo do contains dnoits aux Karaitos, Ctaiont
presents be prince Vasyl’ko ot b’Cvéque Petno, le mystenieux évéquo Petmo
"dont be nom a suscitC des discussions interminabbes depuis plus d’un
siècle et dont dos traces mènent subitement au cobofon kamaito."

Los sources occidentabes ant conserve sum Petro dos ronseignomonts
assez détailbés pour resistor ft n’imponte quelbe critique histonique. Earche
véque Potro était be rep rCsentant do la RuthCnie on Italic et en France dans

los annees 1244 et 1245 ot c’est lui qui avait prCvonu b’Eunope occidontabe
du danger tatar. Los renseignements sun b’archevéque Petro, sun sos
contacts avec be pape Innocent IV 1243-1254 ot sun sa participation au
Concibe do Lyon on 1245-1246 ont CtC conserves dans doux chroniques
anglaises do b’époque: ba "Chronica maiona" ou "Histonia maiom" do
Matthieu do Paris ot la chronique monastique anonymo intitulCe "An
nabes Bumtonienses."6° Le pnobbèmo de l’identification do ba pensonne do
l’archovéque Petro a été tnaitC darts un grand ouvrage do l’histonien
ukrainien S. Tomaivs’kyj,6’ dont bien des conclusions no peuvont êtne
soutenues. A la bumiène des documents du XIIIe siècle, I’identification do
l’archovequo Petro avec b’igoumène du monastèro Kiévion du Saint
Rédompteum Spass ft Bemestové paraIt pou probanto. Ii on ost do memo
pour b’identification do b’igoumène avec be boyard Potro AkerovyC.°2 Los
Rerum Britannicarum medii aevi scriptores, or Chronicles and Memorials of
Great Britain and !reland during the Middle Ages, t. I, Londres, 1864, pp. 271-275;
t. 4, 1877, pp. 386-389; aussm Monumenta Germaniae Historica: Scniptores. t. 27,
Berlin, 1885, p. 474-475.
61
S. Tomalivs’kyj, "Predtea Izydora: Petro Akerovy, neznanyj mytropolyt rus’kyj
1241-1245," Zapysky cyna sv. Vasvhja Veh’koho, t. 2, fasc. 3-4, Zovkva, 1927,
p. 221-313, 441-442; du même auteur, Petno perJyj uniats ‘kyj mytropolyt Ukrajiny
Rusi: !storynyj narys. 2e ed., Eviv, 1928.
62 C’est cc qu’a note encore M. A. Taube, Rim i Rus ‘v domongol’skijperiodX-X!!!
vv., dans be recueil Ex Oriente: Religiose undphilosophische Probleme des Ostens
und des Westens, Mayence-Wiosbadon, 1927, p. 193. Réponse do S. Tomaivs’kyj,
"Bojaryn y ihumen? Pryynky do pytannja pro osobu mytropobyta Petra Akero
vya," Zapyskv Cyna sv. Vasylija Velykoho, t. 3, ovkva, 1928-1930, p. 171-178.
Lidentification igoumCne = archovCque est misc sous un point d’intorrogation dans
l’article do V. Zajikyn, "Quebques notes sur ba question de b’évangebisation do Ia
Ruthénie Kiévienne Russie Méridionabe," ibidem, t. 3, p. 746. La bittérature sur
60

b’archevCque Petro et los tentatives do son identification compte quelques dizaines do
positions.
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tontativos d’identification faites par Tomaivs’kyj reflètent la tendance do
lien on un tout dos renscignomonts sun différentes personnes do memo
nom, Cparpibléos dans los sources des XIIe_XIVe siècbos; ccci en réalité
mèno ft un appauvnissomont do b’idée sun be nombne des hommes do ba
pobitique, do la culture ot do l’Eglise vivant ft cette époquo. lb existe un
argument anthroponymique original parbant contro b’identification do
b’archevéque Petno avec be boyard igoumene? Petmo AkorovyC. Le
patnonyme AkerovyC n’est manifostement pas d’omigino slave, mais pbutôt
proche-oniontabe synienne?.°3 Ii ost difficibe do faire conconder cola avec
los monseignements d’une source occidentabe qui dit quo l’archevéquo
Petno no possCdait quo sa languo matennebbe ot no connaissait aucuno
bangue occidontabe ou onientabo.
La petite mention faite dans be cobofon sum b’évéque Petro consolide
fondamentalemont l’authenticité do son noyau informatif principal et
ancion; il ost tout bonnement difficibo d’admettre bo caractère fortuit do
b’appanition du nom do Petno, autromont ib no faudmait voim darts le colafan qu’un entroméboment do contingonces et do hasards qui pourtant
cadment admirabbement avec los cinconstancos réebbes. Mais aussi, eble
apporto dos details fondamentaux dans b’éclaircissement du probbème quo
pose la personne do Petmo.
A son époque, Tomaivs’kyj estimait avec toute raison quo "pour la
discussion deux alternatives sont possibbes: ib y a derriere be nom do
b’anchevêque Petro be prince Danybo ou bien son adversaine Myxajbo."64
Quelquos chercheurs anténiouns Tomalivs’kyj, Vladimir T. Pauto ot
aussi Teofil Kostruba, pan oxempbe65 ostimaiont quo b’archevéque Petro
etait métmopobite do Ruthénie, be partisan du prince mentionnC Rostysbav
MyxajbovyC ot son pèro be pninco. Après avoim accompli sa mission ft
b’Occident, Petro no somait pas rentrC, disent-ils, on Ruthenie, mais sorait
restC quolque pant en Occident, on France ou bien on Croatie oft régnait
Rostysbav. Ces raisonnemonts ne so fondaient sum aucune source valabbo
ot albaiont memo ft l’encontme do contains faits. En effet, ba chronique
connait on 1243 un autro métropolito nuthène Cynile; be partisan du
-

Viont invobontairement a b’esprit l’analogie Akerovy/ / Akir do 1’ "Ecrit sur be sage
Akir ot son fibs Anadan" traduction en slave oriental datant du Xbe siècle. Le slave
oriental akir // arm. xikar ‘sage, savant’ < arabe 1aiqãr. Voir: F. MUller, "Pahbawi,
neupersische und armenische Etymologien," Wiener Zeitschrift für die Kunde des
Morgenlandes, t. 8, 1894, p. 281; H. HUbschmann, Armenische Grammatik, t. I,
Hibdesheim-New York, 1972, p. 268.
64 S. Tomabivs’kyj, "OdpowiodJ panu Karobowi Mabeczynskiemu," Kwartalnik
Historyczny, t. 42, Lviv, 1928, p. 149.
65 T. Kostruba, Narysy z cerkovnoji istorUi Ukrajiny X-X!!! st., Lviv, 1939,
p. 56.
63
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prince Rostyslav était en réalité l’evêque do HalyC Artomij qui s’etait

sauve devant Danybo en Hongnie. Los données du cobofon tCmoignent do
il avait établi des contacts
ce qu’on effet Petmo, sa mission torminCe
ot
do
Rome,66
ce
qui
avait
trouvé son apogee dans
entno Danybo be pape
b’attnibutation par be pape d’une counonne moyalo ft Danylo on 1253
était mentré en RuthCnie et on 1246 so trouvait auprès du prince Danybo. Il
no faut vain ft notro avis aucurte contradiction dans be fait quo Petmo
jouissait ft b’Occident du titro d’archevêque et non do mCtnopolito, nous be
soubignons et quo be cobofon le nommait évêque.
Si, d’une part, ii ost hors do doute quo los premiers metropobites do
Ruthénie, ot panfois ceux qui l’ont été plus tard, so faisaient appebom
archeveques c’est ainsi quo Tomaivs’kyj a construit l’identité do
l’anchevêque Petro comme étant métropobito do Ruthénie, d’autne part,
on sait, par exemple, quo los citoyens do Novgomod ant néussi ft faire
nommer bum Cvequo du memo titre encore darts ba peniode pnemongobe.
Contains évéquos gabicierts auraiont pu so faire nommen eux aussi anche
véques. Los évêquos do HalyC, ot Petro pouvait bion b’êtmo avoc l’appui du
prince Danybo, assumaient bun jurisdiction sun un si grand tomnitoine que
bars do son séjour en Occident, Petro pouvait y être désignC comme
anchevêque. Ii aurait pu so donner ce titro pour soulignem la vabeun do sa
mission d’ambassadeun. Apnès son rotoum on Galicie-Volynie, ib n’y out
plus bosom d’un tel titro hypertnophiè.
Finabement, ib est tout ft fait possible do netrouvor ba mention sum cot
évêque archeveque de Gabicie Petno dans be message connu du roi
pobonais Kazimienz III; darts ce message qui date do 1370 ot qui est adressé
au patmiarcho do Constantinople Fibotheos, ib est question do restituer be
siege métnopolitain en Galicie.67 Ii nous sembbe quo ce "mCtropobite
gabicien Potmo" le second darts la biste des anciens métnopolites
non
dates darts buns fonctiorts est identifie sans naisons vabablos avoc be
metropolite ruthène St. Petro, mart on 1326.68
-

-

-
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Cette idCe a Cté cansequemment discutee encore par Mykola Cubatyj dans son
article "Zaxidna Ukrajina i Rym u XIII vici u svojix zmahannjax do cerkovnoji uniji,"
Zapysky Naukovoho tovarystva im. evenka, t. 123-124, Lviv, 1917, p. 37-38.
67 Acta patriarchatus Contantinopolitani 1315-1402 e codicibus manuscriptis
Bibliothecae palatinae Vindobonesis, ed. F. Mikbosich et J. MUller, t. 1, Vindobonae,
1860, p. 577.
68
Heinrich Gelzer voir son article "Boitrago zur russischen Kirchengoschichte aus
griechischen Queblen," Zei:schrft für Kirchengeschichte. t. 13, Gotha, 1892, p. 257,
260 était d’avis quo be métropobite galicien Petro et be métropobite kiévien St. Petro
étaient doux personnes diffCrentes. A. S. Pavlov no partageait pas cette opinion voir
son article "0 naabo galickoj i Iitovskoj mitropolij i o pervyx tamonix mitropobitax
0 vizantijskim dokumentab’nym istonikam XIV v.," Russkoe obozrenie, t. 27,
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La question qui so pose ft propos do ba chante étabbie pan be prince
Danybo pour los Karaites resto ouvorte: los droits nospoctifs auraient pu
bun êtno octroyes tant sous forme do charte qu’oralement. Ii ost toutefois
hors do doute qu’ib avait ou dans cot acte Ccnit ou anal des tCmoins en ba
pemsonne du prince Vasyl’ko ot do l’evêque do HabyC? Petno.
5. Autros tCmoignages kanaites sun b’Cmignation du XIIIe siècle

La méfiance envers l’idCe memo do l’émigmatian des Karaites do CrimCe ft
destination do la Ruthenie do Galicie au milieu du XIIIe siècle fut la cause
do ce quo l’on passait sous silence non seuloment los donnCes du cobofon
mais tous los autros tCmoignages qui so situaiont darts l’onbite do sos
pnincipaux nonsoignoments. Ii est vrai quo los autmes auteuns karaites no
disposaient pas des sources qu’avait Yosef ha-Mabin, l’auteun hypothC
tique du cobofon, ot do touto evidence no b’egabaient pas on Crudition. Dans
bun imagination, los tomes qui jadis bum avaiont senvi d’asibe après la
CnimCe avaient toujouns appantenu aux nois pabonais ou aux grands
princes bituaniens cf. b’influence do la lCgende do Vytautas!, et là oft,
conformément ft ba nCabitC, on dovnait s’attendre a vain dans los ouvnages
histoniques ot pamahistoniquos be nom du prince nuthène ou gabicien men
tionné memo dans une bCgendo railbeusejuive, apparait "be roi pobonais"
ou Vytautas. Eappanition dCpbacée do tels personnagos dans be contexte
devient comprehensible si l’on aborde be témoignage en question dans un
ensemble plus barge. Los renseignemonts contradictoires des auteuns
kanaites qui pout-être agissaiont ici dans b’ospnit du servilisme pro
pobonais ant abouti ft des conclusions signifiant bum totabo inaptitude
aux etudes histoniques.
Analysons en consequence quebques tCmoignages kanaites do cc genre.
Darts be chapitre sept de l’ouvmage susmentionnC Dod Mordekhay do
Mondokhay Kukizov, terminC en 1700, il est dit quo los KaraItes fument
demandés do Turquie darts b’oniginab Ismaob pan un nai pobonais.69

Danylo a

ete metamorphose ici en roi pobonais, los Tatans en Tuncs ou en

Ismaélites et il n’est restC quo l’idée initiabe sun cc quo les Karaltes ont eté
"demandCs ft vonir." Los Karaitos do HalyC ant soubigne dans une petition

Moscou, mai 1894, p. 218-220. Louvrage plus recent do M. Stasiw, Metropolia
Haliciensis, Eius histonia et iunidicaforma, Rome, 1960 Anabecta Ordinis s. Basilii
Magni, sect. 1, t. 12 nous a Cte inaccessible pour son étude.
69
lb no nous a pas été donné do voir be texte original do Mordokhay qui Cvidemment
vaut Ia peine d’étre étudiC. Nous citons d’aprCs Ftlrst, Geschichte des Karderthums,

p. 91.
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adrossCe ft l’empereur autmichien Joseph 111780-1790 qu’ils etaiont
venus en Galicie au XIbIe siècle.70
En décnivant sa pCnégnination ft Jerusalem darts los annéos 1785-1786,
be hazzan Benjamin Yonuabmi do GOzbeve on Cnimee dit qu’ "il y a plus
do 500 ans qu’ibs les Karaitos sont partis do Cniméo do Ia vilbe do Sobxat
nommCe encore CnimCe Ancienne. Lo noi polonais a désinC quo los
Karaites viennont darts son Etat, c’est pourquoi ib a priC be souvonairt do
Cnimee do los lui ortvoyon."7’ Lo calcul indiquo une date precedant 1285 et
Sobxat ost do nouveau mentionné comme be paint do depart do b’émigra
tion. Quant au prince Danybo, ib ost métamorphosé on roi do Pobogne. La
tradition kamalte contiont la notation omnortee "200 arts" au lieu do "500
arts." Cette emneur a eté memarquée darts sort tomps par Zajczkowski qui
no soutenait pas l’opiniort do l’amnivéo des KamaItos au XIIP siècbe.72
Le voyageum autnichien J. Rohmen a note bars do son sCjoum ft HalyC en
1802 quo "los Kanaltos do Gabicie affirmont qu’ibs sont venus darts ce pays
avec bes Tatars et quo los Pobonais los ant faits pnisonniems. lbs ont tebbe
mont plu aux rois quo ces demniens leur ant ponmis do s’irtstalber dans ba
capitabe pnincière memo, HabyC."73 Le prince Danybo redeviont ici roi
polonais, los Kanaites so transforment d’un coup on pnisonniens cf.
cortairtos analogies avec ba légende do Vytautas ot ce n’est quo darts la
mention sun beur amnivCe commune avec los Tatans et sun "ba capitabe
pnincièro a HabyC" HabyC n’avait été capitabo qu’au tomps des princes et
des mais nuthènes, los mois pobonais n’ont jamais eu bun capitabe darts cotto
vibbe! qu’on ontrevoit ba base d’onigino veritable.
Ehistoniert polonais Czacki, quo nous avorts déjà cite, fait mention do
quebques notes necues d’urt conmesportdartt karaite dans sort traitC sun los
Karaitos publie on 1807. "Darts des notes faites par eux pan los KaraItes,
c’est-ft-dine pan un domi-savant, il y a des contradictions histoniques
Ctranges; pan exempbe, Vytautas aunait vCcu au XIIIe siècle."74 Ii est claim
70

La citation do ba petition est do G. Wolf, donnée dans un hebdomadaire juif en
1883. Voir pour cola Fahn, Aus dem Leben der Karaiten, p. 67. Nous n’avons pas
retrouvé l’article do G. Wolf.
71 J Gurband, Neue Denkmaler der JUdischen Literatur in St. Petersburg, t. 1,
Lyck, 1865, p. 45; A. Neubauer, Aus den Petersburger Bibliothek: BeitrdgeundDoku
mente zur Geschichte des Karäentums und der Karäischen Literatur. Leipzig, 1866,
p. 124.
72 A. Zajczkowski, "Opis podróy do Ziemi wiçtej," Myll Karaimska, t. 2, Vilnius,
1931, no. 3-4, p. 40.
J. Rohrer, Bermerkungen auf einer Reise von der tUrkischen Gränze über Buko
wina durch Ost- und Westgalizien, Schiesien und Mahren nach Wien. Vionne, 1804,
p. 116.
"
T. Czacki, Rozprawa o zydach i karaitach, Cracovie, 1860, p. 144.
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quo darts los notes auxquobbes Czacki n’aj auto mat, l’anmivée des Karaitos
est datCe au XIIIe siècle et au nom du prince Danybo est substituC cebui do
Vytautas.
A pant in do 5006 1246 commence b’appanition ft HalyC commo b’a écnit
LoonaviC dans son commontaire au cobofon du "soi-disant cabondnion
national kamaite qui so trauvait saus verne dans un cadre done oft, d’apnès
la tradition, on faisait annuelbemont dos inscriptions depuis dos annCes. Ii
y avait là touto une chronobogie histonico-mebigiouse entnemêbCe, il est vnai,
d’histoiros fabubeuses diverses mais aussi do details histoniques do valour,"
écnivait on 1927 Bohdan Janu75 qui avait vu be calendrier. Par "histoires
fabubeuses divensos," ib entendait probabbemont l’histoino do b’amnivéo des
Karaitos sous be prince Dartybo et dont il soutonait b’authertticité darts sos
premiers ouvnagos. Lo cabendnier on question aunait dispanu bans do la
premiere guerno mondiabe. Le système local do chronobogie karaite qui
prond pour amigirto l’annivée des Kanaitos ft HalyC est cependant encore en
coums ft HalyC do nos jours.7°
La liste prCcitéo des témaignagos kanaites do ba fin du XVIIe au debut du
XIXe siècle qui ost rtaturolbemortt lain d’être complete prouvo quo ba
tradition sum b’émigmatiort des Kamaites en RuthCnie au XIIIe siècle était
bien vivanto dans diffémertts milioux karaltes avant quo los copies du
cobofon aient ete faites en 1813 et en 1838. En d’autmos tormos, be cobofon
do HalyC n’est pas be soul ft figurer darts los rtombneuses sources narratives
biert qu’ib occupe indubitabbement uno place exclusive par be canactèmo
vémidique du noyau principal, qui doit ft juste titno sorvir do point do
depart pour l’ètude do b’histoire ethnique dos Kamaites d’Ukraine et do
Lituanio.
6. La valour du cobofon en tant quo source histonique conclusion
Los etudes des traditions arabs en tant quo sources histoniques, qui
jouissent actuellement d’urte cortairte activitC, pnincipabement, sum urt
materiel afnicain77 et polyrtésiert, pormottent do sunmontem b’artcion scopti
cismo hypencnitique conconnant los sources Ccmites creees sous l’influence
des rCcits omaux. ECtude du cobofon kamaite do HalyC permot d’avancerbes
conclusions suivantos. En 1700, darts la cobonie kamaite de HalyC, ft partim
Janusz, Karaici w Poisce, p. 82.
Nous en avons eu Ia conviction bors do nos etudes personnelbes sur Ia cobonie
karalte a HaIy en 1972.
77 Voir, par exemple, D. P. Henige, The Chronology of Oral Tradition: Quest fora
Chimera. Londres, 1974 Oxford Studies in African Affairs.
76
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d’anciortrtes chrortiques ot d’urte tradition omabe, fut compose un cobofon
on hébreu comprortant urt exposé do b’histoine irtitiabe des Karaitos do
HabyC. Sort autoum be plus probable sorait be savant karalte Yosof ha
Mabim. La composition d’une cobofon do ce genre fut stimubée par
l’inténét grandissant des savants occiderttaux pour los Kamaites.
Jusqu’ft present, cc cobofort qui a vu trais publications impnimees
seubement sous fomme do traductiort, a etC en pnincipe rejeté comme
source histonique. La cause en ost b’analyse peu profonde ou presque nubbe
do celui-ci et do b’épaque du roi Dartybo. Le moproche quo I’on fait encore
au cobofon est qu’il serait urto falsification faite par be hazzart do HalyC
Leortovié darts les années 1830.
Létude du colofon pormet do mettmo en valeum urt noyau anciert de
grande importance pour ce qui ost des rertsoignemertts qui Cbucident los
évCnements du XlIIe siècle. Ces nenseignements mesistent ft la critique: ils
sont on grande partie vérifiCs pan des sources muthèrtes, hongroisos et
anglaises do l’epoquo XIIIe siècle, ibs ant trouvé bun neflet darts la tradi
tion juive ot amméniortrto, et bum repercussion s’est conservCe darts d’autres
euvros karaites.
Los renseignoments qui neflètont d’uno martième vCridique los événe
mertts du XIIIe siècle sant los suivants: ldes pourparbers erttne be prince
do Galicie Dartybo ot be chof mibitaire des Mongobo-Tatans Batou ant eu
lieu en 1243; Ions do ces pounpanlers, les Tatans ant consortti ft pormottro ft
diffémertts groupes ethniques orttro autmes aux Kamaites do quitter des
tommitoimes qui étaiertt tombes sous la domination tatamo la Cnimée y
comprise pour émignen en Galicie-Volyrtie; 2 1246 mamque be com
mencement d’une Cmignation do diffCrents peupbes do la Cmimée ontre
autmos des KanaItes
ft destination do l’Etat do Gabicie-Volyrtie; los
KaraItes sartt pantis do trois vibbes cnimConnes: Solxat, Mangup et Caffa.
A la suite do bum déplacemertt, los Kanaltes ant obtertu du pninco Danybo
des licences commerciabes avec l’Onient ainsi qu’urte aide matCnielbe.
Los rertsoigrtomertts quo l’on doit encore soumottre ft I’étude sant: 1 ib
n’est pas claim que los Karaites aiortt obtonu on 1246 un privilege saus
fomme orabe ou écnito, il ost cepondant hors do douto quo Ions do sa romiso
pan be prince Dartybo étaiertt presents be prince do Vabyrtie Vasyl’ko et
l’evêque do HabyC Petmo, ex-ambassadeun do Danybo aupnès du pape do
Rome Innocent IV; 2 il n’est pas claim qu’en 1246 l’Cmigration kanaIte ait
vraiment eu pour destination concrete la vibbe do HabyC, partiebbemertt
dCtruite pan los Mongobo-Tatans, ou biert Ia Gabicie en gCrtCrab pninci
pautC do Galicie.
Eanabyse du cobofon excbut sa falsification bars des artrtCos 1830 et le
-

-
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méhabibite aux yeux des histoniens en tant quo source do premiere valour
contonant des nenseignements impartants pour b’histoire ethnique des
Kanaitos et pour l’histoino do l’Etat do Gabicie-Volyrtie du XIIIe siècle.

REVIEW ARTICLES

THE FORMATION OF NATIONAL IDENTITY IN
SUBCARPATHIAN RUS’:
SOME QUESTIONS OF METHODOLOGY

JOHN-PAUL HIMKA

THE SHAPING OF A NATIONAL IDENTITY: SUECARPATHIAN
Rus’, 1848-1948. By Paul Robert Magocsi. Harvard Series
in Ukrainian Studios. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Univer
sity Press, 1978. xiii, 640 pp.
Paul R. Magocsi has made a very welcome addition to the scholarly
literature on Eastern Europe. His study of nationalism in Subcarpathiart
Rus’ is scrupulously researched; its documentary base includes sources
published in the Western, Slavic, and Magyan languages as well as inter
views and archival material. The text is cleanly structured, combining a
chronological and thematic approach. The book’s first pant provides a
general background on Subcarpathian Rus’and recounts its history up to
1919. The second part discusses varying interpretations of Rusyn history
by authors of Rusyn, Hungarian, Russian, and Ukrainian orientations
as well as problems of language, culture, education, and religion in Sub
canpathiart Rus’. The third pant deals with the political history of the
region from 1919 to 1948. Throughout, the account is clear and roads
well.
The thick volume is somewhat boss than half filled with the text proper.
Following the text are four appendices including one that reproduces
about forty extracts illustrating seven versions of the written language of
the Subcarpathian Rusyns; a hundred pages of notes; a comprehensive
bibliography with over two thousand entries; and a detailed index of
some fifty pages. The volume will therefore remain an indispensable
handbook for anyone interested in the region.
As the main title of the book states, the study is chiefly concerned with
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the shaping of national identity in the region. According to Magocsi,
"Subcarpathian Rusyns could have been consolidated into an inde
pendent nationality or they could have associated and become a part of
the Magyan, Sbovak, Ukrainian, or Russian nationalities. The purpose of
this study is to see which of those alternatives was eventually acceptedand
why one succeeded and the others failed" p. 14. The author attempts,
then, to provide a study that transcends the 8,820 square miles of Sub
canpathiart Rus’ by examining the way in which a national identity is
formed.
The reviewer feels that this latter attempt miscarried, and that it did so
because the author failed to ask the might questions. The weakness of the
book’s methodology has prevented it from making a contribution as "a
study of nationalism" p. 1.
These statements may surprise many who have booked at the book. The
back cover carries an endorsement by Karl Doutsch, whose innovative
work on nationalism is justly and almost universally admired. Further
more, the book cites, in the introduction and at the outsets of several
chapters, all the beading modern authorities on nationalism who write in
English: not only Deutsch, but Elie Kedaunie, Camlton J. H. Hayes, Boyd
C. Shafer, Anthony D. Smith, etc. One might suppose, then, that the
book employs the best modern methods. But this is not so. For one thing,
it can be arguod that the best modern interpretations of nation-making
processes are not written in English, and that Doutsch’s most talented
disciples are currently in Eastern Europe, notably the Czech Minosbav
Hnoch’ and the Pole Józef Chbebowczyk.2 Those two authors, who work
on problems closely rebated to Magocsi’s, are not cited in his book. But
the real test of methodological validity is not who is cited and who is not;
citations cart, after all, be used as ornaments an decorative initials. The
meal test lies in the methodology itself. From a student of Doutsch we
expect good social science and goad comparative method. It is precisely
at those two points, however, that the book falls apart.

Before discussing those central weaknesses, I wish to defend art aspect
of Magocsi’s methodology that is likely to provoke controversy, es
pecially outside the scholarly community. It will offend some national
Mirosbav Hroch, Die Vorkampfer der nationalen Bewegung bei den kleinen
Völkern Europas: Eine vergleichende Analyse zur gesellschaftlichen Schichiung der
patriotischen Gruppen Prague, 1968.
2 Józef Chbebowczyk, Procesy narodotwdrcze we wschodniej Europie .irodkowej w
dobie kapitalizmu: Od schylku XVIII do poczqtkdw XX w. Warsaw, 1975. Parts of
I

this book appeared earlier as articles.
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sensibilities that Magocsi does not proceed from the premise that the
Rusyrts of Subcanpathia were innately Ukrainian. Instead, he begins with
the assumption that "one is not born with a nationality" p. 2. Accord
ingly, he examines the competition among three different national
orientations Rusyrtophibo, Russophile, and Uknainophibe as if no one of
thorn was any mare legitimate than the others. In my opinion, Magocsi’s
approach is valid for investigating the problem that interests him, namely,
why one of the three orientations eventually triumphed. The principal
virtue of this approach is that it does not allow the ultimately victorious
Ukrainian orientation to escape analysis which happens too frequently
when its inherent legitimacy is assumed. Magocsi’s study is the first sig
nificant attempt to step back and view the national awakening in Subcan
pathia from a standpoint beyond arty of the competing orientations. This
is refreshing, and it constitutes one of the strengths of the study.
A serious methodological weakness of the book, however, is the rejec
tion of socioeconomic factors as art influence on national orientation.
Magocsi is correct, of course, to point out that "socioeconomic status on
age are not adequate to explain why individuals3 from the same region,

and frequently from the same family, would join differing national amien
tations" p. 19. He is also in the night when he states that "there is no
simple one-to-one relationship3 between age on social and economic
status on the one hand and acquired national orientation art the other"
a simple one-to-one
p. 18. But by this high criterion for validity
relationship that determines the personal choice of individuals
any
explanation would have to be rejected. History, like the life it reflects, is
nat that simple.
The value of socioeconomic analysis is in the isolation and interpreta
tion of trends. Trends, Magocsi admits, do exist. He notes, for example,
that 40 percent of the Rusynophibes were priests’ sans who themselves
became priests,4 and that Russaphibes and Ukrainophibes outnumbered
Rusynophibes four-ta-one in the generation after 1905 p. 19. But admit
ting a trend is not enough: the author’s task was to explain those trends,
and this he evaded.
Appendix 2, which consists of eighty-one comparative biographies,
was adduced as evidence of the inadequacy of age and socioeconomic
-

-

Emphasis mine.
Actually, this seems to be a misprint or miscalculation. Recalculating from
Appendix 2, I find that less than 30 percent of the Rusynophiles were priests from
priestly families. However, over half the priests of priestly origin were Rusynophiles.
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status in explaining the choice of national identity. It is important, there
fore, to take a closer book at this appendix and at what it reveals.
It is here, perhaps, that the back of acquaintance with Miroslav Hroch’s
work is mast keenly felt. Hnoch would have alerted Magacsi that there
must be some criterion for selecting a group which is subjected to socio
logical analysis. The only clue given as to why Magocsi grouped together
for analysis the eighty-one individuals in Appendix 2 is that they were
"some of the most prominent national leaders in Subcarpathiart Rus’ in
the post-1918 period" p. 282. This vague basis for selection diminishes
the value of his data. Hnoch would also have suggested to Magocsi some
more definite and sophisticated questions to ask of his data, such as it is.
It did not take a reading of Hroch, however, to notice a clear preference
for Uknainophilism among Rusyns of plebeian origin. Of twenty-six
peasants’ sorts, twelve opted for Ukrainophilism, seven for Rusyrto
philism, and seven for Russophilism two on three because they had boon
influenced by the Russian revolution. Magocsi does not even call atten
tion to this preference, let alone attempt to explain it.
Nor does Magocsi bother to correlate year of birth with national
preference. It is up to the painstaking reader to transcribe Magocsi’s data
and to calculate that the mean year of birth for Rusyrtophibes was 1882,
for Russophibos
1883, and fan Uknainophibes
l893. This seems to
indicate that Ukrainophilism was the wave of the future an indication
-

-

-

which runs against the grain of Magocsi’s any-option-could-have-won

conclusions. In this connection we could also note that Appendix 2 men
tions only three cases of switched orientations, and that all three were to
Ukrainophilism. Correlating year of birth with social origin, we discover
that the mean year of birth for priests’ sons was 1876, and fan peasants’
sorts
1893. The mean year of birth for priests was 1880, and for nonpriests
1887.
Putting all these correlations together, we might hazard the hypothesis
that the upsurge of Ukrainophibism, the rise of secular leadership, and the
growth of plebeian participation in the national movement wore pant of a
historically connected process.6 What was this process? What wore the
connections among those phenomena, if any? Magocsi never poses, bet
alone attempts to answer, these questions.
-

-

In calculating mean years of birth I have excluded two individuals born after 1910.
Their years of birth 1917 and 1920 fall clearly outside the normal cluster of birth years
in Magocsi’s sample.
6 My own research into the history of Ukrainophibism among the "Rusyns" of Gabicia
suggests that in the Austrian crownland these phenomena were linked.
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The rejection of socioeconomic factors, based on Appendix 2, perhaps
accounts for the book’s paucity of information about tho society and
economy of Subcanpathian Rus’. For instance, although it has a table
showing Rusyrt occupational distribution, it has none correlating nation
ality and occupation in the region.7 Moreover, nowhere in the book do we
find a discussion of the former landlord class, its nationality, or its rela
tionship to the past-emancipation Rusyrt peasantry and Greek Catholic
clergy. Are we to presume that the existence of a Magyar landed nobility
was irrelevant to the way national identity was shaped in Subcarpathiart
Rus’? Would this not have had at least some influence on the Uknaino
phile and radical Russophile proclivities of the plebeian element?
Would it not also, perhaps, have boon a factor in the Magyarorte and
Rusynophibe preferences of the clergy?
The study’s sorest oversight is precisely its failure to attempt an ex
planation of why the Greek Catholic clergy preferred Rusynophilism.
Appendix 2, for example, shows that: 1 as already noted, a substantial
portion of the Rusyrtophibe leaders were priests who wore the sorts of
priests; 2 over half the clergy in the sample became Rusynophibe; and
3 priests made up only 14 percent of the Ukrairtophibe and 21 percent of
the Russophibe leadership, but 39 percent of the Rusyrtophile. One need
not bother with statistics, however, to notice the connection between the
Greek Catholic clergy and Rusynophilism. It is evident in the account of
the Rusynophibe redaction of Subcanpathiart history, which portrays the
church union and the restoration of the Mukachevo diocese as central
Here I should point out a compound error in the use of statistics relating to non
Rusyn nationality and occupation. In footnote 11, p. 362, Magocsi writes: "Unlike
other areas of eastern Europe. . . in Subcarpathian Rus’ trade was not the exclusive
domain of Jews." To prove this statement, Magocsi had to show that some non-Jews
actually, one non-Jew participated in trade. Instead, he tells us that 39.1 percent of
the Jewish population of the region were engaged in commerce and credit 1930, a fact
that by no moans precludes that all those engaged in commerce and credit may have
been Jews. Of course, this was not the case in reality, because non-Jews did engage in
commerce.
In what other areas of Eastern Europe was trade the exclusive domain of Jews?
Perhaps merely a pre-eminent position held by Jews is meant here. If so, the situation
may have boon no different from that in other areas. Combining the information given
in the above-mentioned footnote with the information in Table 3 p. 355, we discover
that Jews outnumbered Rusyns in commerce by a ratio of two-and-a-half to one, al
though nearly six times as many Rusyns as Jews lived in Subcarpathian Rus’.
However, the book does not give enough information to determine to what extent
commerce in Subcarpathian Rus’was the domain of Jews. Magyars, for all we are told,
may have made up the largest percentage of the commercial class.
For another example of the faulty use of statistics, see p. 268 "recent census data
confirm this trend", and cf. p. 256 and p. 456, fn. 39.

forum

NATIONAL IDENTITY IN SUBCARPATHIAN RUS’

379

events. It is clearly expressed in Magocsi’s own words:
. for the most
part, the hierarchy and other loading members [of the Greek Catholic
church] remained either Magyamone in sympathy, or. . . favored same
degree of Subcanpathian Rusyrt separateness" p. l87.8 But what was
inclining the non-Basiliart Greek Catholic clergy towards Magyarone,
".

.

anti-Ukrainian Rusynaphilism? This question, which is central to the

problem Magocsi hopes to salvo, is again nat posed, let alone answered.
I do nat mean to suggest that social factors alone determined the ulti
mate choice of identity for what is now the Transcarpathian Ukraine, but
I do think that the serious investigator ignores them at his peril. This is
doubly true when the conclusions offer alternatives that are questionbegging e.g., the Rusynophibe movement failed "basically because of the
attitudes of the local intelligentsia. .. . What the Rusyn orientation backed
was purposeful leadership," p. 274 or naive e.g., the Soviet Union
under Joseph Stalin "felt obliged.. . to accept the Ukrainian option so as
to be consistent with the ideology of the local [i.e., Subcanpathian} Com
munist party," p. 275 .
Another problem with the methodobogy involves the use of compari
son. The last six pages of the book develop a peculiar argument to prove
that "any one of the three [national orientations] might have been imple
mented" with success after 1944 p. 275.10 According to Magocsi, "even
government efforts to faster a separate Rusyrt identity failed. . . . This
does not mean that Subcarpathian civilization did not possess the poten
tial to be transformed into a separate national identity. It did. . . . That the
potential existed was revealed by the minuscule group of Rusyns in Yugo
slavia," where a separate Rusyrt nationality was indeed created after 1945
p. 274; also see pp. 270-7 1. Leaving aside the possibility that Magocsi
may be introducing his evidence prematurely, there is a fatal flaw in this,
the cornerstone of his any-anientation-could-havo-prevaibed conclusion:
Even into the Soviet period, "the Greek Catholic Church and its seminary in

Uzhhorod had been the last bastions of the Rusynophibo orientation" p. 265.
The second reason Magocsi gives for the Soviets’ choice of Ukrainophilism strikes
one as more sensible: the Soviet Union wanted to be consistent "as well ... with the
arguments put forward on the international
10 This conclusion catches the reader by surprise. In the second half of the 1930s, the
Ukrainian movement was "rapidly expanding" p. 226 and "becoming ever more
influential throughout the province" p. 227 in spite of the Czechoslovak govern
ment’s anti-Ukrainophile policy. The subsequent period of autonomy increased
Ukrainophibism’s "influence and prestige among barge segments of the local popula
tion," and "the Ukrainophibe orientation spread rapidly, especially among the younger
generation" p. 246. The oppressive Hungarian regime during World War II pro
voked a reaction that seems to have further strengthened the Ukrainian orientation
p. 249.
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namely, it is a comparison of irtcomparabbes. As the book makes clean, the
linguistically different Yugoslav "Rusyns" comprise a very small
minority fan from any contiguous Rusyrt territory. To use them as proof
of the viability of Rusynism in Subcarpathia is inadmissible.
If comparisons were in ardor, and they wore, they should have been
with the people who called themselves Rusyn at least until the turn of the
century, but who differed from the Subcanpathian Rusyns by one "ethno
graphic" trait:"they lived north and east of the bonders of the old Hun
garian kingdom. In Bukovyna and Galicia the same three trends existed
as in Subcampathiart Rus’. In both Bukovyna and Gabicia, as in Subcan
pathian Rus’, the Ukrainian orientation ultimately triumphed. Ukrainian
historians, surveying the struggle over national orientation in the whole

of the Western Ukraine, have generally assumed that the Subcarpathians
followed the same essential pattern as the Gabiciarts and Bukovynians.
The Subcanpathians took longer to traverse the same ground, a circum
stance reflecting the relative lack of liberty in Hungary compared to
Austria after 1867 when Ukrairtophibism began to "take off" in Gabicia,
and perhaps also reflecting the difference between mountainous regions
and plains and consequently, between loss and more urbanized areas.
Magocsi neither developed this standard comparison nor confronted it
head an. Had he dane either, his work would have been much more
valuable.
Nonetheless, Magacsi has produced the most serious study in English
an Subcanpathian Rus’, or, in fact, an arty aspect of "West Ukrainian" his
tory. Whatever its methodological shortcomings, this is an impressive
work of scholarship distinguished by a fresh and controversial viewpoint,
lucidity, and meticulous research. In the preface to this volume, Magocsi
promises to propane a similar study on the Ukrainians of Galicia. May it
retain the virtues of his present effort while making a bottom contribution
to our understanding of the formation of national identity.
The University of Alberta

See the map on p. 215 of "Ethnographic Boundaries in East-Central Europe,
1930," which marks out territory for "Serbo-Croatians," "Subcarpathian Rusyns,"
and "Ukrainians" inhabiting Galicia and Bukovyna.
II
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KIMMERIITSY. By Aleksei Ivanovich Terenozhkin. Kiev: "Naukova
dumka," 1976. 224 pp.

Dr. A. I. Teronazhkin of the Institute of Archaeology of the Ukrainian SSR in
Kiev has bong boon a beading specialist on the late bronze and early iron ages in the
northern Black Sea region. In the present work, he examines the RussianUkrainian steppe during the immediate pre-Scythiart era and cabbs into question
some of the basic tenets of recent Soviet scholarship on the Cimmenians and early

Scythians.
Soviet archaeologists, as well as some Western specialists, have tended to view
the early Scythians as a further development of the bate bronze age Srubnaia

Srubna or Timber-Frame culture, which arose in the lower Volga region around
the middle of the second millennium B.C. This thesis also implies that the
Scythians wore indigenous to Eastern Europe and not newcomers who migrated

into the Russian-Ukrainian steppe in the seventh century

B.C.

Torertozhkin

attacks the identification of the Timber-Frame peoples with the prato-Scythiarts.

He claims, instead, that the Timber-Frame peoples wore, in reality, the Cim
merians who inhabited the Russian-Ukrainian steppe until the incursion of the
Scythians from Asia during the seventh century.
Having advanced his thesis at the outset, Temertozhkirt then provides a detailed

analysis of the archaeological remains from the Russian-Ukrainian steppe in the
immediate pre-Scythian or "bate Cimmerian" era. The second chapter consists of a
comprehensive catalogue of 136 known "bate Cimmeriart" sites from the steppe
89, forest-steppe 46, and mountainous part of the Crimea 1. This collection
of all the material remains left by the nomadic inhabitants of the Russian
Ukrainian steppe in the immediate pre-Scythian era is clearly a major contribu
tion. Of comparable value is Terenozhkin’s division of the "bate Cimmerian" era
into two stages. The earlier, or Chernogorovsk stage 900-750 B.C. corresponded
to the change from bronze to iron; it is characterized by bronze bits with a stirrup
shaped hobo at the end, bronze cheekpiocos with three circular holes, and the
placement of the dead in a contracted position on their side with an eastern or

northeastern orientation. The later, or Novocherkassk stage 750-650

B.C.

wit-
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nessed the predominance of iron; this was a kind of pro-Scythian iran age which
was characterized by bronze bits with two circular halos in the end, cheokpieces
with three circular loops along the edge, and the placement of the dead in an
extended position on their side with a western orientation. Terenozhkin’s identifi
cation and description of these two stages marks a major advance in our knowl

edge of the bate bronze ago in the Russian-Ukrainian steppe.
"Late Cimmerian" culture is represented almost entirely by secondary burials in
kurgans dating from an earlier period. Those are located throughout the steppe,

from the lower Danube and northern Bulgaria in the west to the Volgograd region
and lower left-bank Volga in the east. Consequently, almost half the book is
devoted to an examination of "late Cimmenian"graves and grave goads. Included
are chapters on tombs and burial rites, weapons swords, short-swords, arrows,
spears, battle-axes, horse-trappings primarily bits and cheokpieces, domestic
objects knives, pottery, and jewelry, and items of applied art mainly plaques

from horse-trappings. In short, Terenozhkin provides a very systematic analysis
of the graves and relatively modest grave goods which form the chief archaeo
logical remains from the immediate pre-Scythian period in the RussianUkrainian steppe.

This book is unquestionably one of the most important works on the late
bronze age in the steppe to appear in many years. However, it does not deal satis
factorily with a number of important problems. For example, Terenozhkin notes

the change from a sedentary way of life to nomadic stock-raising that took place
between the Bibozers’ke stage of the Timber-Frame culture 1150-950 n.C. and the
"late Cimmemian" era. But he fails to examine the causes of this transition. As a
result, it is not clear if the Cimmcnians wore always Timber-Frame peoples, as

Terenozhkin argues, or whether they were only the last stage of the Timber-Frame
peoples, i.e., the inhabitants of the steppe following the transition to pastoral

nomadism. Furthermore, Terenozhkin avoids the important question of why and
how the Chennogorovsk stage gave way to the Novocherkassk stage. The author’s
identification of the Timber-Frame peoples with the Cimmorians also needs more
elaboration. His main argument focuses on the absence of an animal style in the
"bate Cimmorian" or Timber-Frame culture and the existence of a fully developed

animal style among the early Scythians. While this approach has a certain per
suasiveness, it needs to be developed in more detail. In the process, Terenozhkin
would do well to comment upon some of the other theories regarding the origins
of the Cimmerians, theories which he ignores here. It is also unfortunate that
Terenozhkin makes no reference to several valuable studies by Western scholars

on the Cimmenians and the late bronze age. Finally, it is to be hoped that in a
subsequent work Terenozhkin will examine the written and cuneiform sources an
the Cimmenians in more detail and will try to relate them to the archaeological
materials.

Thomas S. Naonan
University of Minnesota
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RANNESKIFSKIE KURGANY BASSEINA R. TIASMIN vu-vI vv. DO N.E..
By Varvara Andreeva Il’inskaia. Kiev: "Naukova dumka," 1975.
223 pp.
V. A. Ib’inskaia, associate of the Institute of Archaeology of the Ukrainian SSR in
Kiev, is the author of several excellent studies on the bate bronze and early iron
ages in the Ukrainian forest-steppe. In this book she explores the general topic of
the transition from the Chornobis culture of the late bronze age to the mature
Scythianized culture of the fifth to fourth century s.c. in the forest-steppe of the
Right Bank. As the title indicates, the heart of the work is a detailed study of the
kurgans from the seventh to sixth century B.C. found along the basin of the
Tiasmyn River south of Kiev.
This is an important book which merits serious consideration. The traditional
focus on Greek colonization and Scythian migration north of the Black Sea has
bed to same neglect of the native pre-Scythian population during the crucial
transitional era. Il’inskaia attempts to remedy some of this neglect. Furthermore,
her study is one of the few efforts to analyze the transition systematically most
previous works have dealt with either the later bronze age or the early iron age. In
short, the present volume is clearly a major recent work on Ukrainian pro-history.
Ib’inskaia’s basic thesis is that close ties between the forest-steppe of the Right
Bank and the steppe had already developed during the late bronze age, ca. the
eleventh to eighth century B.C. In the seventh to sixth century, however, the nature
of these ties changed due to the Scythian conquest of the Pontic steppes and the
incorporation of the indigenous peoples of the forest-steppe of the Right Bank
into Scythia. In other words, the transition was created by the intrusion of
external Scythian elements into the Tiasmyn basin. It did nat spring from the
natural evolution of the indigenous Chornobis culture. The transitional era began
a period of almost four centuries during which the population of the southern
forest-steppe was part of the Scythian steppe world.
The study analyzes changes in such matters as burial rites, weapons, horse trap
pings, jewelry, and ornamentation in groat detail. The rite of cremation in moundloss graves, which had predominated, gave way in the transitional era to inhuma
tion in wooden crypts placed within pits under barge kurgans. At the same time,
considerable variety existed within the transitional burial rites. A complete
change in weaponry occurred as now, non-indigenous types of swords, daggers,
etc., appeared. Bone and bronze horse bits and cheekpieces wore replaced by iron
bits and cheekpiecos of different shapes. Typically Scythian earrings, pins, and
bracelets took the place of bronze Chornolis jewelry. Finally, geometric designs
gave way to objects done in the early Scythian animal style. While some grave
goads of the transitional era e.g., pottery showed a continuity with earlier
indigenous patterns, the prevailing trend was for change from the local Charnobis
to foreign Scythian farms.
Ib’inskaia’s analysis rests upon a careful, comprehensive study of the data. Of
the 566 excavated kurgans from the Tiasmyn basin, the 128 she attributes to the
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seventh to sixth century are described fully. This systematic catalogue of archaic
Tiasmyn graves, including unpublished materials from the Kiev Historical
Museum, is one of the mast valuable contributions of the entire work, especially
for scholars outside the USSR, for whom access to nineteenth-century reports is
often difficult, if not impossible, to obtain. Ib’inskaia also provides a very helpful
breakdown ofthe burials from these two centuries: she classifies them into several
sub-periods and discusses the artifacts which typified each.
Despite its many fine features, the book fails to address several key questions
adequately. The identity of the people buried in those kurgans and the process of
Scythianization along the Tiasmyn need to be clarified. Does Scythianization
mean, as the author seems to suggest p. 57, a process by which the indigenous
pre-Scythian population came to adopt many elements of Scythian culture? One
could argue, after all, that people buried bike Scythians and with Scythian grave
goods were, in reality, Scythians. In short, the interaction between Scythians and
natives in the Scythianizatian of the Tiasmyn basin must be discussed fully and
the role of each people should be described in some detail. In this context, how are
we to understand the term "early Scythian kurgans" that appears in the title? Does
it refer to Scythians of the archaic era who were buried in kurgans along the
Tiasmyn, or to non-Scythians who were buried in these kurgans during the early
Scythian era?
The author frequently mentions the Zhabotyn seventh century B.C. and Elder
Zhurivka sixth century n.C. stages of the transitional era, but she fails to explain
their historical meaning. Do they represent two distinct phases in the transition
from the indigenous Chornolis to the mature Scythian culture, or do they only
distinguish minor variations between artifacts which, while important for
archaeologists, back real historical significance? What importance do those two
stages really have in the process of Scythianizatian?
A complete study of the transitional era along the Tiasmyn would also need to
discuss the settlement at Zhabotyn which dates to the seventh century B.C., as well
as the fortified sites from the sixth century located in the Tiasmyn basin. The
materials from those sites constitute an important source for our understanding of
the transitional era, and they must be fully considered in any discussion of
Scythianization.
In conclusion, Il’inskaia’s work marks a major advance in the archaeological
study of the Ukraine. However, it has not resolved all the issues concerning the
transition from the late bronze ago to the early iron ago along the Tiasmyn basin.
We can only hope that future studies will build upon Il’inskaia’s work by
addressing some of the questions it leaves unresolved.
Thomas S. Noonan
University of Minnesota
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HRYHORIJ LEvYC’KYJ I UKRAJINS’KA
HRAVJURA.
By V. M. Fo
menko. Kiev: "Naukova dumka," 1976. 109 pp. 1,500 copies.

Fomenko’s essay on the Ukrainian graphist Hryhoryj Kyrybovy Levyc’kyj-Nos
1697-1769 is divided into two lengthy chapters. In addition, a foreword surveys
the modest historiography dealing with old Ukrainian graphics in general and
with Levyc’kyj in particular.
The first chapter relates Levyc’kyj’s biography to 1732. The graphist was born
in the town of Majaëka, presently in the Novosanars’kyj region of the Poltava
oblast’. In the 1720s, he lived in the bustling city of Wroclaw in Sibesia, where he
became an accomplished master of graphic arts. Fomenko gives a cursory survey
of some elements of the dominant baroque style and then catalogues and evalu
ates Levyc’kyj’s extant works from the period also cf. pp. 27, 45-46. He con
cludes that during his years in Wroclaw the "artist was favorably inclined towards

the ideals of the just national-liberation struggle of the Polish population of
Sibesia against the foreign oppressors" p. 24.
Sometime between 1732 and 1735 Levyc’kyj returned to Kiev, and it is this
Ukrainian period which is covered in chapter two. In 1741, Levyc’kyj became a

priest in his native Majaka, but, according to Fomonko, he soon left his clerical
duties to an assistant and returned to Kiev. Ho remained there for the rest of his
life, working on his art in collaboration with the artisans of the Kiev academy
but note p. 87, fn. 66. The chapter contains an analysis of the various genres
of Levyc’kyj’s work - panegynics, portraits, book graphics, and icons. The actual
technique of engraving is treated briefly and superficially p. 36. The sixty-eight
plates that accompany and illustrate the text are adequate but undistinguished.
Throughout the book the author does not hesitate to drive home a political
message, namely, that the present political relations between members of the
socialist community Soviet Russia, Soviet Ukraine, Poland, etc. are bonds
which have a history of long standing cf. p. 8.

Edward Kasinec
Harvard University

By Jerome B/urn.
Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1978. xv, 505 pp.
Paper $12.50; cloth $27.50.
THE END OF THE OLD ORDER IN RURAL EUROPE.

Professor Jerome Blum’s task in his most recent work was far mare difficult than
the one he set for himself in Lord and Peasant in Russia from the Ninth to the
Nineteenth Century. The new work covers much less than a thousand years, but
the terrain it surveys is far mare extensive. The author is now concerned with no
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bess a problem than the abolition of serfdom all across "servile Europe" - a
process that began with the first emancipation decree in Savoy in 1771 and ended
with the liberation of the Romanian peasantry in 1864. Unlike his earlier work,
which traced the development and decline of serfdom in a single country, the new
one attempts to explain the cause and effect of a change that was essential for the
modernization of European society.
Lesser scholars would nat have attempted the research required for this study,
which covers all of Europe except England and the countries on the Iberian,
Italian, and Balkan peninsulas. The rulers of nearby forty European states and
principalities freed their peasants in the century prior to 1864, and dozens of
experimental emancipatians on private estates were made by monarchs and
nobles who wished to diminish the burdens and improve the economies of their
serfs. The contemporary literature concerned with these developments and "the
peasant problem" is enormous. Furthermore, Western and Soviet historians have
since published extensively on the emancipatians and on peasant obligations,
unrest, and land tenure. Professor Blum cites more than nine hundred separate
works, which are also listed in a forty-five page bibliography pp. 433-88.
This study do-emphasizes the political maneuvering which in many countries
was necessary for drawing up and implementing the reform legislation, given the
strong opposition of most of the nobility. Loss than twenty percent of the text is
concerned with the immediate causes of the reforms, the emancipation acts
themselves, and the legal and economic changes they produced pp. 357-417.
Nearly forty percent is devoted to a description of the three most important
aspects of the traditional order: the privileged position of the seigniors, the
obligations and the situation of the peasantry, and the retardation of agriculture
pp. 1-193. About thirty-five percent of the work identifies those developments
that brought about the demise of traditional European society. The latter section
analyzes conflicts between the absolutistic rulers and the nobility, enlightened
criticism of the assumptions of the Old Order, improvements in agricultural
production, and peasant unrest pp. 197-353.
The work’s achievements are noteworthy. Professor Blum gives a synthetic
description of serfdom, despite the variability of agriculture, land tenure, and
feudal dues across Europe. Moreover, he adequately treats many of the social,
economic, and technological changes that preceded the emancipations. Finally,
he provides the best summary to date of the numerous reforms and their imple
mentation.
The most disturbing feature of the work is the author’s interpretation of the
significance of the emancipation legislation. In his view, the abolition of serfdom
was tantamount to "the transition from the society of orders to the class society."
Whereas the emancipations did imply that "at boast nominally everyone was
equal before the law," one may question whether "the grant of equality, even if
incomplete,. . . condemned the traditional society to oblivion" p. 440. Actually,
the foundation of that society had been eroded by developments that preceded the
emancipation: the dramatic increase in the number of commoners, the growing

Reviews

387

economic strength of burghers and peasants, the greater efficiency of forms of
capital accumulation not based an serf labor, and the opening up of governmental
and military positions to commoners an the basis of merit. In England, for
example, serfdom disappeared as a result of these and other developments, not by
official decree. In the Russian Empire, on the other hand, emancipation statutes
did little more than convert the serfs into impoverished state peasants. One may
conclude, therefore, that the contribution of the legal abolition of serfdom to
social change probably differed from country to country. Determining factors
probably included the intent of the legislators and the degree to which the tradi
tional society had previously been undermined by a centralizing state and an
expanding bourgeoisie.
Scholars concerned with specific countries, regions, or periods will find this
study somewhat disconcerting. Because treatment is topical, information on any
particular territory is scattered throughout the text. The index can be used suc
cessfully in some cases, but it provides only a handful of references for the
Ukraine, Gabicia, and other Ukrainian provinces. Information pertinent for the
Ukraine is also included under "Austrian Monarchy" and "Russia."
Because the author assumed that "the social structure of the lands dealt with in
this book followed a common pattern of transition," he felt free to illustrate stages
in this process by selecting events withaut regard to the time or place of their
occurrence p. 8. This meant that he was released bath from the normal con
straints of chronology and from the historian’s usual obligation to relate particu
lar effects to specific causes.
This work will be mast useful to those viewing the abolition of serfdom as a
single phenomenon whose historical role was the same everywhere. Teachers
wishing to give their students the most general characteristics of the Old Order
and of the omancipations will find Professor Blum’s topical summaries con
venient. Scholars desiring to study specific emancipations in their particular
historical contexts, however, will need to turn elsewhere.

Zack Deal
Harvard University

HEOHRAFIJA
UKRAJINs’KoJI RSR Z OSNOVAMY
POSIBNYK DUA VYTELJA. By Maksym Martynovy’
Pa/arnaréuk. Kiev: "Radjans’ka Ikoba," 1975. 312 pp.

EKONOMIeNA
TEORIJI:

Economic geography, like any other science in the Soviet Ukraine, is called upon
to serve the objectives of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. This text in
the Ukrainian language is a response to that call. Dr. Palamaruk, professor of
economic geography and associate of the Academy of Sciences of the Ukrainian
SSR, wrote the book "to help teachers master the achievements of economic
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geography, and to raise the theoretical and idea-political level of teaching" the
subject in high schools p. 3. The author’s desire was, above all, to reveal "the
indivisible organic unity of the national economy of Ukrainian SSR with the
economy of all other union republics within the single national-economic
complex, the USSR" p. 4.
In pursuit of his major goal, Pabamaruk deftly omits any reference to farmer
Ukrainian statehood p. 16 and dutifully follows current Soviet official histoniag
raphy. His interpretation of the history of industrial development in the Ukraine
is clearly anti-Austrian p. 96, but not anti-Russian p. 97. He emphasizes the
assistance the Ukrainian SSR received from other Soviet republics mainly for
the rebuilding of the Donbas following the devastating wars, but fails to mention
the help the Ukraine provided for the development of Siberia and Kazakhstan
pp. 98-100. He duly enunciates the Soviet principle of economic equalization,
but does not explain how the decisions to transfer labor or funds from one repub
lic to another are made p. 22. Palamaruk’s centralist stand earned him a very
favorable review in Ekonomk’na heohrafija,’ as well as the publication of a re
vised Russian edition of his text.2
This book differs from two recent predecessors in both format and content.3 It
is halfagain as bong, was printed in 46,000 copies or six to eight times more than
other textbooks for students of economic institutes, and had an insert with four
attractive color maps showing mineral resources, population, industry, and agri
cultural regions. Two chapters are devoted to new topics: the introduction pre
sents theoretical concepts of economic geography, and chapter 1, entitled
"The Ukrainian SSR - a component part of the USSR," establishes a centralist

ideological framework. The remaining chapters present traditional topics,4 occa
sionally with new approaches. The geography of services is noted as a newly
developing branch of the discipline p. 6, but, due to lack ofempirical studies, it is
not accorded a separate chapter.5
Palamaruk’s theoretical introduction consists mainly of definitions that
describe territorial structures the so-called territorial-production complexes and
production-territorial systems, and their different spatial manifestations, hierar
chies, and types. Models of interaction, networks, and urban hierarchies corn
M. H. Ihnatenko, V. Ju. Turjak, and D. T. Panevs’ka, "Cinnyj posibnyk z ekono
I

minoji heohrafiji Ukrajins’koji RSR," Ekonomiéna heohrafija 211976: 126-28.
2 M. M. Palamaruk, Ekonomk1eskaja geografija Ukrainsko/ SSR Kiev, 1977.
Ekonomk’na heohrafija Ukrajins’koji RSR, ed. by 0. S. Korojid and A. M.
Hryhor’jev, 2nd ed. Kiev, 1968; Ukrajins ica RSR: Ekonomiko-heohrafil’na xarak
tervstvka, ed. by P. V. Kryven’ Kiev, 1961.
The topics are: chapter 2 - economic-geographical characteristics of natural con
ditions and natural resources; chapter 3 - geography of population; chapter 4 - the
development and structure of the republic’s economy as a whole; chapter 5 - indus
trial geography; chapter 6 - agricultural geography; chapter 7 - geography of trans
port and economic links; and chapter 8 - economic regions.
For a general survey, see Ju. G. Saulkin, Ekonorniöeskaja geografija: Istorija.
teorja, metodv, praktika Moscow, 1973, pp. 222-26.
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mon fare in economic geography courses at American and British universities are
absent, and there is no attempt to present model-building theories or analytical
techniques.
The empirical chapters are traditionally descriptive and contain an extensive
recital of updated facts. The recent concern for environmental conservation is
expressed in the chapter on natural resources pp. 69-78. The chapter on agri
culture calls for the wise use of the Ukraine’s good earth pp. 186-89. Simple
geographical relationships between the location of an industry and its need for
raw materials, fuel, water, certain kinds of labor, or the by-products of another
industry that can serve as raw material are presented clearly. However, no attempt
is made to demonstrate how those factors can be weighed in terms of cost or to
determine the optimal location for a new industrial plant. Similarly, agricultural
specialization is explained simply by listing obvious physical and economic fac
tors. Nothing is said about how cultural preferences can affect agricultural pro
duction, how new farm tasks are assigned, or how agro-industniab unions are
established.
Omissions in tables and maps make proper interpretation of the facts difficult,
if not impossible.6 Trends in regional economic development in the Ukrainian
SSR are presented for the first time, but the methodology beads to a biased con
clusion.7 Finally, although the author enhances his description of two economic
6

For example, in discussing Soviet policies for industrial development, Palamaruk
distinguishes between group "A" producers’ goods and group "B" consumers’
goods industries, but he fails to identify the commodities in Tables 3 and 4 according
to the group to which they belong pp. 114-15. Similarly, the industrial maps with
concentric circles of different sizes Figs. 7, 9, 11, 12, 14, and 15, as well as the color
map of industries are nat specified by scale. One is loft to wonder whether the circles
are drawn proportionately to variables such as the value of production, the number of
workers employed, or the amount of capital invested, or whether they are nominally
scaled.
The map showing the percentage of the Ukrainian SSR’s in-and-out shipments with
various economic regions ofthe USSR Fig. 18 entirely ignores the exchange ofgoods
between the Ukrainian SSR and countries outside the USSR. Its design visually sug
gests that the shipments are balanced - a conclusion which careful reading of the
legend shows to be obviously wrong. More seriously, the legend fails to indicate
whether the cargo is measured by weight, volume, or value.
Table 26 used the index of economic development a composite of the gross per
capita value of industrial production, of the per capita investment of funds for indus
trial production, of the number of industrial personnel per thousand people, and of
the gross per capita value of agricultural production to demonstrate that differences
between oblasts are diminishing. This was done by assigning the value of I to the
Ukrainian SSR for 1955, 1960, and 1970, so that the oblasts range in value above and
below this normalized mean. Since economic growth has occurred in all obbasts, this
method would inevitably show a closing gap. If absolute index values wore used, the
results might well have revealed a widening gap. Unfortunately, raw index values were
not provided.
Incidentally, the captions in Figs. 19 and 20, which show levels of economic develop
ment by oblast for 1955 and 1970, were reversed, so that it seemed the gap had in
creased. The error was corrected in the Russian edition.
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regions with a mixed industrial profile with a comparison of labor, value of

production, and capital invested in various industrial branches Tables 27 and
29, he fails to use this innovative method in his description of the heavily indus
trialized Donec’-Dnioper region.
Pa1arnaruk’s economic geography of the Ukrainian SSR is an attractive and
useful sourcebook for Soviet high school teachers. It offers some new concepts
that are current in Soviet economic geography and a good deal of updated infor
mation. However, the book lacks scientific rigor because of some omissions and a
biased methodology which is geared to re-enforcing its political presentation.

Ihor Stebelsky
University of Windsor

LETTERS TO THE EDITORS

To the Editors
As the editor of Cyevs’kyj ‘s History of UkrainianLiterature, I must, I suppose,
consider myself lucky in attracting the reviewer’s direct fire in a mere eight pages
of the 116-page attack on the book which appeared in the December 1977 issue. I
do not propose to reply to Professor Grabowicz’s review article in its entirety. Ido
not believe that Cyfrvs’kyj needs any defense, and this book "slapdash" or not
will survive all these attacks. All I want to do is to explain some of the reasons for
the book’s appearance. I do not regret having undertaken to edit the book at the
request of Dr. Bohdan Wynar, director of the Ukrainian Academic Press. Per
haps I should have insisted on a more generous budget which would have pre
vented same of the shortcomings pointed out by the reviewer. But, bike so many
Ukrainian endeavors, this one was done "an a shoestring," and until our research
institutes underwrite projects such as this, similar enterprises are likely to run into
similar difficulties. Within the moans available to us the final product is not as bad
as Professor Grabowicz believes it to be. For perfection is often beyond the grasp

of more humans, occasionally oven at Harvard.
It is from those academic heights that the reviewer loftily surveys the form and
content of the book. His criticisms of Cyfrvs’kyj, which mix some highly original
with some rather dubious observations, will not detain us here. His attack on the
translation deserves some rebuttal, not because I was responsible for it, but
because it was done by my graduate students. I doubt if the expertise necessary for
a totally acceptable translation of Cyovs’kyj is available anywhere today. It calls

for trained and experienced translators, which my students were not. They under
took it because experts were not available. While pointing out many mistrans
lations, the reviewer dons the robes of the pedant when he insists that porivnannja
must be "simile" and not "comparison"; anlyteza - "antithesis," not "contrast";
kornpozycija - "composition," not "structure"; pyJnist ‘-"richness," not "pom
pousness"; ho/os vysokyj - "elevated tone," not "high voice"; vina dornovaja "civil war," nat "strife at home"; bezsonnycja - "sleeplessness," not "insomnia";
jedynonaéalstvzje - "autocracy," not "one man rube." There is also nothing
wrong, when dealing with the literature of the eighteenth century, in translating
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x/opci and divky as "lads" and "lasses," or vovky-siromanci as "poor gray
wolves," or hu/jaje z druhoju as "cavorting with another." The reviewer justly

points out the translators’ "shaky command of Ukrainian" p. 416, but he quito
unjustly denigrates their English, and in English this book, with all its failings, still
roads bettor than in Cyevs’kyj’s "baroque" Ukrainian.

The reviewer’s serious charge pp. 427-35 that I allowed only a slightly up
dated, selected bibliography to be printed rests on ignorance of the negotiations

between the author and myself. Professor Cyovs’kyj insisted that the very weak
last chapter be included, and it was he, and not the editor, who included
Vylens’kyj in the Baroque. In answer to my request that the bibliography be
updated, he firmly replied that I could add no more than ton titles. In fact, I added
seventeen now titles and the choice, though it may not please the reviewer, was
difficult to make.

Professor Grabowicz entitled his review "Toward a History of Ukrainian
Literature." His attempt to find nothing good in either the form or the content of
Cyevs’kyj’s book seems to me counter-productive

-

unless, of course, it leads to

a new history of Ukrainian literature, which may, perhaps, be written by younger
scholars in the West, once they shed their pontificating airs and, instead of criti
cizing, begin creating. If I am still alive, I shall be the first to applaud thom, should

they deserve it.
George S. N. Luckyj
University of Toronto

